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Abstract: Plants’ root properties are closely related to their ecological adaptability. This study aimed
to clarify the differences in root properties of Stipa krylovii under different grazing disturbances. The
morphological characteristics of root length, root surface area, root volume, root tip number, specific
root length, and specific surface area of S. krylovii were compared under no grazing, light grazing,
moderate grazing and heavy grazing conditions. The ecological adaptability to grazing pressure was
also examined. Results showed that the underground biomass density decreased with the increase
in grazing intensity. Grazing disturbance can lead to changes in plant community characteristics,
and roots adapt to changes in these environmental factors by adjusting their distribution. Among
the six root configuration parameters, those under light grazing were significantly higher than those
under the other grazing types. The root length and root surface area were concentrated in the range
of 0–2 mm. Mild grazing and moderate grazing were conducive to fine root penetration and contact
with soil. Moderate grazing disturbance was beneficial to grassland vegetation productivity and
played an important role in the stability and sustainable utilization of grassland ecosystem.

Keywords: grazing treatment; Stipa krylovii steppe; root system

1. Introduction

Grassland is one of the largest and most extensive types of terrestrial ecosystems. The
global grassland area is estimated to be 3.5 × 109 hm2, accounting for about 40% of the land
area [1]. As a large country for grassland resources, the total area of grassland in China
accounts for roughly 41.5% of the land area [2]. Grazing is one of the important measures
in grassland management [3]. With the intensification of human activities, grassland
grazing disturbance has become a concern [4]. Hence, livestock grazing management
remains very important for future grassland protection [5–7]. Studying the influence
of grazing on grassland and understanding the processes and mechanisms of grassland
degradation under the influence of grazing to take reasonable management measures are
of great significance in preventing grassland degradation and ensuring the sustainable
development of grassland animal husbandry.

In the grassland ecosystem, grazing grassland constitutes an organic whole composed
of herbage–soil–livestock, which interact with and restrict each other. Roots are the “central
carrier” of soil and plants, and an important link between plants and soil. They determine
the role of grassland vegetation and soil environment [8]. Good root properties improve
the utilization efficiency of soil nutrients and water, and the productivity of plant com-
munities [3,4]. Roots intersperse, entangle, and consolidate in the soil, filling the gaps
between the soil particles by decomposing the secretions. Enhancing soil organic matter
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and aggregating biodegradation improve the soil structure [9]. Grazing is one of the most
common types of disturbance affecting grassland communities and structures. Under the
trampling and feeding of livestock, the aboveground parts of plants are destroyed, the pho-
tosynthetic capacity is weakened, and the vegetation coverage is reduced, thus changing
the composition of plant communities. Grazing impacts root growth and production, with
different effects at different grazing levels—the higher the grazing intensity, the higher
the negative effects on the roots [10]. The growth status of roots is reflected in the soil
distribution. Good root architecture improves the efficiency of roots regarding soil nutrient
and water use and reflects the influence of the environment on roots.

The Stipa krylovii steppe is a transitional zone between desert steppe and typical
steppe in northern China and has a mainly temperate continental climate and temperate
monsoon climate. The annual precipitation level is low, and the seasonal distribution is
uneven, making it prone to floods and other hazards. In recent years, drought has caused
serious harm to grasslands, and this effect has intensified with global warming. Grassland
desertification and soil erosion are mutually causal and common, forming a vicious circle.
S. krylovii is important in soil and water conservation, vegetation restoration, and windbreak
and sand fixation and maintains ecological stability. The effects of grazing on plant roots
are complex [11–13].

Several different views have been established regarding the effect of grazing on plant
roots. First, grazing may reduce the growth of plant roots. Livestock changes the effective
distribution of biomass by feeding on the aboveground part and slowing down the growth
of roots. Root biomass decreases with the increase in grazing intensity [14]. Second,
conservative grazing promotes the growth of plant roots and can produce compensatory
growth to increase root biomass and net productivity [15]. Third, grazing can have no
significant effect on underground roots [16]. Changes in species composition induced by
grazing disturbance, mainly those related to a reduction in herbaceous- and total-plant
cover or the replacement of herbaceous plants by woody plants, may also lead to variations
in the horizontal and vertical distribution of the root biomass in soil [17,18].

At present, most studies on the effects of grazing intensity on plant roots in the desert
steppe focus on the analysis of root characteristics of plant communities; only a few explore
the differences in root attributes of single plants [15]. Therefore, the current research
work explored the response and adaptation of S. krylovii to different grazing intensities
and explained the ecological strategy, and found the optimal index that can reflect the
ecological adaptability of plant roots. This work aimed to provide a scientific basis for
the maintenance of grassland community biodiversity and the prevention and control of
grassland degradation.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The desert grassland ecological/hydrological field scientific observation and research
station at the northern foot of Yinshan Mountain was selected as the sample plot. The area is
administratively located in Xilamuren Town, Darhan Maoming and United Banner, Baotou
City, Inner Mongolia, with geographical coordinates of 41◦12′–41◦59′ N, 110◦25′–111◦27′

E (Figure 1). The climate is a semi-arid and temperate continental climate, cold and dry
in winter, and with a short and warm summer. The interannual variation is large, and the
precipitation is mainly concentrated in July–September in summer. The soil in the test area
is chestnut soil, the thickness of the soil layer is approximately 40 cm, and the lower part is
a calcic layer. The vegetation communities are mainly Stipa breviflora, S. krylovii, Leymus
chinensis, and Agropyron cristatum.
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Figure 1. Overview of the study area.

2.2. Plot Settings

The grazing experimental area of the ecological/hydrological field scientific observa-
tion and research station of the desert steppe in the northern foot of Yinshan Mountain was
selected for this study. The vegetation species composition, forage yield, and litter quantity
of the grassland were investigated and analyzed using the line transect method in late July
2018 according to the standard of livestock-carrying capacity of the Chinese agricultural
industry and previous research on the livestock-carrying capacity of the desert steppe in
northern China [19,20]. A completely randomized block design was adopted, and the
grazing land was divided into heavy grazing (HG), moderate grazing (MG), light grazing
(LG), and no grazing (CK). According to the classification criteria, 100 m long and 100 m
wide grazing plots were established on slopes with angles of 3◦–6◦. The fenced grazing
area was divided into three blocks with three repetitions for a total of 12 plots. Each plot
was fenced with a 1.5 m high wire mesh fence and equipped with small doors to control
the number of sheep. The grazing conditions were HG (3 sheep/hm2), MG (2 sheep/hm2),
LG (1 sheep/hm2), and CK (0 sheep/hm2). The sheep used were adult sheep with a similar
body size [21]. The grazing experiment commenced in May and concluded at the end of
November. To ensure the representativeness and accuracy of the research methodology,
we adopted the same grazing system as that employed by local herdsmen. Additionally, a
feeding schedule was implemented for the sheep from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., followed by their
return to the sheep pen for rest during the nighttime.

2.3. Sample Collection and Processing

The collection of root samples for this study took place in July 2023. In each plot, 10
herbaceous plants with good growth were selected. Root–soil complex samples with a
length and width of 15 cm and a depth of 20 cm were collected with the base of the selected
plants (constructive species) as the center, packed into a self-sealing bag, brought back to
the laboratory, and stored in a low-temperature refrigerator at 4 ◦C. The samples were
repeatedly washed with a 0.5 mm sieve in the room until all the roots had been washed out.
The roots of the plants were preserved at low temperature and brought back to the room
for cleaning. A small amount of distilled water was poured into the root disc, and the roots
were tiled and separated to ensure dispersion without crossing. The root parameters were
scanned using a 11000XL scanner (Epson, Tokyo, Japan) at 1200 dpi, and the root images
were analyzed using WinRHIZO Pro 2012b software (Regent Instruments Inc., Quebec City,
QC, Canada) to measure root length, root diameter, root surface area, root volume, and
other parameters. After scanning, the roots were dried in an oven (60 ◦C, 48 h) to determine
the drying quality of the roots.
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2.4. Data Processing

The specific root length and specific surface area were calculated based on the obtained
root parameters [22].

SRL = RL/RB, (1)

SSA = RSA/RB (2)

In the formula, SRL means specific root length (cm/g), SSA means specific surface area
(cm2/g), RL means root length (cm), RSA means root surface area (cm2), and RB means
root biomass.

Excel 2013 was used for data collation, and SPSS 26 for data analysis. One-way analy-
sis of variance was applied to analyze significant differences between the root characteristic
indexes of different grazing intensities, and Tukey’s HSD was adopted for multiple compar-
isons. The significance level was set to 0.05. Correlation analysis and principal component
analysis were performed on root-characteristic indexes. Origin 2022 was used for mapping,
and significant markers were added.

3. Results
3.1. Differences in Root Biomass Density under Different Grazing Intensities

The aboveground biomass of S. krylovii decreased with the increase in grazing inten-
sity (Figure 2a). Compared with that under CK, the aboveground biomass of S. krylovii
decreased by 37.39%, 73.30%, and 82.60% under LG, MG, and HG, respectively.
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The underground biomass density gradually decreased with the increase in grazing
intensity (Figure 2b). Underground biomass density was maximized under light grazing.
Underground biomass density in the other treatments was not significantly different, but
decreased by 6.98%, 22.76%, and 33.06% compared to LG. These results show that LG
promoted root growth.

3.2. Differences in Root Distribution in Vertical Space under Different Grazing Intensities

A significant positive correlation between many root parameters of S. krylovii was
determined (Table 1). The root surface area and root volume were significantly positively
correlated with the specific root length. The root volume was positively correlated with the
root surface area, root tip number, and specific root length but negatively correlated with
the root tip number. The number of root tips was positively correlated with the specific
root length. A significant positive correlation was found between specific root length and
specific surface area (Table 1).
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Table 1. Correlation coefficient of Stipa krylovii root attributes.

Vegetation Root Length Root Surface Area Root Volume Root Tips Specific Root Length

Stipa krylovii

Root surface area 0.872 **
Root volume 0.588 ** 0.873 **

Root tips 0.913 ** 0.788 ** 0.547 **
Specific root length 0.261 0.018 −0.105 0.325 *
Specific root surface

area 0.221 0.191 0.179 −0.280 0.886 **

Note: * indicate differences among different grazing intensity groups for the same indicator (p < 0.05), and
** indicate differences among different grazing intensity groups for the same indicator (p < 0.01). Significant
differences between variables are marked by different * or **.

The changes in the six root indexes of S. krylovii under different grazing intensities
differed (Figure 3). The order of root length was LG > MG > HG > CK (Figure 3a). The root
length of the LG sample was significantly different from that of the other grazing samples
(p < 0.05). Compared to the CK, grazing significantly enhanced the vegetation root length;
however, an inverse relationship between grazing intensity and root length was observed.
In particular, conservative grazing increased the root length of the vegetation. For root
surface area and root volume (Figure 3b,c), the change rule was consistent. The root surface
area and root volume under LG and MG were significantly higher than those under HG
and CK (p < 0.01), but no significant difference was observed between HG and CK.

The number of root tips (Figure 3d) in the LG plot was also significantly higher than
that in other grazing plots. The order of specific root length was CK> HG> LG > MG
(Figure 3e), and no significant difference in the specific surface area of S. krylovii was
observed under different grazing intensities (Figure 3f). Overall, LG was beneficial to
promote the longitudinal growth of roots.
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Figure 3. Spatial variation of Stipa krylovii root properties under different grazing intensities: (a) root
length, (b) root surface area, (c) root volume, (d) root tips, (e) specific root length, and (f) specific
root area. Note: Letters indicate differences among different grazing intensity groups for the same
indicator (p < 0.05). Significant differences between variables are marked by different letters.

3.3. Differences in Diameter Class Distribution of Stipa krylovii under Different
Grazing Intensities

The composition of various diameter classes was represented by the length, surface
area, and volume of roots in different diameter classes under varying grazing intensities
(Figure 4). The significance of root length, root surface area, and root volume of the same
diameter class among single vegetation types under different grazing intensities exhibited
certain rules. The root diameter was divided into five grades, with 1 mm as the gap. In the
range of the 0–1 mm diameter class, the order of root length was LG > MG > CK > HG and
the order of root surface area was MG > LG > CK > HG. The root volume under different
grazing intensities was not different, and that under HG was the highest. In the range of
1–2 mm diameter, the order of root length, root surface area, and root volume consistently
showed the order of LG > MG > HG > CK. In the range of 2–3 mm diameter class, the order
of root length was consistent with that in the 0–1 mm diameter class and the order of root
surface area and root volume was consistent with that in the 1–2 mm diameter class. In the
range of the 3–4 mm diameter class, the root length, root surface area, and root volume also
showed the order of LG > MG > HG > CK. When the diameter was >4 mm, the root length
was LG > HG > MG > CK, the root surface area was LG > MG > HG > CK, and the root
volume was MG > LG > HG > CK.

Root length and root surface area were concentrated in the range of 0–2 mm with an
average proportion of more than 85%. Compared with that in the other plots, the content
of fine roots in the CK plots was significantly lower and that in the LG and MG plots was
generally higher. The external interference of livestock significantly increased the content
of underground fine roots, and its diameter class composition also changed significantly.
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(p < 0.05). Significant differences between variables are marked with different letters.

3.4. Differences in Ecological Adaptability of Stipa krylovii under Different Grazing Intensities

The important root parameters of S. krylovii were extracted by principal component
analysis (Table 2). The KMO of S. krylovii was calculated to be 0.485, and the Bartlett
sphericity test reached a significant level (p < 0.01). The variation was 57.70% and 29.97%,
and the cumulative was 87.67% (>85%). According to the component matrix of S. krylovii,
the feature vector (Table 3) was calculated and the component expression of S. krylovii was
obtained. According to the contribution rate of the principal component and the coefficients
corresponding to the root parameters in the principal component, the comprehensive score
Y of the principal component was calculated.
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Table 2. Principal component analysis of Stipa krylovii root attributes.

Vegetation Principal Component Total Variability (%) Cumulative (%)

Stipa krylovii 1 3.462 57.70 57.70
2 1.798 29.97 87.67

Table 3. Principal component eigenvector matrix of Stipa krylovii root attributes.

Vegetation Principal
Component Root Length Root Surface

Area Root Volume Root Tips Specific Root
Length

Specific Root
Surface Area

Stipa krylovii 1 0.498 0.499 0.414 0.489 0.189 0.237
2 −0.078 −0.236 −0.276 −0.013 0.690 0.621

High scores of root length, root surface area, and root tip number in Y1 (Formula
(3)) and high scores of specific root length and specific surface area in Y2 (Formula (4))
indicate that principal component 1 and principal component 2 reflect all the information
of S. krylovii root attributes. The final relationship between Y1 and Y2 was obtained from Y
(Formula (5)), which is the main parameter affecting the root characteristics of S. krylovii
and is used to explain the ecological adaptability of root morphology.

Y1 = 0.498x1 + 0.499x2 + 0.414x3 + 0.489x4 + 0.189x5 + 0.237x6, (3)

Y2 = 0.078x1 − 0.236x2 − 0.276x3 − 0.013x4 + 0.690x5 + 0.621x6 (4)

Y3 = 0.5770Y1 + 0.2997Y2 (5)

4. Discussion

The feeding practices of domestic animals during grazing have a direct and significant
impact on the composition and biomass of grassland vegetation communities [23]. As graz-
ing intensity increases, the aboveground biomass of the desert steppe in Inner Mongolia
exhibits a declining trend, which aligns with Ren et al.’s findings [24]. Grazing exerts both
short-term and long-term effects on grasslands, with leaves being the primary target for
animal consumption. By consuming plant leaves, animals influence the utilization of photo-
synthetic substances by plants, stimulating compensatory growth and consequently altering
underground plant biomass [25]. This leads to an increased proportion of underground
biomass relative to above-ground biomass. The results from different grazing intensities
demonstrate that higher grazing pressure does not result in a decrease in underground
biomass over 6 years compared to non-grazing plots; instead, light grazing significantly
enhances underground biomass—a trend consistent with the Xilin River observations [26].
Furthermore, the above-ground portion of plants plays a crucial role in supporting root
system development by providing necessary energy sources. In turn, the root system affects
above-ground growth through water and nutrient absorption—this is the primary factor
influencing vegetation’s underground biomass [27]. The observation made by Ricardo
Henrique Ribeiro indicates that grazing induces alterations in root systems, irrespective of
the duration of grazing [28]. Although light, moderate, and heavy grazing all contribute
to an increase in root biomass, it is crucial to consider the potential long-term detrimental
effects associated with heavy grazing. In comparison to medium- and low-intensity levels,
heavy grazing results in elevated soil bulk density and compaction [29,30], reduced soil
carbon storage capacity [31], and decreased system productivity [32]. These factors are
not conducive to the long-term recovery of grassland vegetation productivity. However,
it should be noted that the impact of grazing on plant roots may vary depending on the
specific plant species. Hoogsteen et al., through a simulated grazing experiment conducted
in the Netherlands, discovered no significant effect of grazing on root biomass across any
soil layer [33].
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The compensatory regeneration of plants following grazing is crucial for the restora-
tion of plant production and nutrient stock [34]. The compensatory regeneration of plants
following grazing also plays a crucial role in the restoration of plant productivity and nutri-
ent reserves [35]. The uptake of nutrients by grassland plants contributes to 32% of nitrogen
and 28% of phosphorus [36], while grazing significantly reduces plant biomass, thereby
increasing the reliance on soil root nutrient uptake for plant nutrient conservation [37].
Significant correlations were observed among the root properties of Stipa clanneri, indicat-
ing a certain interdependence between these parameters. Principal component analysis
revealed that key factors influencing the root system included root length, root surface area,
root volume, and root tip number. Both root length and surface area play vital roles in
determining Stipa kirstii’s characteristics as a densely clustered plant with limited water
storage capacity [38]. However, due to adventitious roots formed by tillers, well-developed
roots facilitate the efficient absorption of water and nutrients while promoting the growth
of Stipa kirstii [39]. Studies on perennial pastures have demonstrated that conservative
grazing induces changes in root morphology by stimulating the formation of new and finer
roots, thereby enhancing nutrient and water uptake [40]. Among the six root architecture
parameters, further classification revealed that within the 0–2 mm diameter class, the root
length of lightly grazed and moderately grazed plants was significantly greater than that
of heavily grazed and non-grazed plants. Additionally, the root surface area of moderately
grazed plants was significantly higher compared to lightly grazed and heavily grazed
plants. This is consistent with the results obtained by Pucheta et al. in Pampa de Achala,
who found that grazing will increase the content of fine roots [41]. The impact of grazing
on root growth is evident, as it stimulates the development of fine roots and alters the
distribution of root diameter classes to adapt to the grazing environment. This adaptation
ensures the efficient absorption of water and nutrients [42].

5. Conclusions

After 6 years of grazing treatment, it was observed that grazing significantly influ-
enced the vegetation biomass in a desert grassland area. As grazing intensity increased,
both aboveground and underground biomass densities gradually decreased, although the
underground biomass density was higher under grazing treatment compared to the control.
Grazing promoted the development and growth of underground roots as well as enhancing
vegetation resistance to growth. The specific surface area did not differ among the six root
architecture parameters of Stipa krylovii. Under control conditions, the specific root length
was higher compared to other grazing treatments. The root length, root surface area, root
volume, and root tip number were higher under light grazing compared to other grazing
treatments. Based on the grading of root diameter classes, both root length and surface area
were concentrated within the range of 0 mm < d ≤ 2 mm; light and moderate grazing were
more favorable for fine roots’ penetration and contact. These findings demonstrate that
conservative grazing plays a pivotal role in enhancing grassland vegetation productivity
and ensuring the stability and sustainable utilization of the grassland ecosystem. Conse-
quently, it is imperative to implement scientifically sound grazing strategies in grassland
management to uphold the vitality and equilibrium of the grassland ecosystem.

Author Contributions: Data processing, writing—original draft preparation, and editing, T.T. and
J.G.; manuscript validation and revision, Z.Y. (Zhenqi Yang); project administration and funding
acquisition, Z.Y. (Zhenyu Yao); data collection, X.L. and Z.W.; T.T. and J.G. are co-first authors. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This study was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No.
42177347), IWHR Research and Development Support Program (MK2022J1D), The influence mecha-
nism of grassland patch pattern on the hydraulic erosion process of grazing grassland (MK2022J11),
IWHR Research and Development Support Program (MK2023J06) and IWHR Research and Develop-
ment Support Program (MK2023J05).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.



Sustainability 2024, 16, 3975 10 of 11

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The unavailability of data is attributed to privacy or ethical constraints.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank all the partners involved in this study and the experimen-
tal platform provided by the Yinshanbeilu National Field Research Station of Steppe Eco-Hydrological
System. The authors would like to thank the reviewers for their helpful and constructive comments
and suggestions which have substantially improved the quality of this manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Bontti, E.E.; Decant, J.P.; Munson, S.M.; Gathany, M.A.; Przeszlowska, A.; Haddix, M.L.; Owens, S.; Burke, I.C.; Parton, W.J.;

Harmon, M.E. Litter decomposition in grasslands of central north America (US great plains). Glob. Chang. Biol. 2009, 15,
1356–1363. [CrossRef]

2. Wang, Z.Y.; Jin, J.; Zhang, Y.N.; Liu, X.J.; Jin, Y.L.; Wang, C.J.; Han, G.D. Impacts of mixed-grazing on root biomass and
belowground net primary production in a temperate desert steppe. R. Soc. Open Sci. 2019, 6, 180890. [CrossRef]

3. Zhang, S.Z.; Wei, Y.Q.; Liu, N.; Wang, Y.Q.; Manlike, A.; Zhang, Y.J.; Zhang, B. Mowing Facilitated Shoot and Root Litter
Decomposition Compared with Grazing. Plants 2022, 11, 846. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Lodge, G.M.; Murphy, S.R. Root depth of native and sown perennial grass-based pastures, North-West Slopes, New South Wales.
1. Estimates from cores and effects of grazing treatments. Aust. J. Exp. Agric. 2006, 46, 337–345. [CrossRef]

5. Golodets, C.; Kigel, J.; Sternberg, M. Recovery of plant species composition and ecosystem function after cessation of grazing in a
Mediterranean grassland. Plant Soil 2010, 329, 365–378. [CrossRef]

6. He, N.P.; Wu, L.; Wang, Y.S.; Han, X.G. Changes in carbon and nitrogen in soil particle-size fractions along a grassland restoration
chronosequence in northern China. Geoderma 2009, 150, 302–308. [CrossRef]

7. Shrestha, G.; Stahl, P.D. Carbon accumulation and storage in semi-arid sagebrush steppe: Effects of long-term grazing exclusion.
Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2008, 125, 173–181. [CrossRef]

8. Soares, C.V.; Cecato, U.; Ribeiro, O.L.; Roma, C.F.D.; Jobim, C.C.; Beloni, T.; Perri, S.H.V. Root system and root and stem base
organic reserves of pasture Tanzania grass fertilizer with nitrogen under grazing. Semin. Cemina Agrar. 2013, 34, 2415–2426.
[CrossRef]

9. Wilson, C.H.; Strickland, M.S.; Hutchings, J.A.; Bianchi, T.S.; Flory, S.L. Grazing enhances belowground carbon allocation,
microbial biomass, and soil carbon in a subtropical grassland. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2018, 24, 2997–3009. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Piñeiro, G.; Paruelo, J.M.; Oesterheld, M.; Jobbágy, E.G. Pathways of Grazing Effects on Soil Organic Carbon and Nitrogen. Rangel.
Ecol. Manag. 2010, 63, 109–119. [CrossRef]

11. Bardgett, R.D.; Wardle, D.A.; Yeates, G.W. Linking above-ground and belowground interactions: How plant responses to foliar
herbivory influence soil organisms. Soil Biol. Biochem. 1998, 30, 1867–1878. [CrossRef]

12. Milchunas, D.G.; Lauenroth, W.K. Quantitative effects of grazing on vegetation and soils over a global range of environments.
Ecol. Monogr. 1993, 63, 327–366. [CrossRef]

13. Hafner, S.; Unteregelsbacher, S.; Seeber, E.; Lena, B.; Xu, X.L.; Li, X.G.; Guggenberger, G.; Miehe, G.; Kuzyakov, Y. Effect of grazing
on carbon stocks and assimilate partitioning in a Tibetan montane pasture revealed by 13CO2 pulse labeling. Glob. Change Biol.
2012, 18, 528–538. [CrossRef]

14. Kirkegaard, J.A.; Lilley, J.M.; Hunt, J.R.; Sprague, S.J.; Ytting, N.K.; Rasmussen, I.S.; Graham, J.M. Effect of defoliation by grazing
or shoot removal on the root growth of field-grown wheat (Triticum aestivum L.). Crop Pasture Sci. 2015, 66, 249–259. [CrossRef]

15. McInenly, L.E.; Merrill, E.H.; Cahill, J.F.; Juma, N.G. Festuca campestris alters root morphology and growth in response to simulated
grazing and nitrogen form. Funct. Ecol. 2010, 24, 283–292. [CrossRef]

16. Ribeiro, R.H.; Ibarr, M.A.; Besen, M.R.; Bayer, C.; Piva, J.T. Managing grazing intensity to reduce the global warming potential in
integrated crop–livestock systems under no-till agriculture. Eur. J. Soil. Sci. 2020, 71, 1120–1131. [CrossRef]

17. Jackson, R.B.; Schenk, H.J.; Jobbágy, E.G.; Canadell, J.; Colello, G.D.; Dickinson, R.E.; Field, C.B.; Friedlingstein, P.; Heimann, M.;
Hibbard, K.; et al. Belowground consequences of vegetation change and their treatment in models. Ecol. Appl. 2000, 10, 70–483.
[CrossRef]

18. Schenk, H.J.; Jackson, R.B. The global biogeography of roots. Ecol. Monogr. 2002, 72, 311–328. [CrossRef]
19. Zhu, L.; Qin, F.; Yang, C.; Ma, X. Drive-Mechanism of Land Erosion in the Cross Redion between Farmland and Grassland in

Vinshan Mountain. Res. Soil. Water Conserv. 2008, 15, 34–37.
20. Xu, M. A review of grassland carrying capacity: Perspective and dilemma for research in China on “forage-livestock balance”.

Acta Pratacult. Sin. 2014, 23, 321–329.
21. Yang, Z.Q.; Miao, P.; Zheng, Y.F.; Guo, J.Y.; Li, Y.; Liu, T.; He, X.X. Impacts of Grazing on Vegetation and Soil Physicochemical

Properties in Northern Yinshan Mountain Grasslands. Sustainability 2023, 15, 16028. [CrossRef]
22. Fransen, B.; Blijjenberg, J.; de Kroon, H. Root morphological and physiological plasticity of perennial grass species and the

exploitation of spatial and temporal heterogeneous nutrient patches. Plant Soil. 1999, 211, 179–189. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01815.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.180890
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants11070846
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35406826
https://doi.org/10.1071/EA04276
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-009-0164-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2009.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2007.12.007
https://doi.org/10.5433/1679-0359.2013v34n5p2415
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14070
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29377461
https://doi.org/10.2111/08-255.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0038-0717(98)00069-8
https://doi.org/10.2307/2937150
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02557.x
https://doi.org/10.1071/CP14241
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2009.01642.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejss.12904
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[0470:BCOVCA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9615(2002)072[0311:TGBOR]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.3390/su152216028
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1004684701993


Sustainability 2024, 16, 3975 11 of 11

23. Zhang, T.R.; Li, F.Y.; Wu, L.; Wang, H.; Li, Y.L.; Shi, C.J. Seasonal grazing alters nutrient resorption and conservation, and affects
spring growth of Stipa grandis. J. Plant Ecol. 2023, 16, rtac083. [CrossRef]

24. Ren, W.; Xie, J.; Hou, X.; Li, X.; Guo, H.; Hu, N.; Kong, L.; Zhang, J.; Chang, C.; Wu, Z. Potential molecular mechanisms of
overgrazing-induced dwarfism in sheepgrass (Leymus chinensis) analyzed using proteomic data. BMC Plant Biol. 2018, 18, 81.
[CrossRef]

25. Sarquis, A.; Pestoni, S.; Cingolani, A.M.; Harguindeguy, N.P. Physiognomic changes in response to herbivory increase carbon
allocation to roots in a temperate grassland of central Argentina. Plant Ecol. 2019, 220, 699–709. [CrossRef]

26. Du, B.H.; Gao, C.P.; Hadachaolu. Effect of Grazing on Plant Biomass and Carbon Storage of Typical Grassland in Xilinguole. J.
Res. Soil. Water Conserv. 2018, 25, 139–146+152.

27. Cui, S.; Zhu, X.; Wang, S.; Zhang, Z.; Xu, B.; Luo, C.; Zhao, L.; Zhao, X. Effects of seasonal grazing on soil respiration in alpine
meadow on the Tibetan plateau. Soil. Use Manag. 2014, 30, 435–443. [CrossRef]

28. Ribeiro, R.H.; Ibarr, M.A.; Bratti, F.; Pinheiro, D.; Auler, A.C.; Chiavegato, M.B.; Piva, J.T.; Dieckow, J. Grazing intensity and
nitrogen fertilization effects on biomass and morphology of black oat roots in an integrated crop–livestock system. Agron. J. 2023,
115, 512–525. [CrossRef]

29. Auler, A.C.; Galetto, S.L.; Hennipman, F.S.; Guntzel, E.D.; Giarola, N.F.; Fonseca, A.F.D. Soil structural quality degradation by the
increase in grazing intensity in integrated crop-livestock system. Bragantia 2017, 76, 550–556. [CrossRef]

30. Bonetti, J.D.A.; Anghinoni, I.; Gubiani, P.I.; Cecagno, D.; de Moraes, M.T. Impact of a long-term crop–livestock system on the
physical and hydraulic properties of an Oxisol. Soil. Tillage Res. 2019, 186, 280–291. [CrossRef]

31. Silva, F.D.D.; Amado, T.J.C.; Ferreira, A.O.; Assmann, J.M.; Anghinoni, I.; Carvalho, P.C.D.F. Soil carbon indices as affected by 10
years of integrated crop-livestock production with different pasture grazing intensities in southern Brazil. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ.
2014, 190, 60–69. [CrossRef]

32. Ribeiro, R.H.; Dieckow, J.; Piva, J.T.; Bratti, F. Roots and aboveground carbon and nitrogen inputs by black oats (Avena strigosa
Schreb.) as affected by grazing and nitrogen in integrated croplivestock system in subtropical Brazil. Plant Soil 2020, 451, 447–458.
[CrossRef]

33. Hoogsteen, M.J.J.; Bakker, E.J.; van Eekeren, N.; Tittonell, P.A.; Groot, J.C.J.; van Ittersum, M.K.; Lantinga, E.A. Do Grazing
Systems and Species Composition Affect Root Biomass and Soil Organic Matter Dynamics in Temperate Grassland Swards?
Sustainability 2020, 12, 1260. [CrossRef]

34. Wu, G.; Wang, D.; Liu, Y.; Ding, L.-M.; Liu, Z.H. Warm-season grazing benefits species diversity conservation and topsoil nutrient
sequestration in alpine meadow. Land. Degrad. Dev. 2016, 28, 1311–1319.

35. Zhang, T.; Li, F.Y.; Wang, H.; Wu, L.; Shi, C.; Li, Y.; Hu, J. Effects of defoliation timing on plant nutrient resorption and hay
production in a semi-arid steppe. J. Plant Ecol. 2021, 14, 44–57. [CrossRef]

36. Cleveland, C.C.; Houlton, B.Z.; Smith, W.K.; Marklein, A.R.; Reed, S.C.; Parton, W.; Del Grosso, S.J.; Running, S.W. Patterns of
new versus recycled primary production in the terrestrial biosphere. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2013, 110, 12733–12737. [CrossRef]

37. Zhou, L.; Addo-Danso, S.D.; Wu, P.; Li, S.; Zou, X.; Zhang, Y.; Ma, X. Leaf resorption efficiency in relation to foliar and soil nutrient
concentrations and stoichiometry of Cunninghamia lanceolata with stand development in southern China. J. Soils Sediments 2016,
16, 1448–1459. [CrossRef]

38. Kumar, S.; Udawatta, R.P.; Anderson, S.H. Root length density and carbon content of agroforestry and grass buffers under grazed
pasture systems in a Hapludalf. Agrofor. Syst. 2010, 80, 85–96. [CrossRef]

39. Li, T.L.; Huo, G.W.; Wu, Y.N. Comparison of root traits of Stipa krylovii and Allium polyrhizum under grazing in typical steppe. J.
Chin. J. Appl. Ecol. 2022, 33, 360–368.

40. Larreguy, C.; Carrera, A.L.; Bertiller, M.B. Production and turnover rates of shallow fine roots in rangelands of the Patagonian
monte, Argentina. Ecol. Res. 2012, 27, 61–68. [CrossRef]

41. Pucheta, E.; Bonamici, I.; Cabido, M.; Díaz, S. Below-ground biomass and productivity of a grazed site and a neighbouring
ungrazed exclosure in a grassland in central Argentina. Austral Ecol. 2004, 29, 201–208. [CrossRef]

42. Piazzetta, H.V.L.; Moraes, A.D.; Ribeiro, T.M.D.; Sandini, I.E.; Lustosa, S.B.C.; Pelissari, A. Pastejo e nitrogênio sobre o crescimento
de raízes na mistura de aveia preta e azevém. Semin. Ciênc. Agrár. 2014, 35, 2749. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1093/jpe/rtac083
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12870-018-1304-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-019-00945-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/sum.12125
https://doi.org/10.1002/agj2.21277
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-4499.2016.310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2018.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2013.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-020-04542-z
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12031260
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpe/rtaa076
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302768110
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-016-1352-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-010-9312-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11284-011-0869-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9993.2004.01337.x
https://doi.org/10.5433/1679-0359.2014v35n4Suplp2749

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Area 
	Plot Settings 
	Sample Collection and Processing 
	Data Processing 

	Results 
	Differences in Root Biomass Density under Different Grazing Intensities 
	Differences in Root Distribution in Vertical Space under Different Grazing Intensities 
	Differences in Diameter Class Distribution of Stipa krylovii under Different Grazing Intensities 
	Differences in Ecological Adaptability of Stipa krylovii under Different Grazing Intensities 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

