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S - e Ny N =+
BREE: —RAGEELES. SFNNENENBREFEY
KE R
RN K S A kL5, il 200241
WE SRS E NS H™ IR IR PR . A R BB, 784 R A2 AL 25 R G0 [ B3 A 72 SRR Hh A E AR
HEEFB ., FNREAERE S o i) —Fg 28 R Y8 o Ho 2 B s Bl i vh AN H pr i ot Bl A S R G . 1B NI R L “H 2
FIEES ARG TR, JemEE(Sphagnum)7EJe s FITRIC I RE « I JE7R K S Rt i G 2 /KR 28 55 07 T B A A L B 21

TEM . 1002 4K, VeREE 2 M TEE 25 R4 L 15 G Il AN PR /K Ab BRAE AT, JCHOR AT N — SR (EL A5 38010 38 A BRI £
AR — B AT EZ k. ERRRAEARRA X" HrRRHRT, JeREE ey dr bt M40 T
Mol ZOCEENRKERLE . V2 REPERGER . B S0, FHARY . Bior SR, MBHR A F g
B, CARBRISAE S Al AR MRAL RE V0 55 J5 AT £008, B A NI R EEE 7T Je 7 M A R 7 A0 SR LA K Y 7% 86 0T R AR 7

WA ERMEE S S5 .
Keia

JEREERIHE, SRRARRE, HEAMM, Jen, BRI

RIR (2022). Jekdt: —REFEBEES. SFARSANEBE FAHEY. BY%EHR 57, 559-578.

B TRAE (RpHIE  RE FRAEMN L IR LSRR R
[ “BigAe” AL, Yex Hi(peatland) 2 & K 1) R 54 i 1
% & (Gorham, 1991; Freeman et al., 2001). &g
BN o 4 BRIl L 2 T AR £13%, A HLAf A7 AR o5 42
BRAEERRIAL/3, At AR 265 . Pk, Je
R MR N A o I 2 4 RSB AR I e A R Bl b AR 25
Z4i(Crump, 2017; Xu et al., 2018). #Rifi, AZKiE3h
LR R FEEIRYE R I AR 48 /), BRI ThAe ™ HiR
o 20174E B A E PR BRI 25 4 H A Bk R MR L,
SRYFA . BV BEUE T RN HE A 1 it 55 ek e o
TR A AR KB (Crump, 2017). Rl s
X e e 1 ) AR A AR 8 A JE

e IR 3 1) 3= B R 4 T 2k 8 (Sphagnum, peat
moss), 3 EWFKE ML RE, & — KA Mk
A AR AR B R S sEEY, s
NVEIRHL “ AR RS TR, BAMERFIA A
IAESIME, AR RGBSR T 2 0E
Z(Van Breemen, 1995; Rochefort, 2000; Beike et
al., 2015). k& BAMEIR /N, HE G 7T
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1.5x10° hm? f $t 2R B b 26 1T, o i 3 T A 0 1%
(Whitaker and Edwards, 2008; Beike et al., 2015).
At A DL BRI R R B e R &%, BT L A A
= 1110%-15% (Clymo and Hayward, 1982).

FH T e 2% #F B AT 68 2R W K BE 71 AN — 8 I 1R
RN, 1002 9K, Toivse T4 I 2 o i 1
PR, —H ZHTEZ™N, BARAEFNE
ff)—K & MY (Gaudig et al., 2017). 20174F, 24
TR maf H O Rkt 3 500 t, Fm N B FIALIE 521
JEARA M7 (Leon et al., 2019).

Toib WA Hdr AT AR B R, ISR
LTSRN EE E, JeREE T2 ER b H 2
¥z —(Clymo and Hayward, 1982). 7F4ER< 1%
AR 50N, KRR M I T R R, T B AT
Pt TRl e 0 A AR S SR v . BRIR 172012
A5 T Je ¥ w1 kI(Moss clone project), B £
MHATEREFREOR, WA B 2885 771 345 410
R R R EE, H T KI5 4L (Beike et al.,
2015). 3 [H W53l 1 e R & 5 K 2H 1 R (Sphagno-
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me), HfzhF U8 R & A 75 Ak AL T 7T (Weston et
al., 2018). 1l [F %5 [E 5 IF 78 & 1 4 3k e ok &5 f i
(Sphagnum farming), 7] 7 A= (1) V8 i &5 &5 A A% 4
Ve, WEREmAONEETT, B 755 AR F Rl
FlE 25 K i 24 e £ hifi(Gaudig et al., 2014; Krebs et
al., 2018). bIRHF 7t 1t H 7E th F3 Bl 4 51 R 500
Ve IRBEI 2 HKAE o A SORE R IR 8 (1) TS FIRFI:
VIRh ZREPEREIR . AR AN G, B IR AR
M R EOR AT 55 )7 EAT SRR A 22, DUHTA
FHRHE FHE LS 2275, FFHEh T X e % 4 1 it 9%
FAR =ML RS o

1 RERIRS

Ve IR B 7 — RILAIE T MAER 1 & MY, Gl
Je R #E](Sphagnophyta). ix Y B B & L 1
PR FAARRRAE, HEC 7R 22 0T 2300k 78
AL, JeREE B3R AN (1) i AL
1% B 41 ffl (hyalocyst) 5 ¢ ta 4 ffd (chlorocyst); (2) 4%
F R4 A (spreading branch)X5 T £ (pendent
branch); (3) M A ZE i (stem leaf) 5 8 i
(branch leaf) (I1A-E). Ve 7 & Bl T4 i i 3 R
e L Rl KB 1 3% A AN /N B Rt 4T A K,
2P0 A AR BLAZ ZUE — A R E I A 2% . 3%
B ARAiEK AR, RSTHEEETE, Bz a4k, H
4 B BE (RF 791 2 7E B 4 ) B RS0 B AT K AL,
FRIAT K SAKRISCHEDIRE SN, 3B Ry e S AL A
R 20 B S TR ) I S AR SRR A A7 37 T (Kostka. et
al.,, 2016). gl 2L, & FE Kk, F2
TG EERDIRE . Je R GBEIC T4 A S5 E AL
Mo o JEBUR R BUE K IR, 1B LA R —i
A%, A AR g, B EEEEK, £
B FOKAVE TR R IS . 7E A S TA S R Ak
A, A LR E AR ST, AR ERTE
ARFIR NG 22 540, HOB MR S5t 2R 1
PR 375 BH 40 B A RSO JE AR AL, T 25 132 B A
J#1 ) % A (Daniels and Eddy, 1985). T 23 1% i 76
I BT R ORI AT A 1 B B 2 L SRS A
A5 L B A0 A S b = PR R RE R 22 17K 2 (Wagner
and Titus, 1984),

R B AV Z FAEMRR, (H 5 B A R

T

! oL /25
if?’\*{:a #50 SOl £
/R i~

” '_.'4 i
e
\ /7Y

B B R

(A) B2E 5 R (bar=4 mm); (B) 40Mi —RYbE: & B m R fn Sk
4l (bar=10 um); (C), (D) M- =% (bars=200 um): (C)
2Kty (D) AN (B) BRI Bk AiEiSon BeL, ik
NEERG (bar=3 mm). FEUEAR AN 4 R 20181128-100 (HS-
NU).

Figure 1 Dimorphism of Sphagnum palustre

(A) Native population (bar=4 mm); (B) Dimorphism of cells:
hyalocyst and chlorocyst (bar=10 pum); (C), (D) Dimorphism of
leaves (bars=200 pm): (C) stem leaf; (D) branch leaf; (E)
Dimorphism of branches, spreading branch (left arrow) and
pendent branch (right arrow) (bar=3 mm). All from voucher
specimen RL Zhu 20181128-100 (HSNU).

R MMEHIBAR . —BON, VR EE IR 22 A M%) /N
(BC ¥4 R = A= A (Daniels and Eddy, 1985), {H
HpSAIE TR A B A BUR, SR RE S R 3R
BRE N A R, SR B AP T

JB R B (R 1T AR B Z AN, AR AT AR A,
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P e K 144 35 4 (pseudopodium) $4 4T 355 45 1 T
RE(EI2H); fawish =9k, Hf 7 iR s i i £ 9
HHERISCAE, 72 AE A 200500 kPaft) = BT 3 56 o8
F8 o e B 0 35 R TR - I 2 77 AR A B4 v R DL R R
JiH(vortex rings), SCONFIRF. VEIRERIE BRI
43 A7 AT R 53X PR R 1 AR 3 T 207 0F O% (Nawa-
schin, 1897; Whitaker and Edwards, 2008). 5% %;
BERAEY) — B, PR BEI ARt B A AL, (AL
24k DAl (8] F o AR #)fL, PR A2 —
< fL(pseudostomata), FLIffE 5 SRS % &
ANK, T AT BE 5 e e B 7R 9 KR iR 00 T L IR Ok
(Duckett et al., 2009; Merced, 2015). ¢ 7% & [ 71 1
R/, EAZ{L17-42 pm (Cao and Vitt, 1986; Glime,
2020), VYA ZE L (FI2A) o f/IN 6 7 R0 A 3 A R
I 205 XA BT e R &F S K EE & AL R
(Sundberg, 2002, 2013; Whitaker and Edwards,
2008). Je b 1A e K, REEHE KN, 1£
1 i e ek ML B 1AL 17041 6804F ) 1 175 9%
HAW RS, HILHEWRES SR FMT, TR
wEMT 2/ DEHEFEM A4 (Bu et al., 2017). e iE
T 7R A i AN 5 V8 e 5 7 1 7 1 R AR e 2
MEEAEREA R, BSIRRHERIEFITTRE E 7%
PTG () 7 R A G

2 REREVIMSEENZR

BEEREYI B BRI B = KRB
LR, #1421 0007, FKEZA3500M . L& G &HH
YIBANTTZ IR L J 5 4 M B0 3R 850 3% A7 0L,
R H8 7 3 2R 4 5k DR ZHL B0 8 1) R G2 K B W 9 SR
B Y & — ¥ & (Puttick et al., 2018; One
Thousand Plant Transcriptomes Initiative, 2019; Li
et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). JER & )& T #E A8
Y, & TR EENS IR EERL . Y IR 2 B BEAEY))
SCYE R #E B (Sphagnum)AE Y I S FR, B RS BN 4F,
HE KA 24 (Rydin and Jeglum, 2013; Shaw
et al., 2016b). |7 e mEERHU S 1A E, RIVe R &%
J& o 20194 IR (SRR ) 32 SRR &% &
FH291F, FAEIM=84%, RRIHNr=56Fh, KM=
184, SEP7231F0, PALKARP = 41R0 (%I A ILH
Fi) (Michaelis, 2019). Costa (2021)%} [ 75 g 7% % ()
B BT M TS 70R, Horp 5 oL (445

E2 EREENE L

(A) o7 (e, TRim); (B) LRELE, (C) kR
&; (D) FE TR (HERR); (E) #&T-8%; (F) T TA(ERR); (G) 3P
& (H) 771 (5 T 22 AR B 390 %)

Figure 2 Life cycle of Sphagnum palustre

(A) Spore (proximal view from scanning electron micro-
scope); (B) Filamentous protonema; (C) Thalloid protonema;
(D) Male gametophyte; (E) Antheridium; (F) Female ga-
metophyte; (G) Archegonium; (H) Sporophyte (with an ar-
chegonium unfertilized at the bottom of capsule)

Bl R . B B T SR 8 Fh
Z I E S, 138 PRI T0 5B A2 Ve e B Ja 11 = ZE AR
ST o 43T RGP SRR SR BE L 7 th
5 7% 4F B} (Flatbergiaceae) (1 )& 2 Fh) Fl Bk % #F &}
(Ambuchananiaceae) (2J/&2#), 55 Ik EE R
R e % #F H (Sphagnales) 18 7% #§ 44 (Sphagnopsi-
da). JemEEn] REfR — gk il Z i & (Cardona-
Correa et al., 2016), Ve & 44 /& 8¢ KA 4k 3 &
(#%) 2N (Takakiopsida) 3 # Ji & 5701k Hi R I 28 —

% % (Shaw et al., 2010a, 2016b; Liu et al., 2019).
I I 9V AR A AN R W) 1) e s 2EL T A gk AT 4 AT
Devos®(2016) & I Ve 7k BE A 56 18 K A2 22 R B
B R HEZ F, JRANRE R ERHES
AT HE A Yo R BE2RAH YWD 2 FEVE A0 i) — A 2L
=, R HAETRRHTE AR . PN, JeR e
BT ALK, BEIEZ T T 2 Uk In) Sy AR 2 2Rk X
19 7k (Shaw et al., 2019). Jex & Al fEH 128-319
B, AREET AR SRR A L R 20 1 %
IR A TR B, Y i 8 K 22 HW b =2 0 SR AR JR
(7-201 JifF) (Shaw et al., 2010b). HR#E20164F1E
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5 ] gl T R B2 N R B PR V) e A A T 4 S ) M5 A
R, SRRV IR B 2R AR 5N T 2 (460607 1 /T
4F) (Cardona-Correa et al., 2016). #&[1I2, T
B RAHYA R B S e MR ROR, DRI A
HBUREAS R, BLAE Ve IR BEAE N I 2 80 B RIS R IR
PRI R R KA, BRIRAFR . &
T, ARFERT 1245k B BRI e R BE 11 T 8 A% . AR RN 4H
Ji 28 R K ZH 0 70 #r, Meleshko5(2021) 8 H! T Vg 7
AT SRR . TR R BEYI M A6 2 FEAGIS, A
ROPRBEUBAR K, B X Fh 2 (B BRI 3hTz, &
UM B R BRI E 2 A M. Bi)E, BT YUk
AT B AN R A JS A 4= JE R A B R A,
S PR 2 R4k, AR B o 2 AR /B R ) 6 BT B 5 3K
HHTHIYIR R 2R

Ve R BE & 1 BC TR 2 AR R (n=19), (HIEREE)E
1) 2 R R H AN W, o 7E O 58 G BTl 2 I
t, L3RRI A ARILR, A 420%EH £
Ve BV MT Re 22 458, H 28074 RIE 2 544
(Fritsch, 1991; Meleshko et al., 2018; Glime, 2020).
XoF LOF R I A B 75 BT 411t L HUARE I 36 AT T B 35 9%,
T A Ao BT R A = A5k, HARIR
A (Heck et al., 2021). KyrkjeeideZs(2019)#Ki&
TAREERE A RIE =R, HaZz iR =5 hE
SN B AR . A28 B UL SRR
I8 J R TR 25 P IB VR 45 e R 85 JE W) P e R TR
IR M. BRI 2 1)+ R = iR B, A e
WA JE )P E AT RRARAER 2 0. i, JUANT AR
b (e R & R P AL e R B (S. magellanicum))TE R 4
RE ERERHZDAFE RS RIS (Kyrkjeeide et al.,
2016; Hassel et al., 2018); ¥ #A N A Hi 1
H e e S bR be — N EEHE, Tk SR AL e R
BEAN 23 A1 £E B R B i 7E (Hassel et al., 2018), 3 [F
AT S DX b AL ik S AT AT R A f AT Ve K
CBr #8L 4) (S. divinum) 58 4 B 38 g% & (BT UL 44)
(S. medium) . B it K & 2 & B (S. recurvum
complex)# TA g BN B 3 22 A2 (1 ] A b 5 BE 4 (X
51 NO-6 ML Fh . FE T RADseq s #T, &% & REbY
KI5 RTAFH, 23 /i Je R & (S. angustifolium).
B R B (FT L) (S, balticum). i I8 B ¥ (S.
fallax). Mg R EE(S. recurvum). Pk 5 & Gl
%) (S. flexuosum). & e ik #£(S. obtusum)Fi -

VEVE R BE (B L 4) (S. pacificum) (Duffy et al.,
2020). ks XS Ve R B A B, BT SR 1 B
JE TRk 200 e e aE A BT IN GE (A B AL A, A
Al REERAN 2 FAE e s e A rh A Je e . H AT TR
A 2/l R 65 14 J8 R A, BoRT A BRI R R A
250-450Ff(Shaw et al., 2016b). e % & 7% 5
ML S AP B AN E 3R I, o iR 2 U R #5432
WS AR B RPN FIIL 3., b2 Hh = IR N2 IR
PHATSE I, Ve 2 6 J& B U ) 0 b 2 AP R O3 A A AR ik
ITRBRR IR .
REMFRAELTS3E a4 A EE AN e
&, {H B 218924 F[H A4 Ve ik B i 18 o o e B
10 VR IR BE 52 A U6 R 8 (S. girgensohnii) f1 P B
Je R &% (S. subnitens), HARUEFR Atk [E 4% H1:IM
Delavay{t 3 [ = 5 K % (Bescherelle, 1892). B4
FIELDLIT(1956) 4] 5 R 1 25T e 7% e 71 72 (5 11 43
Mo 1994 R (MEEEEE) (H1E)HIARE
AT 37TR (BT, 1994). 19994F HIFR I (b [ 8§25
FEPE) (FESCHR)IGE 7 46F0(Li and He, 1999). i
] A= ) 44 s i e B B e e 4 i () ) B B 46 0 (B A
FA%E, 2018). i giit, FE H ATAJeR MY
2R (Ve BERFAIZE IR BERL) 2 (Ve < B J A28 e
J&), FLZ)50M. 2K 6 R TR EAUE 1R, Rl 22045
ik &% (Flatbergium sericeum), 7 4i T =M & . 1M
TR EE BRI E AT 7z, HEZHBONE IR A i)
Fifl, 24006 R EE(S. multifibrosum)HI] g 7 6 (S.
pungifolium) (22471, 1984, 1993; Li and He, 1999)
SRR BT IR R IRl 128 1 s 1) N 3R
HA R B AENEY), FE R STl
o BT IR E Ve R ST A B0 T 20 40 H R
ChEEEEY | BT 20 R SR AT 58 772 DA
SOREEFRAANTE A, JRE WD) I e e BE V)M 22 K M AN
SIAARBERAE, B RFAE A THIR N S0 R SR AT Al
FEEGTENG T RAFITRES /7 RFHIC.
BT i 24 P A Ak B Ve e ¥ i 110 6 IR 4H K /A
b B AT — 5o SO 7= 267P B A4 e 2R B ) P 1)
[K 20K 71N 40.392-0.506 pg, i 44~ = f5 44l (L. 452
A Y8 B AR Fh) 1 3 R 41K /) 9 0.814-0.952 pg
(Temsch etal., 1998). HFI2/ME R &1 45K 2H O
Z5e ANy, T FIEE VA IRAE A (http://phytozo-
me.jgi.doe.gov/), H i 1E7E i G R K 1 2,
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Horbr R ye R % 7 2H 2% 5 1) Bk DR 2H K /N 94878 Mb,
T “fBJentd” 14396 Mb (Shaw et al., 2016b).
e IR B 4 HE DR 20 91 A B2 R A0 1 A 2 R g A 3k [
AW TSR BRI

3 RREERIEEMAEES

SRR AR, B EEAE MR AR IR 2 T M
Ffk . TEEERMYI, 2946 68% 14 Fl M 1 5 ik
(Hedenés and Bisang, 2011). % b f5I7E e 5 £ )&
B E . RydinfilJeglum (2013)iA 21 75% 1)U 5%
BEVIPONMERE R R . 7E CERINTR R BE T ) Fik 41
FfJe R B v, OHE A [ A (25 A IS TR AR) A O, i e
FHRAT30F0, &4 28 M 5 AN (Daniels and Eddy,
1985; Laine et al., 2009, 2018). {+ [E &K E)
(BESChR) MR 7 A6 e s i, MEME [ AR 280, R
35 R M A S R PR AN T A2 (LT and He, 1999).
HHEE BRI, TR 6 1) A3 L2 il
#(E12D, F) SR AR & o Yk Ak AT a4 T
BT . LA i B 00, 1N F 3 T35 Re - A
KLJA3TTRLHL ¥, i EHAEZ25 pm (He and Zhu,
2010); ¥l rfEKnopRs FR b 5 9%, W1 ik
FIEA R, W RS Se K (R BSOA [ (¥ 50 40 A i
B, R R ) 4 TR 2 B A SR 2 A, FE RN
HghIa 32, AEfSR . A, 1-28 J5 T8 R K i) 22
ARG 22 44 (K1 2B) AIMBR, 15 % 8 10 T o 40 e 3R 47 %% 1)
oy Y BTG B E A B A, 295 )8 )5 1T & R R
224k (K2C), 1008 J5 WHIRAR 0] 240/ 22
AR (R R R E ) o I S5 A D e B8 AR 1) 25 P ]
ST R TE RS T 2% (K1 2E), R 5 R EL A5 2R #E
BIRE T MERR 0 Z AR E LA MR N BE TR R 2
AR 2% (EI2G) . Ve B BRE T 25 LU ON 28 K B 5,
BREERE, BEAEERITHG, —kFE2MH A,
MG FIOH A THIERE, AIMHTERKE . KT
8 A SR AR R A6, IRZY 5 5 R AR X 43
TP B2 HBREL-2H, FEFER. WEUKI1EH
NEASGN S, SRR TE RS, KSR G
— R B RE MM, E—0 R G T SERIR
MBI AT 2, (BN K E . 5-6 HFHIE UG,
R NNl i) BB = I Tl Wi A D A S ViR VN ]
R, BRI & 77 S S EY AL . 6

I3 AR B2 R 25 O 2%t 2 B A5 BB AR I 77 AR T 1) B4R
Tt BRI BB (B 2H) o Yo & 1 3 i
FE AR IR R R e i, 2 B0 L TR
ReF BIE 0 7R B o

BIRVE 2 Y8 R V) A 78 B2 25 23 78 AR 77 A 9 O
B, EABKE, 52 & IFAE I
(Anderson and Crosby, 1965). Sundberg#IRydin
(2002) ¢ 31X Fop 21> W, 5 22 44 1) 30 5% U1 DR T 340 35 1) il oAk
FERE, T A B AT b, AT R LR R R
FRVRE TR A2 f0 T DA R TR E PR 3R o B8 R S5 A Af
BRI V& P e 3 0 £ B R I R Th 28, (RS AL R
VIR R A B YRR EE 2R F LR R B 5
PR EEA O, TESCIR AT N 22 4R IR 22 4 w] d ik 1 0 4
WEETT 3G . bR T BF A0 R M AR FE AR, BT ARV
IRAE— A AR IR 2244, A I 7R V8 IR S o ) =25
PR IR IR 22 44 (Schofield, 1985; Glime, 2020).
TSI IR AT, BT R 65 1 22 5e 7 AR AERARR
224k 4&, ClymoAiDuckett (1986)\ AT E RN LR
RSB A IE, PR X 22 R A4 1 40 i B i SR pk
(BIF L2 4K), (H 20 B B 3 2 A (B o kA
LRI A AL BAUR B 5 LA RE R, X Fh22IR
EHEAGER . SHEEEAE, JerefrER TR
B 220K i 22 4 (B ) AV AR (5 3H) 1 XU E Dy fg
BATIEER FCLLRAERT e K, EFR. EHFEEM
R

B T MEAEFEAL, A EF A e i 8 4 18 e i A
{18 ZE 0 % P P Sk o0 5 i B (RS e R
VI, FEFEFREAET, KRB F = A8 i A
(Clymo and Duckett, 1986), H A FERH 5 E=
EEFEAL BT A0 R AR, 3R I K B R B
I 6 R ¢ €00 40 L ) P oA BB AR AT PR

4 RRBRERMSH

ANFER BN HERE L K RS FRBRANF], 250 =
BEVIRZ ) SE R E, ARSI . KR E
TR ARSI, Ve BRI AR B W] 4 42K W 7% (omb-
rotrophic). 71’& 7%(oligotrophic). & 7%(mesotroph-
ic) LA X & & 9% (eutrophic) (Laine et al., 2009). Vg%
M E AR B R VR R AR KR B TR K AE
FRIRE T AR T IR TR, JEREEYIFH
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KEAT 4 N335 6F A (hummock species). 1 [a] fil
(intermediate species)fl (& F () (hollow
species, lawn species). 15 xRk e i i 2 T [ 3d B
)R, R R I AR SR TEAS AT . TR
BRI S Bt A5, H R E(S. contortum)
AR &5 (S. squarrosurn) i A1 i &% J& (Acroc-
ladium). - ffi #¥ J& (Cratoneuron). % J] %% J& (Drepan-
ocladus). #&47 % & (Mnium) }% % &% J& (Philonotis) 1
VIR VR . I AR FIE MU 2% #%(S. junghuhnia-
num) I H IR AR B i R X T R s IR
Wi, HAER BRI L A KEMRIIA 1A A s
F(K3D). Bem-Je % 8% (S. cuspidatum)BE7E S FE TR
PR MK T BEATT o FEFER A 22 38 By BT K Ll vy LU
A R R BRI BRT 38 e ok B CHT L 44) (S. apopenneysii) i
SRR Te R 6, HZEMHAEARDKAL M NS ZE
S (Tan et al., 2018). FR[E 4 A (K H-Je 2% #5 (S.

B3 FRER T REMETR R A SR

(A) =L ER (=R AT L, k3 552 m; SR
RAE); (B) FRMIEWU)IEEH VKNI, #ER3 597 m; MHHJER
##); (C) Ml MM M (mrmEEsTIl, k2 951 m; il
Ve EE); (D) ARZRA A (WL RBH L, #1270 m; e R sEAl
BR ML YE 7 4 )

Figure 3 Representative habitats of Sphagnum in Southern
China

(A) Wetlands around alpine lakes (Gaoligong Mountain,
Yunnan, 3 552 m; various peat moss); (B) Riverbank of for-
ests (Dagu glacier, Sichuan, 3 597 m; S. squarrosurn); (C)
Understory of alpine coniferous forest (Gaoligong Mountain,
Yunnan, 2 951 m; S. pungifolium); (D) Forest edge rock
(Fengyangshan, Zhejiang, 1 270 m; S. palustre and S.
junghuhnianum)

falcatulum)ti G it 52 7K AE 3455

SR LS 22 B R B Fh (1) 2 EE S, (H
R 1 2= 55 MR A R VR R B 5 5 (AR 3 ey g AR
B ITRE R A 52 RO E @ AR A, i B
BHFFEEIM =%, JLREMEEE T Yo R B ) A4 A FT
117 TR Z B T L REAT R R - 2 B gl A 3 M A 35 1)
REM(EBC). 75T E A0 ) 52 F ) — 211 T0 ey L 4%
RS GEH SR EIL m), —SByR R EF () SR
IREE(S. russowii)) e 78 o ALRY I EE S, S5/ANEEE
(Mylia) 55 & B¢ AT R MURs () L3 OR3P = o AEFRIE 1Y
A —eE A A E, BT E 2 FHRUK, ek i
Z R AR £ E (BIBA), =8 10 % 8 % 6 (S.
compactum) {11 & B IR R R R R B Y, T
YRR EE . SR8 g% #E(S. capillifolium)FlI40 D g ik 6%
(S. denticulatum) il Ax — LAY P . BEFIN
[ B A ORAP R A R e IR 6, 2 R bR R i )
DR, 7E 176 A v L D 2 AR KA R T T A R
5 (K3B).

5l mEEAR R, fEduremtd, 2R
BEPYFN A i, IF S TR SR R e B
%o TEFRE R th, e EE(KI4A, d). 55
e R 8 (S. fuscum) (EI4A, a)fijE il e k&% (S.
warnstorfii) (El4A, e) 3MNWFh i s nt 4 K 6%
(Polytrichum juniperinum)fl 7522 &% (Pleurozium
schreberi) &5 il LB (1 BV (KI4A) . Y R 8 (L
Hh 7 Yo R ) B £1 C A O 5 LT BE P — b i i 2%
k& ¥sphagnorubinf 7% (Rudolph et al., 1977). H
EEEJE R BE(S. imbricatum) (4B, a). & Ye K 6E
(E4B, c). e x&E (K 4B, b) 4 es
(Aulacomnium palustre) (4B, d)&5 44 il KB 7R3
FEL R B4 7% 3+ 23 1 L (&14B). 7E 8L i) 44 4
AAEEMACT e R, B H 202 Fhile ik 654
FRLE R —HEE b I, XM RAE e h 4G
XA (Shaw et al., 2016b). 7585 (e i & b L34 e
e Hh, PR & YR 2 E SE(Drosera  rotundi-
folia) (&15). Svensson (1995) %} in % k7 Ak 4 Je 5
BRI 25 B S A 8 U R A 33 AT 34 I N U SE
RO R EEALTH B S5 SOk S AR E 77 it
RERR 7RSS e BRI AR K, SRR M S B SR )
2 MR ORI AR EE SRR N, (H AR
AR EI A A4, X R [ 50 B S AE IR )5 A
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B4 ARIEARACTR R MR R BERETE

(A) a: HFEIRKEE, b RNEKEE o FRZEEE; d: DNHRIR B,
e WALV R B (FEIE bR A N T B 9845 20210815-21 (HSNU));
(B) a: BEEVEEE; b: RRLVRIREE; c: MHETVRIKEE; d: 4ifaE
(BEAFARAS A T 954£20210813-13 (HSNU)). Bars=5 mm

Figure 4 Sphagnum communities in peatland of northeast
China

(A) a: S. fuscum; b: Polytrichum juniperinum; c: Pleurozium
schreberi; d: S. angustifolium; e: S. warnstorfii (Voucher
specimen XY Ma et al. 20210815-21 (HSNU)); (B) a: S. im-
bricatum; b: S. warnstorfii; ¢: S. divinum; d: Aulacomnium
palustre (Voucher specimen XY Ma et al. 20210813-13
(HSNU)). Bars=5 mm

8 X 7 Y IR B (1 3 [ 500 o
Campbell%5(2021) H 2 T A M) S AR &
I MaxE Nt Y SR A5 A0 A 8] BH BRI A5 e 7% 85 1) 43 A1,
GERLRIA, AR FE KV 2 5 Y IR B 43 A (1) B BEIA B
A, 1% 5 H] AR S Ve R ARSI i) b 56 e
#—%(Oke and Hager, 2017). F& 7 /KA 3751,
FENHRER R HEN R EL —, ERE T
MHTIRREEYD IR AT o AWK YHYE R BE 1 2 FE AR
TR ORAR FE B BT 7K (0 RT SR A5 A R (1 27 e A
1, 18 FE AR Ak AT B 2 X V8 R 8 7 AR A i B D 52 T
(Campbell et al., 2021). {H &, Ve = 201 E 77 %
A B8 7 — T3 TS R 4 b DRk o5 4 K X3k 53—

5  JRERACYE 55 8 5 6 5 B M B 25 5 K

Bar=3 mm

Figure 5 Sphagnum fuscum and the carnivorous plant
Drosera rotundifolia on the peatland of northeast China
Bar=3 mm

7, HAf T A RO BE BT EARE ) ST 3 B0 R
2 5P OK i Vi [ 2 9 B 8] Wy 23 A 4 5K (Sundberg,
2013). W SRAG Ve R BE AL FRVE RS B AE A, XK
BEY) Ao 73 A7 Y B A BB BN T A2 A AT T X S
GERARALAL T Ve o A Y AR AL+ LB,

5 JEREERIERR. iRk, fEKFIERILEHE

5.1 Bkt

FEPR R M R [ 2 1 R v, o i TR e AR s R o R
80%—100% 1] Je & & i & E fE H (Gunnarsson,
2005). Ve EM Skt a AR 1 gk, 5
EAEY) R AR I E AR, A I
i 9 H e R R SR A e R A3 36 A2 37 BT (Raghoebar-
sing et al., 2005; Kostka et al., 2016), 1 B % K&
S TR e A Ak RS i U RE TR Ui = A R e o A5EH
SEIG RN, AR BRI HYe R T, e R BEANN BRI
/>93% 1y H B HE TR, 1T L 17 £t €04 40 4% v 1 20%—
30% Ik, AT S B U ik b A R 5 A Bk 9 2 (Rag-
hoebarsing et al., 2005; van Winden et al., 2010;
Berg et al., 2013; Kostka et al., 2016; Kox et al.,
2021). [AJI, e M ) R 1 P B A R T B 2 )
SRR DL AT R B T 2 R AR IR o Y o 5 B 4 i
HIBCE AR 5 BB SA O, Rl /N il 5
A/RREV N, B gai o R R & W4
0 53 Al TR 52 FD 45 € 240 T FF T80 ) 2% 2% ¢ v e i S L /K
A rp R BRI B2 L 5 9 B R Gt (Baker and
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Boatman, 1992). i% B 4H i () 4 B 5 i A EURIR BT 2
FORHIE, DRI AR TR e o B v 20 [ B, 75 42 11 U8 e
BB 175 5

5.2 fikEkEFE

BRI R AT S A, AR fAF BORRAH 24 TR
A AR TR B B 1150% L _E(IPCC, 2013). 1
i M 1) i e Ty R e ek v ) 2 AR 7 d i Y FE R O3
TP AE A 2 2R G0 L WP T () TR~ SE B, 57 R
ARV FE . AR AR W N TR 1 A 858 LA % Ve IR B 1Y)
FRVEA K. Ve ) L-F- ANAFAE B W] Ye 2k 66 1R 5 46,
i Ve R B0 o AR 2218, 5 RZHEEH
VIR LG, Je ok B H AR BRI P AR W S R RE
(Clymo and Hayward, 1982; Johnson and Dam-
man, 1991; Limpens and Berendse, 2003). gk #¥
ST B BERE A T B TR D B, G 25 A T A B ) AR
K, ZHIE AW A N YRR, E U R R E PR
LT e IR (47 fEAS R BA B, T8 B 347 T
Ko Ve BEAS Ty Bt 16 i DX T R 5 FLRR AT 100 2 P e 45
1 S AU =0 5% B R G Y2 e IR BE 56— K
A=), Fod i R 681K (Sphagnum acid) 2
REEH R N5 K&, & Shikimate &
1 LI A T 22 2K R 43 e =, 4 B R A
LRI B 7y o ELHMUEE b, YR GERR W] LAIE R
=R BN, BEALVE 2 = S ORI R I £ 4
R M RN, HH 54 AE ) 4 K (Rudolph and Sam-
land, 1985; Rasmussen and Rudolph, 1992). ##fE
12 (uronic acids) /& ¢ i & 5 — KK AEREY), e
W EET H 110%-30% (Clymo and Hayward, 1982;
Clymo, 1987). s IE TR T 5Mg™ B Ca*
S5 PR S 1k AT A8 M Ve ok B 5 1 AT gy () A, AT
TRATIAEE R AL T 3R TR 40 o IR W Py SRS R I PR 555 ML
AP = A A B T A 4 A AR KRR TR
fi#(Clymo, 1987; Rasmussen and Rudolph, 1992).

M e 2% B8 v 1y 28 5T A By [ At 1) J [R5 P REAE T —
PRI (B AR AL, R 2R Hb P R S5 2% 1 4 ) 1y 4R A
fify )35 14 (Freeman et al., 2001). Bh4b, R[E H4)F
A B B AN F PR ARRE T, — A EE e FkEl
T [ Ff 58 AN 5 Ji§ 2% (Johnson and Damman, 1991).

5.3 figkiF
Ve R LA R I B AE A K S JERE 11, WY

NGB, XER RS A KR (Rydin
and Jeglum, 2013; %%g, 2017). FAE19094E, W7
N GRSy % 5 AW K e 1, 22 Biie R B RE I
H & T H2045 UL LKy, 20M-JemE£(S. rubellum)
WK ATIA 5 T HEK126.81%, JeREE N23.265%, B
e85 $920.34%(Miiller, 1909; Crum, 2000). Ji 54
WK RE 7755 AR AR . /AN R, R b FT 2
BRI/ INFNE R, DL R i ()RR R Fr 2 B 5 2 A O
ANRIFRIR K BE 71 22 AR K, BB = (A AR -8 ok 6
(S. acutifolioides) 52" W B & T HE 4015 1 K 73 (R K
FHAR) o WK RE T AN JE e B 7= i 5 1) 25 B4R
b, I8 R IRV R B TR UEAE B . A ARE
B i v HUROK BE 5 U8 i B T A2 Y i R o A
R A (BT B 2% A

5.4 BRiLFrE

TR ARG 1. AR, BT HESH
FEMKEERIR RS, Ve B PH&E733fHhe
Bk, eI BH B T A e AR BEpHAE, T A
B2 A LR R R B AR B b, 1R 100
A FH P s R 28— S8 o 7 DLYE R By IR B IX,
TP JE) B K ) pHABL B I T 4.5, A I 2K T3.0
(Theander, 1954; Gagnon and Glime, 1992). 5
FWH, Ve R B LE pH3-7 70 BBl P 50 A TR A4 A Joi )
PHTE o XU 7% 8 ] B AR U, A H 1Y 2 2@
i 55V R B BH B 1 EAT A B SR, S FRARER B )
PH1E, 5T Hp ¥ BH B8 6 211, 1T HLH 25 158 #
A8 7738 R IHK <Mg® <Ca®* (Gagnon and Glime,
1992). [RIMF, AN [EHh e 5 a5 xf 25 pHAE ) 2R A
[F], #§ b Ff 46 [7) T 5% K (1) pH {E (Haraguchi, 1996;
Haraguchi et al., 2003). [Fl—#)FhAs A& A7 1R 1L AE
715 % WAK (BB 7 A 5% (Gagnon and Glime,
1992). AFAESE MR R MR RE ) 1A 2 R,
IR A= Y 2 B (G R Ve A 8 ) LA - BH B8 1~ I A8 e 1A
B, T 8 e (5 € Y8 IR 5 S PV ¢ B8 AR 21 Ve
&) R HE /1 552 (Glime, 2020).

6 RRERIEFMMERRRBEE

T T e o A 1 5 SR A0 AR T DL S 3 AT AR R Y R
BEBUR IR, MITZR AR 4= BRURAZ R NS 532 10 1) U8
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RHAER RS FAE18544F, JHIE f) T K IE HTRF(W.
Hofmeister) gt 5% i e 7 &% 1) 7 55 %, K I Ue ik #f
7B K G TR AR S 22 A, X PR R 2 AR E TS
5 R 2K 1 JE A AR 4L (Hofmeister, 1854; Clymo
and Duckett, 1986). Nishida (1970) g % &% H Hi i
R 224K 1) 9871 A R B 9 e 7% 8 24 (Sphagnum-
type) (BI2C). Tk, Yo N T 7 IS S i e gk
&, fEE R EIIRER T 5F I R E£(S. fimbriatum,
S. magellanicum. S. palustre. S. rubellum#iS.
subnitens) i JC & A8 4055 % 5641, R B A 6 5 ST
T RBEAEINEFAE R, HE ST T Ve R B 3R 5k
fF, BAEESL A BES, FFA ORI AE ™ T
KATT Y IR I 1 e 5% 6% 44 K] (Beike et al., 2015). 64F
J&, ABATTRE E R S IR e R AR G N 2198k, B T EX
PHVE R 6 & 15N 0S8, g e i i 1) BL Atk i 50 F0 2
B45E T HEfiti(Heck et al., 2021). & [H 2% 047 1 4L
T R % (1) PR AR A, BN HL 220K i 22 A2 R HIR i 22 44
HA A B AL 3E 5 A0 BIRAIRE i, IREESE R e R
GERSE I SR 22 AR TR A 5 AR R, SEI 2R IR 22 44 3|
PR S5 22 4k i 1) 0 /)N 40 0 S A 400 A 1 B A RRS
FERETR, Ve IR SR B A R AN R D R S A
2658 T At (Zhao et al., 2019). H T, # 4G K
B EEEY) S50 % OO S T 2050 I8 K & 10 B AR
HMETAR R, PR IR IR IE ot e IR 65 )8 1 T A
WJE, e i ) EAL AP 2= S AR A T SRR R IE
FAT, FRATIEFER e R B RN R 48, BEAE [ N A
Ve IR B RS TR R W @SR A N AL 7 A 1 R A,
HEH— R RS

e R ) 1 N LR RS 7R 5% A R IR 5
B R S 2248, AR 3 B B A e e 8 = A i 22 44
A% 5 (Gaudig et al., 2014). 155771 & K45 8 4E
VR EE, W B AR — /KA RIRH, HIXF %R
FEREL 2 (B AR Ye R, T B AR e R AR K AR 22
18, WKIE PR AILET AN, 765 300 B A 2% A T 4
RSP #)K:3.6 cm (0.4-12.9 cm) (Hogstrom,1997).
— B FERAZ, K 3 U U AR S AR AR 5
A I R HET

R T B R e R R AE B E B AR, EE 2R
R 4 B R B A A (Sphagnum  farming) i P 2
8k N R 8 e R 6 Yk 52 Ve ok Hh (Gaudig and

Joosten, 2002). 20074, f&[E B 5 AE AR 5
3l 7 Sphagnum farming®f 7 5 H , % Bl [ 73k 8 K
SRR R 30 BL R AR 2 A KA SR I i 5w, BER
TOREEE 1 FIREACRICR OB R, B 1E FHVEIR 6%
BRI 2 BT 2 A e R, R A Ve R & A T —1R
4= KA i (Blievernicht et al., 2011, 2013). #3043k,
IS g K B far =2 4 [ — BLTE S0 VE R Hb U R B (1)
PLig % & (Gaudig et al., 2017). X 15 K fek b v e 5
Hi IR TR IR, A 2B bR 8 R B A A PR ) R
K 3 A 2 Ve i B Pk ¥ 0% 88 (McNeil and Wad-
dington, 2003). #1132 kw5 vl e gk vk & X e
BHRE, (RERE iz K] B S B0 B e K
B TR AL BN P B DX 3 ™ B () P BT $E (Rochefort
etal., 2002). Kiittim%5(2020)H & T e R4 K12
AR, AT E T 3R R EE (N R EE . AL
Te R ()7 SRR (i ok 6 ) IR B 1 AR K B AR )
RIRAL 5 10 7 b 3 s B (1) 4 SF- 3 2 M A A B 40 i
N28. 20113 mm, {HA=Y) & 3G K AR YR E A 243
514y B 9189, 1921215 g-m™). MK A4
B FERILT AR SH, maEA A S BN R:
fE. ZEWHNBESRE R, £FEYEN~E—RKE
B MK, ) 5 F A 1 10%F15%, FKZ=1
H & W KA 52, HEGFR&AET,
BAFEEIL T AT, RRERGSTFEKNGE. B
HAE TR BT FE R I, AR TR (1 19 0 2= $ e R
BRI AR, I SO SR e b (A 2 (LR S PE AL SR
DX AR TR B, B IR R E R AN 2= S 80k
we A KB b (Vitt and Wieder, 2008). BF5t#
B, B RO X V8 AR 8 A K 52 18 1 FR 41 (Limpens
etal., 2004), Kk, JRE VR EERELE S TR IR AL
K, EERBRKME FHAEBILAEL, 2R
4N A R A RE K . IR WF R R, AR RN
TeIR B8 2 A, 5 Bk LR 2 L B R RR AR 1Y
pHIE X H A KA F(Temmink et al., 2017). Ledn%s
(2029)E BRI AT Yo o B 1T Hh S %, R 270 AR (e
T2 e RV T2 28— ) %o 2 e e e (P S v o S A I
TR EE)EK A AN, 50K, HAEx e R
BRI A KA — e e, RV IR B (1Y) AR A FH R A
PR o R 223 R WAL L b ok Ll B AR TR AP X U R Hh g
TR BRI TR R B AR K IR, R I R
PR RIE SRR B A, B B, YR
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B SOIR R TR R ) B AP AT N, RIX L FR )
B e LU AG W SO 7 e e i AR A R R B R (L et al,
2018). fEAHIF BIFEH, AATT50 A 7 T i,
(" T RS- [ AR AN [7] ol TR S 0 i i 2E K P g, &%
SRR, MK R 2, HE3M Y LT
ZE 5, Db I B T U AR G ) M T ) T I AN B
T, VO R KA R FFE-10 ecm LN, HRME
Hit/K(Li et al., 2019b).

TEYR 7 8 Ji 7= ML, T AT LR F AR ARl
3R, I R B SKEE . B R AR R AR R R R UOR
J7i%(Krebs et al., 2018). 1ERKIHIFIIL3E 1) 2 A2 47
JemMirt, ARSI R, Yo e BRI
& — R T 0K 2 U R MR SR R R B 1 G R v
(Tuittlia et al., 2004). 7% ¥ (Molinia) (5 32 5 (1) 5%
[l Jg 2 s, Pilkington5(2021) 15 FH 7% [ 13 25 0 AR 55 75
PR IR B T T T R e R BRI AE S0, 25 SRR I
PR Ji5 V06 IR 6 7 7 ZRAE AR B PRI RS N, LL R SRR
BREEREVE T 503 . WichmannZ%(2020) 7 1 [F JT J&
TR R AL YE ik B T, GE TR A 204F Y R
BE ) A FIUSON, AT R IRAE B RT3 #s T, Hkks
VeREE AR R BARTCIE SR RARLE, (HF T 2 e8 9%
LB FRTATH . Glunther(2017)HF 5T T Je # hf
bR R I 2 SR IS, R IILAE VR R PR Y IR
AT DAY AR IR 2 SR I HERS, R SO R B AR
FH (80 T RS B k2 VB TR V) R g X 3

T R B 2 WU RS AT b 3@ R B
EAGERPER 58, 110 HL AT DAZEAS BRGSOl R
FFFIRCR LR (2 B A% R, 2006; Gaudig et al.,
2014; Krebs et al., 2018; ®li3i3aE, 2019; BifHie
&, 2022). L JUHEMER, RE AR, HE
A ELTTTHE T — B Y8 R B B 4o BoR (FRia R
FEHR 1L, 2017). 7543 BUR I RRTES) T, 51
CLIA B4 7 BT Wl R AR, bR e e 8 2 1 2 it
TEE 2 MR IR . (RS2, HATAE R
B B0 R B A IR 2 510 em e 5 B L T A B8R
1-2 cmfyie i BB 1 8 SR & (Hoshi et al., 2012;
Gaudig et al., 2014; Hoshi, 2017; Li et al., 2019a).
BT A SO AR R IR 2, TR R B AR B K
FLE T EHA T RUR e A RRAS . SR 25 R i,
TR e SRAE DB G, MAEMERAEE, FHRHAER
AR, HIBZF (9 23 4k 5 7K Al IR 4 DR 3R %5 DDA o)

(Clymo and Duckett, 1986; Diaz and Silva, 2012).
I, T U s EA R IR . oA s, Wk
AR JZ LR, TR e o 6% S50 v it AT ik T
LI B, T IR ARBE R BN

Ve IR GE 1) B AR IR 5, AR E AR
Ko FEHT P 22 80 W UM S5 1 T AR K ) 2 SRV I i
(B, 4) (S. cristatum) & 4 & 5840 g-m~2-a™
(Stokes et al., 1999; Gunnarsson, 2005), ffj 7£ £ [
VR B B L K AR K B 2 e R B A A T Ik 960
g-m2a*(Gaudig et al., 2017). HITHEFE A, ¥4 51.
fE 1k DA R 8 FR AN SR 1 5 A 72 A e, Rk A
H e HL s i 50 B b I B A2 Yk A 7 b i
INFEAE ) B . Bt LT A AL ) R DL RIE SR
TR L) L, 0T v ok VI R ) EOK R SR A 4
Bl R BEFPAR (1 A AL AT BLAR AL

7 RREEXEIRSIET L INIFAE TR
M) 2 FN4E 7~

TR EEAEAE T REPE TN EBHE K, T2
&, AR R 4B R 2 (Whinam and Copson,
2006), HuF 51 A K R B 5 SR AR B X K ST R
WA . BEESEFFSRRE, Yok BEREIE (1 RE 1R
SE IR BRI AR I, T 528 IR 1 1) AR 25 5 44 A
Thee, I xF 4 2R AR 0 R A0 A2 4k 7 A2 K 5%
(Norby et al., 2019). =578 Ab 45 i ik 53 3 B 0 B4
KB, AR BRI, Wt s
VEF o TR AR A Y8 3 AR IR B 2, IR BB RS
BT 0 B T AR Al 3 ' G VR FH R AL B R0 Al A=
Vo3 i 2 VP AT o A AR IR b 7 e i b Jfe i B '
HAE M TR B, BRSSO S E XTI
Je A FE BT s, E I B A R R 2 (S e Ak M AR
B RY A5 55 (Jassey and Signarbieux, 2019). 7
T I SR AN R A KT AT, R M A&
B A 72 2 O TV R B B 2 A8 AR K, T IR AT K 4y
(R0 2801 A S e e 8 1 e ) B R TR 3K IR E K 43
A R DA R 52 S Ag AR A s el 1) FL e R 25 AT R X e
AR 2 RGN AR B R (Hajek, 2014; He
etal., 2016). {ERZRR MG T, JeReE LK ER
S INTRT B 2 O AR P AN A AR RSP, AR TR R Y [
17(Loisel et al., 2012). #AT, 5T i 1 1A)HE 5
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(N5 ) T B e o i & AR AL BB . 201H 2280
SEAR, RO Y 22 %5 B ) e R P — BAEYT K
QO LE, A F M BT BRI 1% 5 EBUN
B B e R b, I H A2 5 e 7k Hh 1Y) 2 8] 43 A Al
K/NA ] BEBEAE T e RS AR AR T 48 28 T B (Whinam
et al., 2003; Whinam and Copson, 2006). [##*CO,
WL v, Je R B 1) v FE AN T B 2 B, EL o) 132
JE R PR . SPEE R EE(S. papillosum) IR HE
IRAEAH L, COL M B T iy W B U Ak 8 1) A= 4 6 5 i) e
K(Newman et al., 2018). Bengtsson%s(2021)ill %€
T 99k 7 ¥ e b 8 €6 kB ()7 SU) R H AL I R B
(7 SO B B G R 3 A ) A 7= (et primary  pro-
duction), £ R KIMAERT R &M FHEKR METE
/0N HLUE B AR BB T YR e (B8 e ) o) AR AR AL B S
ARSI 2610 T A AN TE R HLSE AR ) P Az e
IR G (R 2255 . BE 5 AR 9 41 B R ) 7 75 2 1
K, 28 R BEAC R R K BE 2 9> o FEAN A )Y IR
Hiy, B3 K IS0 AR R T e A R L e A 1)K FE RS,
FEMRIE SRR, REARDBEK, H A7 le ki
KEEmh 2 380, 8% (e o i 58 ReHCHT KD, XF
AN B K AN TR AN B o X TR s RO S A 1
JERAERT e AR AL IR BT T R SE A 25 IR, I nT RERE A Je
IRIAK I BRI IR . N T iR & VR I B,
DA KA KR K B BT (R 4 Y, 55 22 223 adad U
RN RS RS 1R 2L (net ecosystem exchange) Al
B R G (ecosystem respiration), I % F % 14
FEHRRGHT T 55 22 e R B AL 20 AR B (/) A
H) ) A AR S B L, A5 SRR, AN
A IR I k1 A7 W o ER A BT A Bk S AR R A
T UKE B G, X B R U R B AR KA R
(Silvan and Jokinen, 2016).

Z B0 IR BEY)Fh IR BT ) B A AT
RG] A S R 52 VA 55, DAL PR 9 B VA AR A A ER
b R A IV S =R v N il N R e e LG
B BE 77, H 201 20604 AX LAk mi — B4 il ks 42
(mossbag) il T KI5 4 ia B, Rl e Xt s 4 | Al —
FACER S G e o ol 2 B AR I 2 AR A B TR (1)U R
e, 2 AR A R E R WO A KB (Bang et al,
2006; Gonzalez et al., 2016). v 7 /b B A4 g
GERRLIR, WK T-201240 /5 shile sk B e B TR, BER)
1 [H S5 [ K (ARG L) S ERIH R 7R k51

SBUNTe R BT T RS G . 8T LB e B
T IR B R A Y 0 4 0 75 G ) (R AN B3 ) 1Y WAL e
R I o B e e B B B A e i e R G R S B ARG, T
HAHTRRESEIGY. ST bl meE &AL
A, L E A T R I (Gonzalez et al.,
2016). Capozzi%:(2017) Lk 1 7 F e % s AT A K
¢F #¥ (Pseudoscleropodium purum)f 3 7 Tolk. Al
A = XK ES BRG], K FE ek 6
Xof E 45 WAL ) SRR PR BE iR, AR D AR ) AR
(bioaccumulator)Z I Hi 5547 1 14 R, AT HE AL =
BRUE T, RAIEG SRR B i X AT RS A il .
T IR AN K5 G in A B RS E TERE E, [
I o Ve i i A2 — FhUR A 1E E JT R A AR E AR EL &
) Jo T A REAE (A= V04 B, Beike %5 (2015) 3 21 4 1L
187 FH e B ek B AR N BEAE

8 RREEHIN A

e I B TR RE DR BSOS LT B SRR (R BT JE P e . IR
Ae 1 BHES T2 e /) A Th e DL R Pu i Mg,
R, EZ . BRI, J5 KA BE K s 24 T AR S5 40
AR B (KR FR %%, 2017; Glime, 2020). 2
IRAEAE N T R A B R P SR, e i
B4 R H B 12 e RE 7D ok M o IR LR K L ORAEAN
FeACpHAE RE /), 53 2 HAI R 3 T 75 1 47 7K 2 A0 i
AE, ERESH TR I L, N RRERES
IKEA KB CHE. 1Ak, JeREERAR
A HURFE V)0 & & B I OROKRE T LA BT
TR, — B DASRHR AR B [ A 0 T R, A B
TREAH RN S, 218, ghEY). EE
Al R ARAT S AT LA T BB AR T
ML LK, TR ER IS — B DR, RV
T AR R 900 T FL R ST g o A 3 A 20T 1 3—4 4%
W USCOEE BB R AR N s () 3%« TE 28 — IR SR B /5 6
A A E BN F A 450 - 1T IR
#%(Porter, 1917; Nichols, 1920; Glime, 2020). it
AT, AR IS RS, ek A BRI
[ 24 AR AU SR A 8 ) S

REE S & A R By 2R, He R
BE 113 259 5 (sphagnol) & & 45 5l =1 (Maksimova et
al., 2013). Painter (1983) 7 IK1E e 5% & F 40 i o

© 0000 Chinese Bulletin of Botany



570 MY 57(5) 2022

Gy BB —MRRIRIN 288, e R BEF W 40 i BE 4> 2
4k &K 1160%, iy 4 Nsphagnan, & ESH 55
LEHEYVE SRR, BARTHEHEYRE
(Taskila et al., 2016; Glime, 2020). ff 7% & #
sphagnan B2 A i ZU I PU R & PE, & — MR L BI85 JE
A, $AEREH T 2R RAE . TR R R I T4F
WP (R R BTSN (Tollund Man) 77 4 T 454
J& B4 5 T sphagnan (Painter, 1991).

[k 100 £ 4F HT 1) Ye 7% #% It %2 (sphagnol soap) %
A 4 (Hotson, 1918; Stevenson, 2012), i JL

SELE Rt B 1 BL AR 85 D %0 JEUR R A i, KABI

JER e e s T 2 Herh 2 — . dRARIE, Ve REEMAEYE
PERR 7 RE e HE B2 Ok 4 M B8 37, o5 VA 38, SRR
FRALE 9% (https://kabiorganics.com/).

9 RREEFRIRMAISRIP

T IR M AR o B A L B ) AR S Th R R TR ROk, 4
BREHFAE L 3grh . YeR R 4E S AR Y (T 22
Ve IR EE)I R A KL 5 RY), TER1.5 mIEPTAR

Al fE 75 B 416 0004F (Hallingback and Hodgetts,
2000). AZKiESNEHK MAEFIRELD) Jesn It KA
IRBERAZ BT Y DA KSR AR W 3 7] e B0)e IR Bk
JCTHEE e 55 H 232 25 (Limpens et al., 2012; Joos-
ten, 2015; Crump, 2017). LSz, #E46H5H3
TN, PBTH 2 R LR LR A SRR B 2.25-9°C
e HLER MBI AR B 1 RRIR . RIS, SARARRE S EUh
AL 1 S e e Mg, gk T R AR 5 3, R
O3 IR BRI E B TR, BB T4 E WY
AR 5K FIRE, BT RN B 42 fi 4 i
YE K8 FR PRl (Gunnarsson et al., 2004; Oke

T/ WIMBE e 5 EE T

Table 1 Endangered peat mosses and their habitats in Asia

and Hager, 2020). i Jé 7k b 4 4E 55 f 4 )it 43 A K
ATk 22 BR 1l e o B 1) AR AE AN P B o E BRI 2L
AL S NFTEBN H s B R, TR EEAE e IR
e “HRESRG TN, REFEETe R ™
ARG R JERRE R A RS T RE 1) 0GR . B AR
AR AN 05 G AAE, Yo 8 52 e i U HEK . #R
B AR BRI BB R ANVIE IR B SR A DR 3R
5211 (Whinam et al., 2003; Crump, 2017). BEEJE
L BB T R, Yo ek Hhdr s AR A
TR BER 2R . 19944, A 1 IRIPTRREE, TS
B 2 M A R 1R v L 22 JE I Ve e 8 (GRT A0
4) (S. novocaledoniae) 1% 7 & J& W g % & (G il
4) (S. leucobryoides)Fi| \ 15 it 5 & #EAEY) 21 (1.4
Ko T T RGEFWI, X2 HEAT HEE T
25 IR B R e B S RN B O B R R R B IR (Shaw et al.,
2016a). HHiA 650 ek & g tH 7 H 28 R B
(IUCN)FI N A BRE SEAE Y40 (0 42 5%, BLHG LT e %
B4, EFERE RN (S. brasiliense). B
VY AR B (BRI 54 8 5 JE AR AT ) IS R Y IR
BEGHT 4, A F W R BE SRR A ) (S, nitidu-
lum). Fri 52 Jé T ok 6% (BT v B 22 J8 T ARE A ) |
Wil R E£CH L4, JEEFFAFN) (S. skyense) K&
e R EECGHT 4, SEEUREA ) (S. troendelagicum)
(https:/iwww.iucn.orgl) . TEXE I, A 6Ff e 1 &5 4% 51\
R4 4 4 3 (Hallingbck, 2009). 7EiX6MFH,
B AR EE(S. luzonense) F1GFIH-JE 5% #(S. ovatum)
FE O AREYe SR M, oA AR ) 35 O A £E IR
(1) 2 55 MRELMR 2R L (F6 1) - 20084F, H AWK A )8 %
Hiy AL 35 W Fh e R B RN IR Mo Y8 R BE 5N R 3 4 5t
(Iwatsuki et al., 2008). 20214, & EH VOk SR
TN ALY IR 4 (B IR #1558, 2021), Hr

W (R F 44) vl A8
ENJE R R BE (Bl 42) (Sphagnum antarense) 3 JL P4 S A 575 iz gk #3000 MU 2 E bk
o B 2 R R EE(HT Y 44) (S. ceylonicum) R Mk
B RUB R EE(S. luzonense) RE. ZE. JEEEAR IR B R IR R M B SR B e SRR
JET/RYE R EECHTTL %) (S. nepalense) JEFEFI A

L TR R EE(Eritl42) (S. novoguineense)
Wk
BE I Je R A% (S. ovatum)

AT 4E/R BN JE VG AGHT L

L B BIURAZREE

R 2 5 MO G Bl i

e PR M B2 IR B T R
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B 475 3 [ 2 6 M G R kM 410 4 0 R e Ui e
CAR R R A W 2 U R B . AR, BR 1 ORet
Ve R BE A B 58 B IDNAKUE, e JLNMRI D Fhie
REATBURTT FABAT « 25 18 BIYE W BER A ) 73 R4 5
T EAMRFEAN AL, £ B AMRAER B ER, TR
I B B IRABT, K B AT e R BE AR SN A
TR 40 SGE BB BURON & BLRO R D IMik o AL,
55T R BE XTI BT AR RO, KR TR SER L IR A1,
Ve mBE I PRAP AR 0 2L, S UUAE J R STV Ak
BN TR, DU SRYE 5 B 1AL IR AR S R

10 RE¥

i N 238 Jo 8 ARARM R JEE (¥ i SR 3 o e o 8 %
FoP= fh— B dh U i HN VG ) R BT, Rk
T Ak A 2k BA R AR S B R EOR R KK
e A B 7 b IR (6 75 7 JE IR {HL 5 1% S22 B AR A
bt, Ve s s I B A W s WE ST A i S . FEIRIE,
Ve m AT R B AR T R h g . O T T A
JeREE T, BE— DRI ThRE. AT
{6, G V)7 E SR &, MR K
WAk

10.1 RREERR. £ESMIMERIRGSAER T A
FHEEE . MR R AR ORI 1T O Bl e i)
MR A 22 FEEAR S K R TR, (H T
FR RN, BEAE A (B 45 Ve K ) IE T4 ™ H B A .
Tem g — MR ERAES RS, HIRER &M%
FEI A (IR R, 2005) . Ve R BEAE e ik L “ A
BRGTRN” , KBRS R A7 PR AR
ANIA BT A e i Ry 5 B B AN AT Bk K34 47, =
KU I HIBRI-hREM A= 5 22 4= (H F AT IR E e 5t
TR R BEMI I 2 FEPE L Al DA 2B S AN 5 Bt )™ B
Rz, T SLEMRETTREAL, EUCK e R A Y
B BN NIR I & N B AR -

10.2 RREMREMNIFERTUARREREE

N TR e 2% 6 I A AR 147 it 2 Ve ¢ 8 7 b 1
%o, T AL AN R I IR 0BT 8 A 75 £E 7800 1 e IR
BEGIRA AT RTIE N IT AR GARNIIRT T B 110
AR, BRI T A AT A i B PR HIE AR

IR JR e 3 B AR OIS, WA 52 ) iy i i
ek 8 B i 2 — DUa YIRS, FAHRITHS T
AR

10.3 RrEHERRZGNERNRGHNGE
TEIRBEAE I B TEA L IX 22 FE4L, FEABIY K
Ho A B B X, X — AR Ve R 6% e A B2 Rl
RS SRR A R TS AR B AR R A RRAE AR
IR A (Shaw et al., 2019). #ILH R4 2T
RO TFLED A SO A, e TR R B i LR R G
% RS X I B AR AT YR Ok B S B RR R LA & T R
PR, SRR BRI D RE, e 85 7 R fE AT
TR S FIRMEER . B, B Je R e
ARG AER S (Shaw et al.,, 2016a; Weston et
al., 2018), #43 H 5 T HF J& R R 1 e o i 4 5 K]
43l (Fernandez-Pozo et al., 2022), i3k [E 1
e AN, IR AH S AL .

10.4 RREEFHR BLER T

B RN EY 2 R I AR Sy, R 2T
VELE S A h SR T8 TR . A9 B RS R e
Ykl EEERAYIEESIAETNCE | SRR 2N 2
WITT R AR RS 1 2 PR 9% A 4% i B A A R AR
PR AT AR 5 BE N TR HOA i R BUS S0 2 T,
xSt PR 37 LAAR,  RLRCFLE ST o BRI A
BRURCIR AN R o, TN ST Y 2 B A 5 % U ) S5
TRAPABTIRIL S, [ T J 4 R AT A Ve o 8 BTN
FURBLR A, TRFFIN BG4 st i FE B 51
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Peat Mosses (Sphagnum): Ecologically, Economically, and
Scientifically Important Group of Carbon Sequestration Plants

Ruiliang Zhu'
School of Life Sciences, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241, China

Abstract Global warming is the most severe environmental challenge that mankind is facing now. In addition to effec-
tively controlling carbon emissions, making the ecosystem work at full capacity of carbon sequestration is an important
means to achieve the goal of carbon neutralization. As one of the wetland types with the highest carbon sequestration
capacity, peatland is the key terrestrial ecosystem to accelerate the achievement of carbon neutrality goals. As the ‘ef-
fective ecosystem engineer’ on peatlands, peat moss (Sphagnum) plays an extremely important role in peatlands, such as
carbon sink, freshwater filtering, and land protection from flooding. For more than 100 years, peat mosses, as the most
economically valuable group of bryophytes, have been widely used in the fields of medicine and health care, pollution
monitoring and wastewater treatment, especially in the horticultural industry as one of the most reliable soil media and
moisturizing materials. In the context of global warming and the ‘two-carbon’ goal, peat moss is a research hotspot in life
sciences and ecology. This paper mainly reviews the morphology, species diversity and origin, habitat and distribution,
reproduction and protection, cultivation and planting, environmental indication and monitoring, usage and applications,
capabilities of carbon sequestration, water storage and acidification. It provides a reference for peat moss research,
peatland protection and restoration, as well as development, utilization, and industrial development of peat moss.
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