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K E S AR BRAH F] A P 2 B ISR G2, 20 B A ] KL 2 18 e o 8 A A 2598 br 5 H R 7 BOARAIE, IR 45 6 020 # 1
WK AL AN LI R T 1 38 HAE FOXS Ve e B 28 BAE AR AR . S5 RRW] K E R EEA | R 1) 5 Flr, o I 2 % 7 7
701 ( Sphagnum palustre L. ssp. palustre) FIRFFN , I 5 A BUAE IS HEARBIBEK AL FH =gl b, R KA R TR e s A K
+ 35 KR (SWC, Soil Water Content) FIFLERE (STP, Soil Porosity ) BE/K (L T &5 #ii46 A , FBHK A7 T 47 Bh T 1458 - BB K |
BRE KR fE )1, B % (TN, Total Nitrogen) . &8 ( TP, Total Phosphorus) . & #l ( TK, Total Potassium ) . A %% # ( AP,
Available Phosphorus ) Bl 7K AV Tt 155 128 i A | 26 BH 2K 2 T v o 3k S0l 0 258 3% JC R WK 2% ; WX 8 ( URE, Urease ) Filid 46 1k &0 i
(CAT, Catalase) B/K A TH R B K, W L OK 358G B T 48 & - S EIS Me , AHOCHEZp A 45 R 3R 0. LIE A T TN TP,
TK AP 5 S.palustre 4= 3 Az 8548 b 5 W35 FURIOC , HED R BESR 5575 72 U R P RRIM R JE R 8 A < s AR RN 15 S.palustre 3
A ZSFEbR S L ARG UKL (Wat, Water Level) \URE SWC 4% i 35 1IEAH ¢, B Wat \URE SWC R REA B T e ik #F 2
Ko G510 VR A T 5, — T R B O 1SN BRI AR HE IR AU, ) — Jr TR H2 S M TR K AL 2 Oem—5em, 3§ K T3 AL IR
BE KR EE
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Abstract: This study aims to reveal the relationship between farmland soil factors and production of Sphagnum under the
conditions of different water levels, then reveals the most primary soil factor which affected the output of Sphagnum.
Sphagnum with similar planting ages was collected as research object in Shuitai Village, Longli country, Guizhou Province.
Combined with Redundancy analysis, the impacts of interaction between different water levels and soil factors on the
characteristics of the Sphagnum physiological and ecological indexes were discussed. The results indicated that after
identification, 5 Sphagnum species with the same genus were found, among which Sphagnum palusire L. ssp. Palustre was
the dominant species. The physiological and ecological indexes increased with the rise of water level, which indicated that
the higher water level would make for the growth of Sphagnum. Soil Water Content ( SWC) and soil porosity ( STP)
increased as the water level rose, indicating that the rise of water level played a certain role in enhancing soil permeability,

air permeability, and water storage capacity. Total nitrogen (TN), total phosphorus (TP ), total potassium ( TK) and
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available phosphorus ( AP) were dropped down as the water level rose, indicating that the higher water level may accelerate
the leaching of nutrient elements such as nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium. Urease ( URE) and catalase ( CAT) were
growing with the rise of water level, which can be inferred that soil moisture content can improve soil enzyme activity. The
physiological and ecological indexes of S.palustre showed a clearly negative correlation with soil factors such as TN, TP, TK
and AP (P<0.05), speculating that nutrient elements like N, P and K may inhibit the growth of Sphagnum. The other soil
factors were significantly correlated positively with indexes of S. perusire (P<0.05), among which water level ( WAT) ,
URE and SWC also showed a clear positive correlation ( P<0.01) , indicating that WAT, URE and SWC may contribute to
the growth of spitmoss. However, it is necessary to ensure that the soil is acidic and nutri-poor in order to increase the yield
of Sphagnum. It is important to increase the water level of the groove to about 0—5c¢m with increasing the porosity and

relaxation of the soil.

Key Words: Water level; Sphagnum yields; physio—ecological index; soil factor; redundancy analysis ( RDA)

TR & JEHE Y ( Sphagnum ) E—FTEARFIE i) IZ M E BRI | i T B 5 K IR K KSR Bt
BRI, T AR 2 B 2 A Tk V5 K A3 B 2 SRR SR PR B s RS, T R E ok,
N RTS8 . K ER R E BIVE s & 7 it 44 ) 2 TR B B A DLJE Ik i 24 1R 8, 35 2020 4ESE 1t K & e
BRI I AL 233 hm?, (R AR 40% , 7= (24 2 A MUK RS = (A0 3 28 4 %51, 4 22 B 371 R RS o4k
FIH YR AT A ST RS e R K G RS (HAR T i e se g | [ 7 e i s HLAA 2 R AIG, 25
WLF4, SRR D  Tof RE ) 22 858l

EEEAE ) R K A 1) i A PR BT U A A D) TR R AR, B = S L 4, BT LA 3 i A
FNIMBIRGE L HOK AT Vs EEIRAHY) ( Sphagnum ) VE R —FhRFik 10 & BEAEY) , A AL RIAR, 7K 434
e KA W FERA A B A I R SR SE BT, R R B A K2 B T A BR
il T YRR EE I 28 BERL 5 AR RS . E AN F RN B SRR T A K IR sk &£ 1 s i A T 17 R e,
o RS R B A NIRSE T AR R KA X IR 4 VA T LK A R T Manukjanova AR ABIFST & PR HR IR
2238 A% B 2 AR K AT R BTG R B R B AR A AAE B ISR 25 14 R, B B 3 Fh IR % &5 0 S i bt
RHEATIEST, 85 R WKL XT 3 B scHE i A= i bk B BE RS A PRI R0 s Bu' ™) 2 A58 e W /K 437 [
I E M e % &8 ( Sphagnum palustre) AU iR &E ( S. capillifolium ) FNG 8 5 & (S. fallax ) BIRE 5 | 0 BE
B A& Sardans' ™ 25 G 1 28 IR IS & BILKA SR 8 7% 75 7 0 R M Ak 2 A 5 Strack ! 25 A FE SN
SR IBL A T R FHHE K REGEXT e R BEHEAT T 25 a BY/KAL N REALEE , & IR KA 400 1] U8 e &5 1) 6 AV
Bates''* % A5 & B /K v 25 30 B 80 26 B T W, M S0l BE 3 Ik o 2 B s R e e i AR ke . HRG, 6 T
e o e A IFY 32 A TR PR VR R M B PN S S A5 TR AR FH e i e e 7 Ml %) B 5 DL 4 T X6 e
IREELEARTRIKAL 5N, 21> 498 R 7 X e o 6 7= 52 W) B9 43 AT FR B B /0 PRI, A T U e e A K BR B 1
il 3G o T B A T Y BB TR JEBE

AL 5 e B ELOK E R A e i B AR XS G, 43 BT AN [RIZK A 6 o e AL 34T A A 2548 0 5 18
T2 50, 856 TUR BT I 58 52 M e e A K MR 3222 38 R 8T an ol &5 7= iR AR R e ok B, B R R
b2 15 ASOPIVREL U o B B I ) 45 BB (L T AR | T 4 R A RSO, B S R IR %

1 #R57FE

1.1 AT XA

AKX IV T 24 v 0 L ik BT s LA AR 48 1060457 18"—107°15717, JL45 26°10719"—26°49"33"
Z 0] 5 AR 1556—1582 m; MBSV g i , ARAUAIR, B e , Ll b | FrBi | 23 M T 25 AH B3 4 5 S A0 I8 1 349
2 W A IR ANET S , H RGEIl , & T8 %€ B2, T3 14.8°C , i A ¥ 4.6°C | I h ] #yi
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23.6°C ;AFE[EK IR 1100 mm A4y, 2R HE R 2 R HER R DI RRPE o+ o 217 LR e A K A RIS %
%M, #RAE 2020 4 KBRS sk BE AR T AUGE 233 hm?, Hop i P2 AR 67 hm?, 4F 7= R 8% 20 J7 ke, P2 {E A
330 JT TG, N Y A28 % SRR Y
1.2 REBET

2020 47 H BT RTHIE VTR A, S ECS N 8 B B K R II B oA AT PR M B K A 3 — 20
A, SZHEAK I BRI, B8 31mx 10m A X 3k % BRI, IR /KA (B ZK A7 28 B e i A B ) i 3 ANk
7KL (0—5 em) \HKAL(15—20 em) ARAKDZ(25—30 em) , BA7KPA8 3 AW #3910 mx3 m
B, BEHIRIREE 0.5 m, AHEEIEHEA ARG KA,
1.3 FEACRSE

F 2021 4F 1 H RV cEY L+ erEfh  Fi 8 S RUBUREYS , A RE LB ER 5 A RAE A, 2R 4E 30 emx30 cm
FE 7 HE PN AR R R 8 , 2 6 I8 A8 [0 38 P i A B AR 2538 b 5 MR 5 DU 409, R R T 4R G R AR e i
XF I AR G2 4 B R E A IR 3 A4 Il S BR  iE AT R IR K LR S B AR I DU R
1.4 =EWNHHT

TG AT e e B A BEAE S FR AR AL FE AR 55 (Pla) (225 HL(Ste) (BHEERL(Til) A=W 5 (Bio) MR &
2 (Chl) AP AP 35 BE (Cov) o MRy 24300 R « e v R =8 25 KR FH B0 RO o 5 W BEBCR 0 5 B W iRk
F 65°C TR AR ME T RRE 1L s AR R A 722 BUAMERETH ™ s 35 8 R A H AL A A B R G 4 55
FESREDT RE B R 55 B, O SE, AT R T AL FE A (BD) (LB EE (STP) | & /K & (SWC) | R il
(URE) i %A AL 2 M (CAT) pH, B & (TN) & (TP) B4 (TK) A 2Bk (AP) A 4 (AK) A Bk
(SOC) , MKy L4050 . BD A1 STP R FHER JJi2 7K k0 2 2 s SWC R 8R & 8t 131500 22  URE SR e i 5
Fe skl ™) CAT R A AR BRAT I 00 2 5 pH SR /K R 2.5:1 BB pH I E ; TN FH 4 F 3)
LA AR A2 5 TP 5 e 5 SR FH AR IR - o SR - AR B B HL 83 5 T 25 5 00 5 SR FH Bl - K I 6 B i AP &5
TR AR IR Z AR - R BT bE (8 vk DU 5 AK 55 12 00 SR FH 1 R e 122 4 K M O B 1 5 SOC R FH 4% TR 8 4

fo 5P e

L5 Bt
HEAH . 1V = (FIXFEERE + FHXTA8RE ) /200 (1)
A -3 (%) (2)
2 B =13 P (3)

2 A X 5 BT 32 4 e — 0 1) 5 B U o 4 5 B SO 1) B A L, S R N BRI AN, IV O BT
i B, IV T T BT BT B BE AN, PO RETR | E AN BEURRAS T 0 5 B A T S R L
1, B.BFEEA 1-n,

M Cy = Cysgza + Copz, = 8.020D, + 20.210D,, (4)
1. 0D 52 663nm AL [GEE FE(E , OD g5 24 645nm Kb G2E FE(E

KOs A3 AT AE SPSS 19.0 HrEAT SR 7 22 50 B X B A7 A PRI SR FHHEIF 1k & Pearson 43 BT iARF 5T U6
R A B0 A AR E 45 - HE DR T 2 1] B AR S 5 SR Canoco 5.0 3T IR 588 A AR S48 bR 5 TN THIR R

2 HREHS

2.1 JeREEYIF ZAEESE T

L UGE K E R YR A B FPAE X I ALAT 5 FRYescsE 433k . P &% JF W ( Sphagnum palustre) , BRI e
REE(S. ovatum) , FATEM Ve REE (S, platyphylloides ) , ALY I EE (S, jensenii) FN 2 BLYe R &% ( S. multifibrosum )
(K1) GBI, B D P e o M 55 B2 0 ey, 1380 55 B2 Ry 80.29% , 24 i e i i 5 3 FE 1Y) 88.33%
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Ry iFE— 2 UE B Y Je 8 JE I o oA 322 s DX AL 3, 43 0 T B A A 8 e 1) B A AR SRR AR S
o7 Vi B, Her e e s S Fh B = I HE AR 38 R e KA, A2 AT BRI R 0.91—0.98 ,0.131—0.421 ,1.242—1.792,
IR ¢ e JE I b A 322 X0 A R ) A S A X X e R ELAG A ) A 2 I BE T, iz X AT R

®1 KRARREHEFMRABHERER

Table 1 Basic information of planting sphagnum plots and dominant species

A YRR 35 RRok R S(ES A2

. FE AL/ em Average coverage Average Tmportance Ecological LTI
Sample plot Water table e species coverage value dominance Niche breadth
1 28.1 PR FN S. palustre 82% 90.50% 0.91 0.131 1.792
FATEPEIREE S. platyphylloides 10% 0.55 0.048 1.208
BRI B EE S. ovatum 5% 0.53 0.045 0.980
TFEALYRIREE S. jensenii 3% 0.52 0.041 0.723
2 28.7 PIREEJFAFD S. palustre 90% 81.50% 0.95 0.223 1.472
ATEM-PEIRAE S. platyphylloidesT% 0.54 0.072 0.197
YU e EE S. ovatum 3% 0.52 0.067 0.106
3 27.2 PEAREEFW TN S. palustre 86% 81.90% 0.93 0.216 1.459
e VR R EE S. platyphylloides 8% 0.54 0.073 0.158
YRI5 EE S. ovatum 6% 0.53 0.070 0.158
4 14.8 PR S. palustre 84% 93.80% 0.92 0.135 1.590
BRI IRAE S. ovatum 10% 0.55 0.048 0.974
TEALYRIREE S. jensenii 4% 0.52 0.043 0.475
LU HCEE S. multifibrosum 2% 0.51 0.042 0.391
5 14.6 PIREEIFIFf S. palustre 90% 88.00% 0.95 0.226 1.623
ATEPIREE S. platyphylloides 4% 0.52 0.068 0.756
B R #E S. ovatum 6% 0.53 0.070 0.256
6 14.9 PR EEJF AN S. palustre 95% 86.50% 0.98 0.421 1.280
GRS EE S. ovatum 5% 0.53 0.123 0.445
7 4.3 PR FN S. palustre 92% 98.70% 0.96 0.410 1.314
YRR IEE S. ovatum 8% 0.54 0.130 0.144
8 2.9 P SHE T S, palusire 88% 97.90% 0.94 0.221 1.315
PATEMJEIREE S. platyphylloides 6% 0.53 0.070 0.172
GUIH-JR AR EE S. ovatum 6% 0.53 0.070 0.153
9 4.2 PIREEFI RN S. palustre 89% 99.30% 0.95 0.143 1.242
ATEMJEIREE S. platyphylloides 6% 0.53 0.045 0.293
IR 5 EE S. ovatum 4% 0.52 0.043 0.587
ZYVEIREE S. multifibrosum 1% 0.51 0.041 0.438

2.2 AFEZKELFER N LR A SRR G T i

R RN S. palustre AEAPERAYFE MR WA K ALAE RIS S.palustre 4 FRA S FE PR R Z 5 22 70 B
R LR (B 1) S5 R BN, S. palustre WAR G E20A WTBEEL 55 8 AR it (B X B K 07 TH = TG R, 76 =
IKAE R ik B KA/, 4394 32.70 ¢m,0.93 mm,2.80,83.9%,15.71 g/dm?; 4 E & B AEA KA T I 8351
255 (P>0.05) B KAL T 4R % 1 (158.36 pmol/L) i THT AR/KALSA T & &, 25 BT, S. palustre 1)
Az AR SR AR BT K 57 (9 1 1 30 T RS TR, FE R K 5 1 T iR B i KA,
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Fig.1 One-way ANOVA of physiological and ecological indexes of sphagnum in different water levels
ANFNE FREFIRANR KL T e A AR B IS H0 AR AT 25 7 (P<0.05) AT/ NG FRE R /R AR KA T U6 2 i A= 1A A5 46 b JC 1 3 1
FE5(P>0.05) s F8E LM, H 430 3R ARAKAL, FKAL, KAz, T AR

2.3 ARG HEEF ST

Sk BB KA X U i B o e b, = 498 R (R R ] XA TR K A0 s ol T 498 PR AR PR 2 25 0 BT I 25 S A
55 (K 2) 45 R BoR, RIFEKAL T BD TN AP TP 55 i il 7K 057 B T e 12 T KA, 78 w8 /K A7 ik B /IMEL, 43531 40.57
g/em’ 11.87 mg/g.7.96 pg/g 12.11 pg/g; SWC STP \URE ,CAT ,SOC & Fifi 7K A7 114 TH i85 78 W7 48 K, 7 i /K of
IR, 430 99% 55% (1197.87 mg/g .8.51 mL/g . 107.31 pg/g;pH  AK &5 2R Bl 25 /K 057 A T i 18 W 186 K
{E R KA 5 R KL TG 3 25 5 (P>0.05) 3 TK ZEAR/KANL A e KAH 30.84 pg/g, KA 5 s K A7 7 7 T I 3%
ZE5(P>0.05) . L5 LATR, - 48PKF-2 B /K A7 A8 AL AS [ RR BE ™= A e 1, B TK F i Bl K v A8 A6 JC 8 35 RS
H A A PR 2 S B 3ot 3 ot ) R
2.4 A[EPKALES R e s A B S8 bR R T B A S o Br
2.4.1 YemEEA A BFERRS 3R T Pearson AHICHESMT

R THRGE S.palustre "EARNEIRE LI F Z BB AH SCHR B XA RIKALAE G T S, palustre A= FAE S FE AR N
FIEH T B Pearson AHEHT (£ 2) , 45 B8, BD TN . TK TP AP 5 S.palustre 4= PR 2538 bR 5 A G,
VA 498 rh U BR S E FR T I S. palustre AR 885 (Pla) 5 TK  AK JC B AHCHE (P>0.05) , 5 HA+
398 PR -S4 AN [ A B R O, A 61 K/ URE > Wat>SWC>CAT >pH >SOC>STP ; 25K (Ste) 5 SWC, URE .
CAT .pH Wat 24 . 3 IEA & (P<0.01) , 5 Wat A1 URE AHIC R EEE K, WA 20 S. palustre 5 ZEM A9 3= 2L A
F AR FNRE ; SWC \STP 5 M4 & 1 (Chl) £ 1835 IE A 5C (P<0.05) ; B BEAR (Til) A5 B2 (Cov) 5 T35
T Wat \URE .SWC ,pH .STP .SOC £ i35 iF A e (P<0.05) , 5 Wat Fl URE AH 56 22 504K, 156 HA 7K A7 11 IR il
JE S BEROR 35 5 19 2B 3R A W (Bio) AN 39 RT3 5L A 6 (P<0.05) , Horf 5 War #H26
FECR K, LR LTI KA R R Bl it 2 5 e U e A R ) R T
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Fig.2 One-way ANOVA of soil indexes in different water levels
2 S.palustre £IREFIEIRS TIEEFHHEXMED
Table 2 Correlation analysis of physiological indexes of S.palustre and soil factors
P H e FRA: 2548 R Sphagnum physio—ecological index
3T . — - I y
Soil factors P M AP TS 3 A BERL W
o Plant height Stem diameter Biomass Chlorophyll Tillers number Coverage
T Bulk density/ (g/cm®) -0.741" -0.651 -0.646 -0.681" -0.667 -0.761"
7K Water content/ % 0.836"" 0.823 " 0.947 ** 0.716 " 0.782 " 0.851""
FLBRE Soil porosity/ % 0.741** 0.760 * 0.804 ** 0.704* 0.718* 0.761*
JAA Total nitrogen/ (mg/g) -0.732"* -0.661 -0.773* -0.241 -0.673" -0.525
BT Total potassium/ (ug/g) -0.504 -0.797* -0.440 -0.326 -0.500 -0.532
S Total phosphorus/ (ug/g) -0.932%* -0.832%* -0.925** -0.658 -0.823** -0.778*
A% Available phosphorus/ (pg/g) -0.752* -0.654 -0.743" -0.651 -0.796* -0.956"*
F5 540 Available potassium/ (pg/g) 0.652 0.743* 0.753* 0.234 0.540 0.501
H HUE Organic carbon/ (ug/g) 0.758* 0.412 0.857 0.229 0.717* 0.707*
[k Urease/ (mg/g) 0.930 ** 0.836** 0.838 ** 0.347 0.805 ** 0.851**
i EAL AT Catalase/ (mL/g) 0.810* 0.808 ** 0.741* 0.596 0.521 0.506
pH (Soil) 0.769 0.816** 0.870** 0.282 0.726* 0.736*
JKASE Water level/em 0.839** 0.941 0.964 ** 0.627 0.847 ** 0.896**

# FERAE 0.05 7K (UM BB EARIE ; + o+ FIARAE 0.01 7K (U ) B i A5G

2.4.2  PRHEREESARARS RN TR TR T

R —BBEE N S. palustre A= R HRIR A 3B - ER 1 L HXT S, palustre A= AR FZ AR BE KN | B Se Xt
T IEH T AT BR BN R 4387 ( DCA ) 415 H HEF JlRs BE K B (LGA)  FEAHEZE i, 11545 HE e Sl B 4K
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BN 3, BGE FHITA /T (RDA) L BRJG X 12 A+ R S RIS K 0, e &0 11 7 A~ 3 7 ke
SR AR SR PR THE T A (B 3) o S5 2R R R 1Al T A9 RRAE(EL 23 31 R 0.8785 Fi1 0.1003, H
2 AL AR T 97.88% HY P Fh G PRI A8 N A AIE , Fh B o] H13E T Bl A S 10 % BB 805 AR 4y %) fidk Ao U1 e e A 3
SRR S R TR R, HEE M | #ivkE . pH . SWC URE 5 S.palustre 25 B B3 bR 2 1IEAH X, TK
TP TN AP 5 S.palustre A3 AZH8R 2 ARG, UL W] 145 pH | Bkt IREE & &R TV e s AR K, B8P &
HHRIJe BB E K 25 TR, pH SWC URE TK TP TN AP &80 S. palustre A=K 1) FHH T, H&H 71
EMAAERETUAY . WL TUR AT — AR HU 45 75X S. palustre A H3A= 25 (1) T BARKN AN S5 FR008E , DT B
T 5 AR e AR R DTk (36 3) , NI BN K, 4K F TP \URE .SWC AP X S.palustre
ARSI AR B35 7K (P<0.01) | 22 S PR R 1 0300 82.7% \77.7% (62.6% 57.7% ; AP X} S. palustre £
KR MRA K- (P<0.05) |, il FEE N 58.6% . MR RE | S. palustre A= K MR 252 TP TN | TK
AP {520, A3 BIfERE T S.palustre HERARIRIE BT 82.7% 4.4% 4.4% 3.6% , FiT =N 95.1%,

0.8
Chl
s TK
3 pH
S TP
<
a SWC
& Biv
<
AP == URE
Cov
Til Pla
N
-0.4 Ste
-1.0 1.0

RDAI (87.85%)

3 S.palustre B EFIERE TEEFH) RDA Z£HFE
Fig.3 Redundancy analysis (RDA) two—dimensional ordination diagram of S.palustre and soil factors
E i ik SE AR LR T 2l fi Sk R R S, palustre AEFRAEBFEFR . Chl. WERFE E &, Chlorophyll; Bio: A:¥J 5, Biomass; Cov: )%,
Coverage; Pla: $%%, Plant height; Ste: F:Z2H1, Stem diameter; Til; HBE4L, Tillers number

®3 TEETHREEMRZERR

Table 3 Explanation rate of soil factors and Duncan test

2KH Type L HEFF Soil factors R Explanation rate/% Pseudo-F P

& BLARLIN M/ (ne/g) 82.7 33.5 0.002

Simple team effect WRAE/ (mg/g) 71.7 24.3 0.004
FrK it/ % 62.6 11.7 0.008
BA/ (mg/g) 57.7 9.5 0.008
R/ (ne/2) 58.6 9.9 0.012
B/ (ne/e) 36.2 4.0 0.096
pH( Soil) 28.9 2.8 0.106

AR M (ng/g) 82.7 33.5 0.002

Conditional effect RA/ (mg/g) 4.4 2.1 0.154
KR/ % 1.5 0.7 0.574
B/ (ng/g) 4.4 2.5 0.122
R/ (ng/g) 3.6 3.2 0.118
pH (Soil) 1.5 1.6 0.350
BRI/ (mg/g) 1.5 3.8 0.224
Sum 99.6
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3 e

3.1 AR YR AR B AL B A AR AR AR IR

KA B 2 8 % i 5 g R A A SR B 8 AT IR i) i A 194 A K R AR B AR, T S i LA
17 KB AR KA LS55 5 AR BOG AT S e w A K0 bR 25 M BRSO
TR EE ML, T LA B 8 1 8 110 755 TR0, 2 R A DRI V0 e e 2 785 T A1) DA B A B 8 e e A4 )
REEIEAR . AT R, TREER R | 5 Y BERCS K BE E IE ARG U Ik Ay S A B T
P K. %5 Grosvernier'® ,'ﬁﬂ%?ﬁk“” ,:%1$m[m%B"Jﬁ%%%*ﬁ,fﬁ7k{ﬁ%ﬁﬁfﬁﬂ S.pal H A ) IR TA
K, P DO R A A AR TH TR 5B Bl M A K AL 15—20 em B3R 2 0—5 em, W] BEHA A T 52 B ™ H
b AR LR T B B e A AR B T DR R FH R/ AR S 2R de bR, ZEAE D 3 A P i AR A A
20 ARG R K ER S.pal (936 B e, AR YK, A Z XS SR P L e ) RS, pal
W2 ZOEAEY AT A ER N BB AR YR T2 R & 0 SRR R B b s T A P 9 G RE WAL
AL RE IR RE S, AP RS2 50 R OC A R SN AR B I G 3 5 ke R ok
TEAECATE RS B AriG shak 550 fEIE S B K B 4 2 A R 8Kz —
AT FE e SR BE 2R 2 S AR S XIE R AR B A AN IT 45 B AR— 0, BT K 25 1F R, i
SRR A IR, N TE K OLAAE T OGIRBRAC, Ve sk &8 138 ARG hE , A Wi s e FVE FHBE ), Be e
IR FIFE 25 1 B KR, NI HE— 25 38 N IR B8 5 AH S, ZEARK A 25 0 T, 2o 5 14 0 BEA B 5 B0 90 ' TN g
TR, AT R R R B SR 2R A B, (R 5 o A T S 2R i fof JHL A R 0 X A A ) K A o)
YER
3.2 KA I TR

FHE RS RS EE ARGy, MR EE A KA T AE R E TSI a0 | it gt eh e
BEAIT A 7K 3 BB SR N 5 JE B AR S R G B B IR e A IR R i T B Y AR
KSRGS, R R BIR RAL T RIS A AT RELE & R . PR A FH U8 IR S AT b 4 18 o i A P54
B AR bR IR R L HERGELL A . SWC ST BD {H K/ 39 it 2540 A% S LA B DL &
ERTFA KD ARG R, BEK AL TS, BD 5K AL AR DG, SWC Al STP 57K 2 1E A 56, 5 7k Pt 45
T U BT B MO 5 45 SR — 85, R A KA A R TR A1 - e X S 38 6B K B A B B R R
PRI, PR e e B 2 RT3 TN RH = E/K X — B IR PTRE A M T s df K 3R e R
AR RZ—Y  ARBFE R, £ TN TP \TK AP 57K 07 & Gk 56, 5815 Jess™ s 45 8 —
B, T RE f T KA S 2 (i - A P ) U A A 95 00 20 e R AR T K AR R [ i R BB K S
BRI R TE R SRR TR, FBER LB IR (AR SR BE TP R sk B A K, vy S0 8 ok # of
B SR T R A, TR, 17 e e R AR A M AL, - AR - A Wk RO AT RN
BT IR T AR A W Ak e e R A A B i e T SR Al A B S P R e T AR A AR W T A
PRt SRR TG PR AR A SRR R B TR A T B N - SR R S N A UK AR g R
+3EAR TG (URE) Flid E AL S (CAT) 5+ 35 /K& (37%—99% ) 52 TEAH 5 X 2 I8 Ry 24 + 3K i 6 v ik
WIS M5 R SRS R W2 T S IR R B AL, - R PR KR SR AR A SE 4
— 2, B U e b AR KA R 4 SRS P S A R e Rk #E A R pH B R Ik i 3R 4y
PITFAEARZS AL FIA ROE TS YR sk 8 Ak K & B ), Bartels'™ | Soudzilovskaia ¥ %5 AHF 5T 4 W Fifi %5 /K
PR TE R, AL T B8 SRS SR AL A AR AR R A HY TS RE S 3 R IR Ik, ABFFT £ pH
B SRR T B M I, T RE SR AT R 5 X 38 - SR O R A4 I 4 o = & AR %+, pHL . 5.0—6.
7 5 6 SR RE M MU 1B A5 B 8 - I ARl g 1, DT A J0 R B 05 , L It PR 90 i #6137 A 3 D R
FERIRRYEERBE | BT LA - S AR B it /K A7 G i 25 25 1k
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3.3 AR T Je R dE A B 5 A - S T A A S

TKAEE R 8 2% S A e - 398 PO I % I e B A K, T R I R A i Y ARG S, palustre A HE
AEARRHIES LR FAH A R B, 5200 S, palustre A7 75 1) £ 2 58 74 TN  TK TP AP .SWC ,URE ,pH
Hrp TN TK TP AP 5 S.palustre A= FRA A FE R A DG, Ui BH 38 b 0 B B0 458 FR T K I S. palustre [1)
Ak, ERET I A TR B S F IS R W 35 X e e EL AT I sl d MR, B Sl st T 7
TR 5% A0 1 S AR X P 0 s o) LA R A, St s SR R I AW B AT X iR e e A O AN K, L 285
PR DA BRI A A B H O R AR VIR A AT A i R ATl A R A, R 5 A0 K R R Ak
4T S.palustre B & R KL TR . S. palustre H=HAEBFEPRS FEZ M F B RDA 4 Hrah Rk
B URE 5 TN TP [ TK &2 (A, BB URE 30— F8 B S il + 58 2R B2 H5 . SWC URE . pH 5 S.pal
AR AR AR IE ARG, U S.palustre TEAR KA A/ T 11 SWC URE Hl pH &5, I, DI =42 5
PR A B85 0 K, — T T 4 0 o e, 8 ) TR B ke o8 P 25 AR AT A 24 14035 02 7K 5 g — T T 3 e i ot A o
10 EL S Wl 2T BEVE Y I T K 5 % URE &,

AR LA SN A s B EL K R AR AT B 7] ) e e 2 K %o 7 G 398 A AFoE 4 42 A5 I R 458

(D) TEKE R I 5 Fe e & |, Horp P e &% 5 E B ( Sphagnum palustre ) B9 55 & T EAH A SPCH R
A S LR AR AR Y A KA, R S. palustre 7% X IRAG A1 W 5 B2 (10 A 25 M7, X6 24 MRS5S 10 A 7S
BN RE S, U S e ) AR S.palustre ,

(2) Vs EEAE A A HR AR /KA SR 0 2 B AH G, AR ] K i BRI e e AR Ky AR i
Wi 5N A8 B R M s bR i DBS5227/T 083—2018 ) KA (14 4% H Y Jic #6 AL M JRi 98 KAV “ 15—20 em” L 1H &
0—5 cm, A] BEEEAT AT S0 7™ H b, (5] B 2 180 1l RT3 1] 56 35 VE I R 40, 08 g K IR Rl 3L, 34 i &K
WA

(3) HHERF SWC STP 57KA7 5 i 3 IEA OGO R, R MK AL A 25 T el A8 + 3 Fubh 2544 b B

TN TP [ TK AP 57K A7 5 3 AR  RVDK AL + 585 FR T R kR, TP T8 F7 BREE 5 PR ) e 7
BEITIE G TE R B RIS T AR
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