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Abstract
1. The relative importance of global versus local environmental factors for growth 

and thus carbon uptake of the bryophyte genus Sphagnum—the main peat-former 
and ecosystem engineer in northern peatlands—remains unclear.

2. We measured length growth and net primary production (NPP) of two abundant 
Sphagnum species across 99 Holarctic peatlands. We tested the importance of 
previously proposed abiotic and biotic drivers for peatland carbon uptake (climate, 
N deposition, water table depth and vascular plant cover) on these two responses. 
Employing structural equation models (SEMs), we explored both indirect and di-
rect effects of drivers on Sphagnum growth.

3. Variation in growth was large, but similar within and between peatlands. Length 
growth showed a stronger response to predictors than NPP. Moreover, the smaller 
and denser Sphagnum fuscum growing on hummocks had weaker responses to cli-
matic variation than the larger and looser Sphagnum magellanicum growing in the 
wetter conditions. Growth decreased with increasing vascular plant cover within 
a site. Between sites, precipitation and temperature increased growth for S. ma-
gellanicum. The SEMs indicate that indirect effects are important. For example, 
vascular plant cover increased with a deeper water table, increased nitrogen dep-
osition, precipitation and temperature. These factors also influenced Sphagnum 
growth indirectly by affecting moss shoot density.

4. Synthesis. Our results imply that in a warmer climate, S. magellanicum will increase 
length growth as long as precipitation is not reduced, while S. fuscum is more 
resistant to decreased precipitation, but also less able to take advantage of in-
creased precipitation and temperature. Such species-specific sensitivity to climate 
may affect competitive outcomes in a changing environment, and potentially the 
future carbon sink function of peatlands.

K E Y W O R D S

climate, global change, net primary production, nitrogen deposition, PAR, peat mosses,  
plant–climate interactions, structural equation model

1  | INTRODUC TION

Net primary production in peatlands is relatively low, but because, 
in general production exceeds decomposition, peatlands have 
remained important carbon (C) sinks throughout the Holocene 
(Yu, 2012). As a result, northern peatlands store c. 500 Gt C (Loisel 
et al., 2014; Yu, Loisel, Brosseau, Beilman, & Hunt, 2010). A recent 
analysis suggests that the stock may even be >1,000 Gt (Nichols & 
Peteet, 2019), which is more than the C in the atmosphere today 
(829 Gt; IPCC, 2013). In northern peatlands, the growth of peat 
mosses (genus Sphagnum) is vital for C sequestration and storage, 
as they effectively engineer a wet and acidic environment that 
inhibits decomposition (Rydin & Jeglum, 2013). However, despite 
their crucial role in peatland C cycling, we still lack a clear under-
standing of the factors controlling Sphagnum growth at global and 
local scales.

The important role of Sphagnum in C sequestration suggests a 
need to include Sphagnum growth in terrestrial ecosystem models. 
For example, Charman et al. (2013) suggested that biomass input (i.e. 
NPP) has driven the peat accumulation rate over the last millennium, 
while variation in decomposition has mattered less. Peatland models 
have recently included Sphagnum-specific growth functions (Turetsky 
et al., 2012), but peatland modules are generally lacking in Earth 
system models (e.g. ORCHIDEE, Qiu et al., 2018), but see Bechtold 
et al. (2019). A literature survey revealed that attempts to link vari-
ation in Sphagnum NPP to important environmental drivers have 
come to different conclusions (Table 1). Gunnarsson (2005) found 
that temperature, precipitation, altitude and latitude explained 40% 
of the variation in productivity. Moore (1989) identified annual mean 
temperature as a key driver of Sphagnum production, while Krebs, 
Gaudig, and Joosten (2016) reported that growth of S. papillosum was 
primarily influenced by water availability (precipitation frequency 
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and precipitation/temperature quotient). Loisel, Gallego-Sala, and 
Yu (2012) found that cumulative photosynthetically active radiation 
(PAR) for days over 0°C was the most important driver of growth. 
Globally, terrestrial NPP is largely determined by precipitation and 
water availability, and in northern regions (above 50°N) tempera-
ture and solar radiation become increasingly important (Gallego-
Sala et al., 2018; Schloss, Kicklighter, Kaduk, Wittenberg, & The 
Participants of the Potsdam NPP Model Intercomparison, 2001).

The contrasting findings of these previous studies may result 
from inconsistencies in methodology. First, meta-analyses use data 
collected using different methods, in different habitats (e.g. pH and 
degree of ground-water influence) and over different time periods 
(Gunnarsson, 2005; Krebs et al., 2016; Limpens et al., 2011; Loisel 
et al., 2012). Second, many of the previous studies are geographi-
cally limited (Asada, Warner, & Banner, 2003; Moore, 1989; Walker 
et al., 2017) and consequently cover a narrow range of climatic con-
ditions. Third, many studies include different species for different 
areas and species can covary with environmental conditions, which 
may add bias and uncertainty to the results. To overcome these 
problems we performed a Holarctic, coordinated sampling effort, 
focusing on common but ecologically divergent species.

In addition to climatic drivers, local conditions and air pollutants 
such as nitrogen (N) and sulphur (S) deposition affect Sphagnum 
growth. Limpens et al. (2011) examined the effects of increased N 
deposition in a meta-analysis comprising 29 studies across Europe 

and North America. They showed that small N additions to sites 
with low background N deposition stimulated growth, while add-
ing higher levels of N depressed growth. Interestingly, increased 
vascular plant cover caused the shift from a positive to a negative 
growth response to N to occur at lower N addition levels (Limpens 
et al., 2011). Experiments have shown that N addition leads to in-
creased cover of vascular plants that will reduce light availability, 
increase litter and lower surface temperature, thereby reducing 
Sphagnum productivity (Berendse et al., 2001; Chong, Humphreys, 
& Moore, 2012). Moreover, Hayward and Clymo (1983) reported 
reduced moss mass growth when PAR was lowered. In addition to 
vascular plant cover, the position above the water table, which is a 
proxy for water availability, has been correlated with Sphagnum NPP. 
Production was lower for Sphagnum growing higher above the water 
table (e.g. Gunnarsson, 2005; Krebs et al., 2016). These local factors 
and N availability are known to modify Sphagnum NPP, but to what 
extent relative to climatic drivers has not been investigated.

Here, we set out to test the importance of global and local en-
vironmental drivers of length growth and C sequestration potential 
(i.e. NPP) of two common peat-forming Sphagnum species in north-
ern peatlands. Length (height) increment is essential for the shoot 
to keep up with vascular plants and to compete for light with neigh-
bouring Sphagnum shoots. NPP is more directly related to peatland 
C sequestration, and depends on the combination of length incre-
ment (LI) and the bulk density of the material produced. The two 

TA B L E  1   Previous studies relating Sphagnum growth to climatic variables in temperate and boreal peatlands

Reference Data Modelling approach Response(s) Explained variance

Asada et al. (2003) 1 peatland, 9 bryophyte  
species, 6 Sphagnum

Correlations between 
Growth and Climate Index 
(CI, based on mean daily 
prec and mean, max, min 
temp), or each predictor 
separately

NPP 1 year, 
within season 
variation

For S. fuscum, daily prec. r = 0.6 
(ns), temp. r = –0.4–0.05 (ns),  
CI r = 0.7 (*)

Gunnarsson (2005) Metastudy: 55 publications,  
35 species

Multiple regression with 
predictors temp, prec, alt, 
lat, distance to sea

NPP Temp and prec most important: 
Model explains 40%; including 
species as a factor, 36%

Krebs et al. (2016) 1) New data, 2 species, 3 sites 
for S. papillosum, 2 sites for  
S. palustre, mostly 2 years.

2) Metastudy of S. papillosum 
from 18 publications

1) Multiple regression with 
climate, lat, ‘main site 
variables’.

2) Boosted regression tree

LI, NPP 1) Model explains 22% of NPP, 
52% of LI.

2) Microhabitat explains 27%, 
number of rain-free days: 15%, 
prec/temp: 10%, temp: 7%

Limpens et al. (2011) Metastudy of 107 nitrogen 
fertilization field experiments

Meta-regressions NPP Higher summer temperature and 
increased annual precipitation 
intensified the negative effects 
of nitrogen deposition

Loisel et al. (2012) Metastudy with 52 sites,  
S. fuscum and S. magellanicum

Simple and multiple 
regressions

LI R2 = 0.23 for PAR, P/Eq had 
barely an effect. Multiple 
regression only for ‘continental’ 
sites, does not improve simple 
regression (R2 = 0.31 for cont. 
sites)

Moore (1989) 1) New data, 6 species, of which 
2 measured at 2 sites, 2 years.

2) Metastudy of 14 publications, 
and one new site

1) Correlations and 
regressions.

2) Regression

NPP 1) Mean daily temp, daily prec, 
bright sunshine hrs.

2) Mean annual temp
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Sphagnum species, S. fuscum and S. magellanicum were selected to 
represent different niche preferences within peatlands, i.e. lawns 
and hummocks. Our aim was to explain and predict variation in 
Sphagnum productivity within sites and across the Holarctic using 
statistical modelling—including structural equation models (SEMs, 
Shipley, 2009). By sampling in a consistent and standardized man-
ner across sites and years, we tested the relative contributions of 
previously identified environmental drivers (e.g. water table po-
sition, temperature, precipitation, PAR) to growth. We did this by 
exploring both direct and indirect effects (e.g. impact on vascular 
plant cover, shoot density) of these drivers. This allows us to test to 
what extent climate-change effects on Sphagnum will be modified 
and/or mitigated by local conditions and if the response is species- 
specific. More broadly, improving our understanding of the drivers of 
Sphagnum NPP will support forecasting of changes in peatland car-
bon dynamics under ongoing climate change.

2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1 | Study species and sampling design

Two Sphagnum species belonging to different subgenera (sections) 
were selected for this study: Sphagnum fuscum (Schimp.) H. Klinggr. 
and S. magellanicum Brid. Sphagnum fuscum in the subgenus Acutifolia 
is characterized by its brown colour and its small and densely packed 
capitula (Figure 1). It typically forms hummocks in bogs, but also in 
minerotrophic peatlands where its hummocks often are high enough 

to be ombrotrophic. Recently, some individuals of S. fuscum in Europe 
have been identified as conspecific to the North American S. beothuk 
R. E. Andrus (Kyrkjeeide et al., 2015). Genetic analyses performed 
on one sample from each of 26 of our 102 sites indicated a small 
proportion (two samples) of S. beothuk (N. Yousefi, K. Hassel, & H.K. 
Stenøien, unpubl.). Sphagnum magellanicum belongs to the subgenus 
Sphagnum, which is a group of large and stout species with cucul-
late leaves. Sphagnum magellanicum stands out in its subgenus due 
to its colour that varies from deep red to almost completely green 
(Figure 1). Also, recently, S. magellanicum in northern peatlands has 
been split into two species: S. medium Limpr. that commonly occu-
pies the bog expanse, where it grows close to the water table and at 
relatively intense light conditions, and S. divinum Flatberg & Hassel 
that occupies bog margins and poor fens, growing further from the 
water table and at lower light intensity (Hassel et al., 2018). Genetic 
analysis (N. Yousefi, K. Hassel, & H.K. Stenøien, unpubl.) on one 
sample each from 62% of our sites indicates that both species were 
included in approximately equal proportions. Given that S. beothuk/ 
S. fuscum and S. medium/S. divinum are sister species and were treated 
collectively in the past, and that they had not been differentiated at 
the time of data collection, we here follow Granath et al. (2018) and 
treat our study species as S. fuscum coll. and S. magellanicum coll.

In 2013 and 2014 we sampled throughout the species' Holarctic 
distributions to cover the climatic variation of sites where the spe-
cies co-occur. In total, we sampled at 102 sites, of which three sites 
were excluded from the analysis due to inconsistent sampling (Hani 
and Mangui, China) or lack of sample tissue N concentration data 
(Verh-Tarka, Russia). Of the remaining sites, 76 had both species, 

F I G U R E  1   Sphagnum magellanicum 
coll. (red, left) and S. fuscum coll. (brown, 
right). Illustration: F. Bengtsson
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and 85 had data from both 2013 and 2014 (Figure 2; Table S1). The 
sample sites covered a large proportion of the boreal and temperate 
biomes where northern peatlands are present (Figure 3).

Our aim was to sample from similar habitats across the sites, and 
we therefore sampled species in their typical open, nutrient-poor 
habitats, ranging from predominantly bogs to poor fens. At each site, 
four mono-specific, homogeneous non-treed patches (1 m2) were 
chosen for each species, with each patch at least 10 m apart.

2.2 | Length growth and production

Sphagnum growth is easy to measure as they have no roots or 
rhizoids (Shaw et al., 2010) and new growth is confined to the top 
of the shoot. We assessed Sphagnum growth using two differ-
ent approaches; LI (mm), and biomass production (NPP; g/m2). To 
measure LI we inserted a minimum of three ‘brush wires’ in each 
patch at the start of the growing season (Figure S1). The brush wires 
resemble bottlebrushes and were constructed by attaching paint-
brush bristles to c. 10–15 cm long wires. This is an improved version 
of the cranked wire method described in Clymo (1970), and is now 
the most commonly applied method (Rydin & Jeglum, 2013). The 
brushes were inserted c. 5–10 cm into the Sphagnum carpet without 
disturbing the moss surface by initially pressing the bristles into a 
narrow tube, which was then pulled out while the brush was left in 
the Sphagnum carpet allowing the bristles to spread and ‘anchor’ in 
the vegetation. The height of the part of the brush wire protruding 
from the Sphagnum carpet was measured each year at the beginning 
of the season, and then remeasured at the end of the season. The 

difference between spring and autumn measurements gave us the 
LI (mm). Measurements with large negative values (<–5 mm growth) 
indicated physical disturbance and were removed from analyses.

To estimate stem bulk density and shoot density, we collected 
one moss core (5–10 cm diameter) from each sampling patch at the 
end of the season at the same time as the final wire length measure-
ments. The capitula (i.e. the moss top with a height of c. 0.5 cm in  
S. fuscum and 1 cm in S. magellanicum) were removed and dried, and 
the 3-cm stem sections immediately below the capitula were dried 
(24 hr at 60–65°C) and weighed to obtain stem bulk density (BD;  
kg/m3). The area-based biomass growth (NPP; g/m2) was calculated 
as BD × LI. In addition to measurements of LI and production for the 
growing season, we calculated LI and NPP per day during the sam-
pling periods. We also counted the number of capitula in the core to 
obtain numerical shoot density (cm–2).

2.3 | Local predictors: Water table and vascular 
plant cover

For each patch and year, we recorded two variables that we ex-
pected would relate to growth: height of the moss surface above the 
water table (HWT; cm) and vascular plant cover (vertical projection 
on 1 m2 surrounding the patch, %) at the start and end of the sea-
son. For a few sites, these measurements were only taken once per 
year at either the start or end of the season. For sites where these 
metrics were made both early and late in the season, the correlation 
between start and end values of HWT was r ≈ 0.80 (df = 83 in 2013, 
and 85 in 2014) and between start and end values of vascular plant 

F I G U R E  2   The sampling design 
included 102 sites distributed across the 
Holarctic region where either Sphagnum 
fuscum or S. magellanicum, or both were 
sampled. At each site and for each year, 
we aimed to sample four patches (red 
circles) of each species if they were both 
present at the site, and at each patch 
we took three measurements of length 
increment, and one measurement of bulk 
density to calculate biomass accumulation. 
Illustration: F. Bengtsson



422  |    Journal of Ecology BENGTSSON ET al.

cover r ≈ 0.90 (df 76 in 2013 and 64 in 2014) respectively. To include 
all sites in the analyses, we therefore used the average for each year 
for all sites.

Dried capitula were sent for elemental analysis (C, N, P, K, Mg, 
Mn, Ca, Cd, Cr, Cu, Al, B, Fe, Na, Ni, Zn) at Forest Research, Alice 
Holt Lodge, UK. For total C and N, around 10 mg (6 decimal balance) 
of milled and dried (70°C) sample was analysed using the combus-
tion method with a Carlo Erba CN analyser (Flash1112 series). For 
cations and trace metals, 0.6 grams of plant material was digested 
with a microwave system (Anton Paar Multiwave 3000) using 7.5 ml 
of HNO3 at 185°C for 30 min (20 min ramp from ambient to 185°C). 
The extract was then adjusted to 25 ml and analysed with an ICP-
OES dual view (Thermo ICap 6500). Most samples were from 2013 
and in general two patches per species and site were analysed. Total 
element concentrations were expressed as percentages or mg/kg. In 
this study we use mean N concentration per site, but include all data 
in our publication for completeness.

2.4 | Global predictors: Weather and nitrogen  
deposition

Data on meteorological variables for each site and year were ex-
tracted from the NASA GESDISC (Global Modeling and Assimilation 
Office (GMAO), 2015) land surface and flux diagnostic products 
(M2T1NXLND, M2TMNXFLX). We used temperature (T2M; K), 
precipitation (PRECTOTLAND; kg m−2 s−1), evaporation (EVLAND; 
kg m−2 s−1), PAR (diffuse flux: PARDF; W/m2 and beam flux PARDR; 
W/m2), time during an hour with no precipitation (HOURNORAIN; s) 

as predictors. HOURNORAIN was recalculated as the mean rain free 
period (average time between rain events; days). These data are de-
rived from satellite and meteorological station observations and are 
gridded with a grid cell resolution of longitude 0.667° and latitude 
0.5°. We extracted data for the periods of growth measurements 
at each site, and calculated the average temperature (°C), total pre-
cipitation (kg/m2), evaporation (kg/m2) and PAR (PARDF+PARDR, 
W/m2) and the average number of consecutive days without rain 
(discarding days with <1 mm precipitation; d; Table S2). Data on 
nitrogen deposition were extracted from the model synthesis of 
Lamarque et al. (2013). They modelled global total N deposition 
for the time period 1995–2005 (model output given as an estimate 
for the year 2000) with a resolution of 0.5° longitude by 0.5° lati-
tude. Elevation and coordinates were extracted from Google Maps 
(Table S1).

2.5 | Data analysis

To test the importance of the controlling factors for Sphagnum 
growth, we selected variables based on previous studies (see 
Table 1). Temperature and precipitation have been used in most stud-
ies and were the main predictors in the meta-analysis by Gunnarsson 
(2005). He also included the geographical variables latitude, eleva-
tion and distance from the sea, but we did not test these variables 
as they are not mechanistically related to growth, and their direct 
effects on growth should be included in the climatic data. Loisel 
et al. (2012) compiled global growth data for S. fuscum and S. magel-
lanicum, and modelled seasonal LI as a response to growing season 

F I G U R E  3   Mean annual temperature 
(°C) and annual precipitation (mm) 
extracted from WorldClim (Hijmans, 
Cameron, Parra, Jones, & Jarvis, 2005) for 
the study sites (black rings) superimposed 
on the Whittaker biome chart (Biome 
chart adopted from Ricklefs (2008) 
plotted with the R package plotbiomes, 
https://github.com/valen tinit nelav/ 
 plotb iomes)

https://github.com/valentinitnelav/plotbiomes
https://github.com/valentinitnelav/plotbiomes
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length, PAR0 and P/Eq (index of moisture balance: the quotient be-
tween annual precipitation [P] and the annually integrated equilib-
rium evapotranspiration [E]). We included PAR as a predictor and 
tested if P/E or P–E would perform as better predictors compared 
to P and E individually. An additional climatic variable was average 
length of rain free periods (Krebs et al., 2016). Nitrogen availabil-
ity has been related to Sphagnum growth (Granath, Strengbom, & 
Rydin, 2012; Limpens et al., 2011) and our model included N deposi-
tion (site level) and tissue N concentration (site level but species-
specific). Within-site predictors were vascular plant cover (Gavazov 
et al., 2018), shoot numerical density and height above the water 
table (Table 1). To test for species-specific responses we added in-
teraction terms with species for all predictors.

For estimation and testing of predictor effects, we used linear 
mixed models (LMMs) to set up a piecewise structural equation 
model (pSEM, Lefcheck, 2016) in R (R Core Team, 2017) in the pack-
age lme4 (ver lme4_1.1–20; Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2015). 
Since we sampled approximately four patches per species and site, 
we used ‘site’ as a random factor in our models, and the site effect 
was allowed to vary between years (random intercept-slope model). 
As a first step, we fitted LMMs (classic multivariable regression) 
including the global (temperature, precipitation, evaporation, PAR, 
average length of rain free periods, N dep) and local (HWT, vascular 
plant cover, N tissue) predictors, species and year as fixed factors, 
including interaction effects between global variables and species. 
We ran the models without interaction effects to explore main ef-
fects and their R2 values. p values for interaction and main effects 
were extracted from type II ANOVAs using the car package (Fox & 
Weisberg, 2011). R2 values can quantitatively evaluate the fit of the 
model and were produced for site (R2

site, explained between site 
variation) and within-site level (residual error) by calculating the pro-
portional reduction in these variance components under the fitted 
model when compared to the null model (following Johnson, 2014; 
Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013 and using code from the r package 
mumin, Bartoń, 2018). To give a measurement of overall model fit 
we also estimated the amount of total variance explained by fixed 
effects (Marginal R2). A parametric bootstrap procedure was em-
ployed to produce approximate confidence intervals (CIs) of R2s and 
we present the 90% percentile CI.

As a second step we extended the above analyses to a pSEM 
to also examine indirect effects. A piecewise SEM is flexible as it 
allows multilevel structures and that each response (endogenous 
variables; here NPP or LI, shoot density, tissue N concentration, vas-
cular plant cover and HWT) is modelled individually (Shipley, 2009). 
We performed SEMs for LI and NPP, and due to important species 
interactions found in initial multivariable regressions, the SEMs 
were done for each species. The paths included in the SEM (i.e. 
model specification) were the same for each species and LI and 
NPP. In principle, all paths were included, but we removed paths 
for which there were no clear mechanisms. For example, many of 
the variables cannot affect HWT, such as tissue N concentration, 
and tissue N concentration is expected to be modified by vascular 
plant cover, but vascular plant cover is not affected by tissue N. The 

complete model specifications can be found in Tables S7 and S8. 
To simplify the figure illustrations of models we removed links that 
had minor impact on the response (p ≥ 0.1). To be able to compare 
direct and indirect effects we standardized both endogenous and 
exogenous variables by dividing by one standard deviation.

Standard residual analyses were performed to check homo-
geneity and normality of errors, distribution of random effects 
and influence of individual data points. Residuals showed increas-
ing variance and Box-Cox transformations were performed using 
the function powerTransform in the car package (ver 3.0-0, Fox & 
Weisberg, 2011) to achieve homogeneous errors. We used correla-
tion analysis to examine potential issues with multicollinearity.

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | Descriptive statistics

Across species and years, growth measurements showed as much 
variation within sites as between sites. The proportion of within-site 
variance to total variation was 47% for LI and 57% for NPP measured 
on an annual basis (year−1; Table S3). The larger species, S. magellani-
cum, had on average greater LI than S. fuscum, while S. fuscum had 
somewhat higher NPP than S. magellanicum due to its higher bulk 
density (Figure 4; Table S5).

On average, LI was slightly higher in the second year (mean ± SE; 
2013: 16.9 ± 1.1, 2014: 18.2 ± 1.2 mm), while NPP was lower in the 
second year (2013: 194.6 ± 12.0; 2014: 182.7 ± 11.2 g/m2; Figure 4; 
Table S5). Correlations between the years at the site level were 
r = 0.68 (df = 68) and r = 0.57 (df = 65) for S. fuscum LI and NPP 
respectively (p < 0.0001). For S. magellanicum correlations between 
years were r = 0.69 (df = 77) and r = 0.48 (df = 73), respectively 
(p < 0.0001). Between year differences were only detected for NPP 
(Table S4), indicating a lower NPP in 2014, but the effect was small 
(12.6 g/m2 difference).

The correlation (at site level) between N deposition and N tissue 
concentration was r = 0.35 (df = 97), and N deposition and vascular 
plant cover was r = 0.25 (df = 95).

3.2 | Multivariable regression models

Our full models with LI as response explained 53% of the growth 
calculated per day (day−1; CI 40%–64%) and 52% on an annual basis 
(year−1; CI 38%–63%) of variance between sites (Table S4). The models 
explained less variation in NPP between sites than in LI, and models 
showed similar R2

site values on a daily basis (31%; CI 11%–46%) and 
annual basis (32%; CI 12%–47%). The correlations between LI and 
NPP were r = 0.51 and 0.55 for S. fuscum in 2013 and 2014, respec-
tively (p < 0.0001, df = 74 and 73), and r = 0.56 and 0.57 for S. magel-
lanicum in 2013 and 2014, respectively (p < 0.0001, df = 79 and 82).

We detected species-specific responses to precipitation (LI and 
NPP), temperature (LI), evaporation (NPP) and numerical density 
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(NPP; Table S4). These interactions suggest different effect sizes and 
similar directions of the response (e.g. the positive effect of precipi-
tation was weaker and often not distinguished from zero in S. fuscum 
compared to a clear positive effect on S. magellanicum in all models).

Using precipitation minus evaporation (precipitation surplus, 
P–E), as a predictor instead of using the two variables as separate 
predictors gave similar results (Table S6).

For comparison with Loisel et al. (2012) we ran the LI model using 
PAR, species and year as predictors, which gave an R2

site of 22% and 
an R2

marginal of 12% respectively.

3.3 | Structural equation modelling

Using structural equation modelling built from mixed effects mod-
els, we investigated direct and indirect effects of studied variables 
on length (LI; Table 2; Figure 5) and biomass growth (NPP; Table 3; 
Figure 6). The full output from SEM and effects on responses 
other than growth (i.e. shoot density, tissue N concentration and 
vascular plant cover) in the piecewise SEM are shown in Tables S7 
and S8.

3.3.1 | Direct and indirect effects of 
global predictors

Regardless of species, temperature had positive direct effects 
on growth (Tables 2 and 3), and the effect was strongest for LI in  
S. magellanicum (path coefficient = 0.475, p < 0.0001). Precipitation 
had a similar direct effect on LI for S. magellanicum (path coeffi-
cient = 0.330, p < 0.001), but no direct effect on LI for S. fuscum 
nor on NPP. Both these climatic variables had indirect effects on 
growth through numerical density and/or vascular plant cover (al-
though there were no indirect effects for temperature in S. magel-
lanicum growth). For example, precipitation had no direct effects on 
NPP, but its effects on vascular plant cover and numerical density 
led indirectly to negative effects on growth (S. fuscum: path coeffi-
cient = −0.089, p < 0.03, S. magellanicum: path coefficient = −0.041, 
p < 0.08; Table 3). Evaporation had virtually no direct effect on 
growth, but had a positive effect on moss shoot density (S. fus-
cum: path coefficient = 0.32, p < 0.0001, S. magellanicum: path 

F I G U R E  4   Growth and bulk density for Sphagnum fuscum and 
S. magellanicum, for each year (2013 and 2014 respectively). (a) 
Season length increment (LI; mm/year), (b) bulk density (BD; kg/m3)  
and (c) seasonal production (NPP; g m−2 year−1). Boxplots show 
median (horizontal lines), 25th and 75th percentiles (boxes), values 
within a 1.5 interquartile range (vertical lines) and outside values 
(points). In white: mean ± SE

TA B L E  2   Path coefficients for direct and indirect effect on 
length increment (LI) extracted and calculated from the piecewise 
SEM presented in Figure 5. Only coefficients with p < 0.15 were 
included in the calculations. No eff. = no path coefficients p < 0.15

Variable
Effect type 
on LI

Sphagnum 
fuscum
Path 
coefficient

Sphagnum 
magellanicum
Path 
coefficient

Temp Direct 0.249 0.475

Indirect −0.017 No eff.

Precipitation Direct No eff. 0.330

Indirect −0.009 −0.011

Evaporation No effects

PAR No effects

HWT Indirect −0.069 −0.035

Vascular plant 
cover

Direct −0.069 −0.102

No rain days Direct No eff. −0.123

N deposition Indirect 0.042 0.014

N concentration Direct 0.157 0.106

Numerical 
density

No effects
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coefficient = 0.09, p < 0.001; Tables S7 and S8). The number of rain 
free days had consistently direct negative effects on growth, al-
though the effect was not significant for LI in S. fuscum. Only a direct 
effect of PAR on growth was detected (only significant for NPP in 
S. magellanicum), while nitrogen deposition had indirect effects by 
increasing N content in the mosses and vascular plant cover.

3.3.2 | Direct and indirect effects of local predictors

Among predictors varying within site, shoot density (i.e. Sphagnum 
capitulum density) had strong positive effects on NPP in both spe-
cies. Vascular plant cover had negative effects on growth in all mod-
els regardless of species, both directly and via negative effects on 
shoot density. Similarly, increasing HWT decreased growth through 
effects on vascular plant cover. However, the positive effect HWT 
had on shoot density for S. fuscum compensated for the negative ef-
fect through increased vascular plant cover. Moss tissue N concen-
tration had a weak positive effect on LI but not on NPP.

4  | DISCUSSION

4.1 | Climatic predictors

Precipitation was expected to increase growth (Asada et al., 2003; 
Backéus, 1988; Bragazza et al., 2016; Gunnarsson, 2005; Moore, 1989) 
as it helps the poikilohydric Sphagnum maintain a sufficient mois-
ture content to remain active and photosynthesise (Schipperges & 
Rydin, 1998). In our study the effects of precipitation were species-
specific and a positive effect on growth was only observed for the 
wetter-growing species, S. magellanicum. However, more general 
support for the importance of precipitation was indicated in our data 
by a consistent negative effect on growth of mean length of rain free 
periods (cf. Krebs et al., 2016). Interception by vascular plants means 
that a minimum amount of precipitation per rain event is required 
to add moisture to Sphagnum; to account for this we counted days 

F I G U R E  5   Graphical representation of piecewise structural 
equation models using mixed effects models to describe effects 
of the environmental variables from the models in Table S4 on 
annual length increment. Num density = numerical density of 
Sphagnum shoots, PAR = photosynthetic active radiation, No 
rain = mean length of rain free periods, HWT = height above the 
water table. White boxes are exclusively predictor variables, grey 
boxes are response (length increment), or predictor and response. 
Arrowheads show the direction of effects and line thickness 
indicates the effect size. For simplicity, arrows associated with 
p ≥ 0.1 have been removed. See Table S7 for complete model 
results

Pos
Neg

S. magellanicum

S. fuscum

HWT

Vascular plant 
cover

Moss tissue N

Num density

Length
increment

Precipitation

Temperature

Evaporation

N deposition
PAR

No rain

HWT

Vascular plant 
cover

Moss tissue N

Num density

Length
increment

Precipitation

Temperature

Evaporation

N deposition
PAR

No rain

Length increment TA B L E  3   Path coefficients for direct and indirect effect on 
net primary productivity (NPP) extracted and calculated from the 
piecewise SEM presented in Figure 6. Only coefficients with p ≤ 0.1 
were included in the calculations. No eff. = no path coefficients 
p < 0.11

Variable

Effect 
type on 
NPP

Sphagnum 
fuscum
Path 
coefficient

Sphagnum 
magellanicum
Path 
coefficient

Temp Direct 0.225 0.249

Indirect −0.191 No eff.

Precipitation Indirect −0.089 −0.041

Evaporation Indirect 0.097 0.060

PAR Direct 0.209 0.264

HWT Indirect 0.057 −0.042

Vascular plant 
cover

Direct −0.100 −0.124

Indirect −0.043 −0.016

No rain days Direct −0.185 −0.213

N deposition Indirect No eff. −0.028

N concentration No effects

Numerical 
density

Direct 0.306 0.714
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with precipitation <1 mm as rain free (Farrick & Price, 2009; Price, 
Rochefort, & Quinty, 1998). Hence, our results imply that extreme dry-
periods affect Sphagnum growth but that the amount of precipitation 
is a better predictor of growth in non-hummock species.

Evaporation is often incorporated with precipitation into a mois-
ture index to reflect water availability. We calculated the amount 

of available water (P–E), but our results corroborate those of Loisel 
et al. (2012) who found no effect of this differential on growth. 
Keeping precipitation and evaporation as separate predictors re-
sulted in a better fitting model.

Temperature is a major climatic driver of plant production. There 
is a mechanistic relationship between temperature and photosyn-
thesis (Farquhar, von Caemmerer, & Berry, 1980), exhibiting a un-
imodal pattern where temperature optimum seems to be rather 
high in Sphagnum (Harley, Tenhunen, Murray, & Beyers, 1989; Skre 
& Oechel, 1981). As expected, our results consistently show that 
warmer temperatures result in increased growth, but this effect 
was weaker in S. fuscum than in S. magellanicum. In fact, the summed 
effect of temperature on NPP in S. fuscum was zero due to the in-
direct effect of reduced density. The strong temperature effect on 
LI in S. magellanicum illustrates that this species can grow well in 
length even with little increase in biomass accumulation (Mazziotta, 
Granath, Rydin, Bengtsson, & Norberg, 2019), the result of which 
would be patches with low bulk density. For S. fuscum this would not 
be a viable strategy since maintaining high BD is crucial to maintain-
ing a high water content (McCarter & Price, 2014; Nijp et al., 2014).

PAR is strongly related to temperature and directly controls NPP 
(Chapin III, Matson, & Vitousek, 2011) because PAR is a key driver 
of carbon fixation in plants. Using PAR as the only predictor aside 
from year and species, we found some support for Loisel, Gallego-
Sala, and Yu (2012) results that PAR is an important driver of NPP in 
Sphagnum. When controlling for other factors (i.e. our full multivari-
able models), there was no or little effect of PAR on length growth, 
but still a positive effect on annual NPP. This indicates that other 
variables, most notably temperature, with which PAR was correlated 
and which also control evaporation, were the main drivers of growth.

4.2 | Effects related to vascular plant cover

Low levels of N deposition can increase Sphagnum growth in N-limited 
systems (Limpens et al., 2011), but evidence of large-scale negative 
effects of greater N deposition on Sphagnum growth are lacking. 
Experimental evidence shows that high levels of N deposition will 
promote vascular plant growth, and thereby intensify the effects 
of competition for light from vascular plants (Berendse et al., 2001; 
Bubier, Moore, & Bledzki, 2007; Limpens et al., 2011). Indeed, one of 
our most consistent results was the negative effect of vascular plant 
cover on all growth responses and N deposition was associated with 
higher vascular plant cover in the S. magellanicum patches. However, 
the summed impact of N deposition on growth showed a positive ef-
fect on length growth due to higher tissue N concentration. The pos-
itive effect of N deposition is consistent with the positive low-dose 
response reported from experiments (Juutinen et al., 2015; Limpens 
et al., 2011), but we could detect no such effect on NPP. It is possible 
that length growth is promoted under elevated N availability to com-
pete with vascular plants at the cost of less dense Sphagnum mats.

Water table position has frequently been associated with Sphagnum 
growth, suggesting that a more surficial water table promotes 

F I G U R E  6   Graphical representation of piecewise structural 
equation models using mixed effects models to describe effects 
of the environmental variables from the models in Table S4 on 
annual net primary productivity. Num density = numerical density 
of Sphagnum shoots, PAR = photosynthetic active radiation, No 
rain = mean length of rain free periods, HWT = height above 
the water table. White boxes are exclusively predictor variables, 
grey boxes are response (net primary production), or predictor 
and response. Arrowheads show the direction of effects and line 
thickness indicates the effect size. For simplicity, arrows associated 
with p ≥ 0.1 have been removed. See Table S8 for complete model 
results
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Sphagnum growth (Gunnarsson, 2005; Li, Glime, & Liao, 1992). Our 
models did indicate a weak negative effect on growth with deep water 
tables through indirect effects (vascular plant cover and shoot den-
sity). Interestingly, for S. fuscum there was a weak positive effect of 
HWT on NPP due to higher shoot density. Likely, the observed weak 
effect of water table on growth cannot be easily disentangled from the 
species effect, as the HWT effect appears stronger between species 
than within species (Bengtsson, Granath, & Rydin, 2016). These find-
ings suggest that the effects reported in experimental studies (e.g. Li 
et al., 1992) are weaker in the field. It is possible that strong effects are 
only apparent during a short period of the season (Walker et al., 2017), 
or in dry years when the water table is significantly lowered for an 
extended period (Bragazza, 2008). Unless the drought is severe, hy-
drological feedbacks will maintain sufficiently high moisture content 
for photosynthesis across the water table gradient within a species 
niche (Waddington et al., 2015).

4.3 | Comparing species, years and 
growth responses

The two species show large differences in LI and bulk density, but 
less so in NPP. In fact, NPP was higher in S. fuscum even though this 
species had lower LI. This has been reported previously (Lindholm & 
Vasander, 1990) and is a result of the high BD in S. fuscum, and NPP 
being the product of LI and BD. The underlying mechanism behind the 
rather similar NPP is a trade-off between maximizing length growth 
and maintaining high water content (Laing, Granath, Belyea, Allton, 
& Rydin, 2014; Mazziotta et al., 2019). Generally, S. fuscum grows in 
higher hummocks, where its higher bulk density and shoot density in-
creases capillary water uptake and reduces evaporative loss. Sphagnum 
magellanicum on the other hand, mainly grows in lawn habitats and re-
lies on being closer to the water table to maintain a high water content. 
Hence, S. fuscum is less dependent on a continuous wet climate than 
other peat mosses, and can remain photosynthetically active during 
drought events and during dry years (Rydin, 1993). This can explain 
the stronger effect of precipitation and temperature on S. magellani-
cum and it follows that S. fuscum has a more stable growth and is more 
resistant to changes in climate, while S. magellanicum can take advan-
tage of higher amounts of rain and grow faster when rain events occur 
(Mazziotta et al., 2019). This is in line with a paleoecological study 
showing that wetter climate caused a vegetation dominance shift from 
S. fuscum to S. magellanicum with subsequent reduction of carbon se-
questration (Belyea & Malmer, 2004). The results may be affected by 
ecological differences between the newly described taxa within S. ma-
gellanicum. The two, S. medium and S. divinum, have been described to 
occur in contrasting habitats (Yousefi et al., 2017). However, we have 
observed both species in open as well as shaded habitats (Bengtsson, 
Granath, Cronberg, & Rydin, 2020). The ecological boundaries be-
tween these species need to be further studied, since it seems that 
both could be plastic enough to occur in either environment.

Our models for LI explained more variance than those for NPP. 
LI varied less between the two years than NPP, which depended 

on stem BD. Hence NPP is also somewhat affected by the previ-
ous year's growth. Often, in multi-year studies on Sphagnum NPP, a 
constant BD is assumed, even though it may differ between years. 
We collected data on BD for each year, which resulted in a higher 
between year NPP correlation (0.48–0.58) than often reported (e.g. 
Lindholm & Vasander, 1990). It is clear that annual NPP can be chal-
lenging to measure accurately in Sphagnum and perhaps a time-lag 
model is required to better capture the environmental effects (e.g. 
Backéus, 1988 included previous year's weather for predictions).

4.4 | Growth models

When Sphagnum moss growth is modelled, HWT is regularly used 
as the main predictor, and climatic factors are reflected indirectly 
as changes in HWT (e.g. The Holocene Peat Model, Frolking 
et al., 2010). Process-based modules, similar to those used for vas-
cular plants, are rare for mosses in large-scale models but there are 
some attempts for Sphagnum (e.g. Walker et al., 2017). In our mod-
els we focus on predictors with documented mechanistic roles. 
This is also the approach used in previous attempts to understand 
broad patterns of Sphagnum productivity (Table 1). Comparisons 
are difficult as most of these studies report only one main predic-
tor that fitted the data best. If and how other variables were tested 
is often not mentioned in these papers. Because we sampled 
Sphagnum growth in the same two species from a broad geographi-
cal range, within narrow habitat definitions and with a common 
methodology, our study is better suited to identify the strongest 
climatic and environmental predictors for growth. Our dataset and 
analyses constitute an important step to inform current and future 
ecosystem models. Indeed, we are able to highlight the important 
difference between length growth and NPP, and provide direction 
for what variables to include in ecosystem models. In addition, our 
study enables comparison and parameterization of local drivers, 
such as HWT and vascular plant cover, which are two central fac-
tors in peatland models (Hayward & Clymo, 1983).

Our models for daily productivity showed the same significant 
predictors as for the entire growing season, except for the effect 
of PAR. Using daily growth we could investigate if effects were 
solely driven by conditions during the growing season, and the 
observed effect of PAR (summed over the season) supports the 
previous studies that have highlighted growing season length as an 
important factor for terrestrial ecosystems in general (Michaletz, 
Kerkhoff, & Enquist, 2018), and specifically for peatlands (Charman 
et al., 2013; Koebsch et al., 2020; Loisel et al., 2012). Still, our re-
sults suggest that climatic variables do affect growth directly and 
indirectly, and that growing season length may not be the main 
driver.

By measuring across the Holarctic we covered a wide range of 
environmental conditions. However, only 2 years growth limits our 
ability to study within-site variability and more consecutive years of 
measurements is needed to understand this variation, and to test if 
proposed mechanisms hold within a site or region.
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4.5 | Implications for peatlands

The scale of our study and the consistent design provide a unique 
dataset to explore the drivers of growth of two common Sphagnum 
species across Holarctic peatlands. We conclude that variation in 
growth often is as large within as between peatlands, highlighting 
the importance of both global climatic factors (precipitation and 
mean temperature) and local factors (here vascular plant cover). 
However, it was challenging to determine which climatic or other en-
vironmental variables influenced the growth of Sphagnum, since the 
most important variables covaried. Surprisingly, water table depth 
was not a good predictor of growth within a species.

Undoubtedly, the growth of Sphagnum and hence peatland 
function will be affected by environmental change. Sphagnum 
magellanicum generally has a wider niche in relation to water table 
level and nutrients, and showed a stronger direct response in LI 
to precipitation and temperature, which can give it a competitive 
advantage in warmer and wetter environments, than S. fuscum, 
which engineers an environment that is more resistant to desicca-
tion (Bengtsson, Granath, et al., 2020). However, due to indirect 
effects and differences in bulk density the responses of the two 
species in productivity (NPP) were more similar, suggesting that 
the response of peatland moss NPP to climate change may be ro-
bust to species turnover (cf. Jassey & Signarbieux, 2019; Robroek 
et al., 2017).

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
We dedicate this work to the memory of Maria Noskova and Richard 
Payne, collaborators on this project who tragically passed away be-
fore the submission of this paper. The project was supported by 
the Swedish Research Council (2015-05174), the Russian Science 
Foundation (grant 19-14-00102), the Russian Foundation for Basic 
Research (research projects nos. 14-05-00775, 15-44-00091, 19-
05-00830, 18-04-00988 and 18-44-860017), University of Ferrara 
(FAR 2013 and 2014), the Polish National Centre for Research and 
Development (within the Polish-Norwegian Research Programme: 
the project WETMAN (Central European Wetland Ecosystem 
Feedbacks to Changing Climate Field Scale Manipulation, Project 
ID: 203258), the National Science Centre, Poland (ID: 2015/17/B/
ST10/01656), institutional research funds from the Estonian 
Ministry of Education and Research (grant IUT34-7), the Natural 
Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada, the Czech 
Science Foundation (Michal Hájek; Centre for European Vegetation 
Syntheses CEVS—project of Czech Science Foundation no. 19-
28491X), the National Natural Science Foundation of China 
(No. 41471043 and No. 41871046), Jilin Provincial Science and 
Technology Development Project (20190101025JH), Academy of 
Finland (Project code 287039), the Ministry of Science and Higher 
Education of the Russian Federation (according to the state as-
signment of ISSA SB RAS), the Swiss National Science Foundation 
projects no. P2NEP3_178543 and with generous support awarded 
to Lorna I. Harris from the W. Garfield Weston Foundation 
Fellowship for Northern Conservation, administered by Wildlife 

Conservation Society (WCS) Canada, National Science Foundation 
(NSF-1312402) to S.M.N., and Extensus to F.B. We acknowledge 
the Adirondack and Maine offices of The Nature Conservancy, 
the Autonomous Province of Bolzano (Italy), Staatsbosbeheer 
and Landschap Overijssel (the Netherlands), the Greenwoods 
Conservancy, NY and the Orono Bog Boardwalk, University of 
Maine for access to field sites.

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
G.G. and H.R. initiated and designed the study; All authors collected 
data, and F.B. and G.G. performed the analyses; F.B. wrote the first 
draft and all authors commented on the manuscript.

PEER RE VIE W
The peer review history for this article is available at https://publo ns. 
com/publo n/10.1111/1365-2745.13499.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data and R-script available from the Dryad Digital Repository 
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.1ns1r n8rm (Bengtsson, Rydin, et al., 
2020).

ORCID
Fia Bengtsson  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0497-8316 
Håkan Rydin  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7582-3998 
Jennifer L. Baltzer  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7476-5928 
Zhao-Jun Bu  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9710-6343 
Ellen Dorrepaal  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0523-2471 
Olga Galanina  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5723-309X 
Mariusz Gałka  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8906-944X 
Michal Hájek  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5201-2682 
Akira Haraguchi  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5010-521X 
Lorna I. Harris  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2637-4030 
Elyn Humphreys  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5397-2802 
Martin Jiroušek  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-478X 
Edgar Karofeld  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6533-8473 
Natalia G. Koronatova  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0557-0083 
Anna M. Laine  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2989-1591 
Mariusz Lamentowicz  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0429-1530 
Elena Lapshina  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5571-7787 
Juul Limpens  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5779-0304 
Edward A. D. Mitchell  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0358-506X 
Tariq M. Munir  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4591-0978 
Susan M. Natali  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3010-2994 
Dmitriy A. Philippov  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3075-1959 
Sean Robinson  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0961-4968 
Bjorn J. M. Robroek  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6714-0652 
Line Rochefort  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8450-0376 
David Singer  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4116-033X 
Hans K. Stenøien  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2191-332X 
Eeva-Stiina Tuittila  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8861-3167 
James Michael Waddington  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0317-7894 
Gustaf Granath  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3632-9102 

https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/1365-2745.13499
https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/1365-2745.13499
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.1ns1rn8rm
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0497-8316
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0497-8316
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7582-3998
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7582-3998
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7476-5928
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7476-5928
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9710-6343
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9710-6343
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0523-2471
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0523-2471
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5723-309X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5723-309X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8906-944X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8906-944X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5201-2682
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5201-2682
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5010-521X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5010-521X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2637-4030
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2637-4030
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5397-2802
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5397-2802
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-478X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-478X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6533-8473
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6533-8473
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0557-0083
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0557-0083
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2989-1591
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2989-1591
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0429-1530
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0429-1530
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5571-7787
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5571-7787
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5779-0304
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5779-0304
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0358-506X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0358-506X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4591-0978
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4591-0978
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3010-2994
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3010-2994
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3075-1959
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3075-1959
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0961-4968
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0961-4968
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6714-0652
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6714-0652
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8450-0376
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8450-0376
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4116-033X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4116-033X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2191-332X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2191-332X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8861-3167
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8861-3167
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0317-7894
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0317-7894
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3632-9102
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3632-9102


     |  429Journal of EcologyBENGTSSON ET al.

R E FE R E N C E S
Asada, T., Warner, B. G., & Banner, A. (2003). Growth of mosses in rela-

tion to climate factors in a hypermaritime coastal peatland in British 
Columbia, Canada. The Bryologist, 106(4), 516–527. https://doi.
org/10.1639/0007-2745(2003)106[516:GOMIR T]2.0.CO;2

Backéus, I. (1988). Weather variables as predictors of Sphagnum 
growth on a bog. Holarctic Ecology, 11, 146–150. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.1988.tb007 93.x

Bartoń, K. (2018). MuMIn: Multi-model inference. R package version 1.42.1. 
Retrieved from https://CRAN.R-proje ct.org/packa ge=MuMIn

Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear 
mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 
67(1), 1–48. https://doi.org/10.18637/ jss.v067.i01

Bechtold, M., De Lannoy, G. J. M., Koster, R. D., Reichle, R. H., 
Mahanama, S. P., Bleuten, W., … Devito, K. (2019). PEAT-CLSM: A 
specific treatment of peatland hydrology in the NASA catchment 
land surface model. Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, 
11, 2130–2162.

Belyea, L. R., & Malmer, N. (2004). Carbon sequestration in peat-
land: Patterns and mechanisms of response to climate change. 
Global Change Biology, 10(7), 1043–1052. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1529-8817.2003.00783.x

Bengtsson, F., Granath, G., Cronberg, N., & Rydin, H. (2020). Mechanisms 
behind species-specific water economy responses to water level 
drawdown in peat mosses. Annals of Botany, 126(2), 219–230. https://
doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcaa033

Bengtsson, F., Granath, G., & Rydin, H. (2016). Photosynthesis, growth, 
and decay traits in Sphagnum – A multispecies comparison. Ecology 
and Evolution, 6, 3325–3341. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2119

Bengtsson, F., Rydin, H., Baltzer, J. L., Bragazza, L., Bu, Z.-J., Caporn, 
S. J. M., … Granath, G. (2020). Data from: Environmental drivers of 
Sphagnum growth in peatlands across the Holarctic region. Dryad 
Digital Repository, https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.1ns1r n8rm

Berendse, F., Van Breemen, N., Rydin, H. A., Buttler, A., Heijmans, M., 
Hoosbeek, M. R., … Wallen, B. O. (2001). Raised atmospheric CO2 
levels and increased N deposition cause shifts in plant species com-
position and production in Sphagnum bogs. Global Change Biology, 7, 
591–598. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.2001.00433.x

Bragazza, L. (2008). A climatic threshold triggers the die-off of peat 
mosses during an extreme heat wave. Global Change Biology, 14, 
2688–2695. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01699.x

Bragazza, L., Buttler, A., Robroek, B. J. M., Albrecht, R., Zaccone, 
C., Jassey, V. E. J., & Signarbieux, C. (2016). Persistent high tem-
perature and low precipitation reduce peat carbon accumulation. 
Global Change Biology, 22, 4114–4123. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.13319

Bubier, J. L., Moore, T. R., & Bledzki, L. A. (2007). Effects of nutri-
ent addition on vegetation and carbon cycling in an ombro-
trophic bog. Global Change Biology, 13, 1168–1186. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01346.x

Chapin III, F. S., Matson, P. A., & Vitousek, P. M. (2011). Principles of terres-
trial ecosystem ecology (2nd ed.). New York, Dordrecht, Heidelberg, 
LondonSpringer.

Charman, D. J., Beilman, D. W., Blaauw, M., Booth, R. K., Brewer, S., 
Chambers, F. M., … Zhao, Y. (2013). Climate-related changes in peat-
land carbon accumulation during the last millennium. Biogeosciences, 
10, 929–944. https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-10-929-2013

Chong, M., Humphreys, E., & Moore, T. R. (2012). Microclimatic response 
to increasing shrub cover and its effect on Sphagnum CO2 exchange 
in a bog. Ecoscience, 19, 89–97. https://doi.org/10.2980/19-1-3489

Clymo, R. S. (1970). The growth of Sphagnum: Methods of measurement. 
Journal of Ecology, 58, 13–49. https://doi.org/10.2307/2258168

Farquhar, G. D., von Caemmerer, S., & Berry, J. A. (1980). A biochemical 
model of photosynthetic CO2 assimilation in leaves of C3 species. 
Planta, 149, 78–90. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF003 86231

Farrick, K. K., & Price, J. S. (2009). Ericaceous shrubs on abandoned block-
cut peatlands: Implications for soil water availability and Sphagnum 
restoration. Ecohydrology, 2, 530–540. https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.77

Fox, J., & Weisberg, S. (2011). An R companion to applied regression (2nd 
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Retrieved from http://socse rv.socsci.
mcmas ter.ca/jfox/Books/ Compa nion

Frolking, S., Roulet, N. T., Tuittila, E.-S., Bubier, J. L., Quillet, A., Talbot, 
J., & Richard, P. J. H. (2010). A new model of Holocene peatland net 
primary production, decomposition, water balance, and peat accu-
mulation. Earth System Dynamics, 1, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.5194/
esd-1-1-2010

Gallego-Sala, A. V., Charman, D. J., Brewer, S., Page, S. E., Prentice, I. C., 
Friedlingstein, P., … Zhao, Y. (2018). Latitudinal limits to the predicted 
increase of the peatland carbon sink with warming. Nature Climate 
Change, 8, 907–913. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4155 8-018-0271-1

Gavazov, K., Albrecht, R., Buttler, A., Dorrepaal, E., Garnett, M. H., Gogo, 
S., … Bragazza, L. (2018). Vascular plant-mediated controls on atmo-
spheric carbon assimilation and peat carbon decomposition under 
climate change. Global Change Biology, 24, 3911–3921. https://doi.
org/10.1111/gcb.14140

Global Modeling and Assimilation Office (GMAO). (2015). MERRA-2 
tavgM_2d_csp_Nx: 2d, Monthly mean, Time-averaged, Single-level, 
Assimilation, COSP satellite simulator V5.12.4, Greenbelt, MD: 
Goddard Earth Sciences Data and Information Services Center (GES 
DISC). https://doi.org/10.5067/BZPOT GJOQKLU

Granath, G., Rydin, H., Baltzer, J. L., Bengtsson, F., Boncek, N., Bragazza, 
L., … Rice, S. K. (2018). Environmental and taxonomic controls of 
carbon and oxygen stable isotope composition in Sphagnum across 
broad climatic and geographic ranges. Biogeosciences, 15, 5189–
5202. https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-15-5189-2018

Granath, G., Strengbom, J., & Rydin, H. (2012). Direct physiological effects 
of nitrogen on Sphagnum: A greenhouse experiment. Functional Ecology, 
26, 353–364. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2011.01948.x

Gunnarsson, U. (2005). Global patterns of Sphagnum productivity. 
Journal of Bryology, 27, 269–279. https://doi.org/10.1179/17432 
8205x 70029

Harley, P. C., Tenhunen, J. D., Murray, K. J., & Beyers, J. (1989). Irradiance 
and temperature effects on photosynthesis of tussock tundra 
Sphagnum mosses from the foothills of the Philip Smith Mountains, 
Alaska. Oecologia, 79, 251–259. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF003 
88485

Hassel, K., Kyrkjeeide, M. O., Yousefi, N., Prestø, T., Stenøien, H. K., 
Shaw, J. A., & Flatberg, K. I. (2018). Sphagnum divinum (sp. nov.) 
and S. medium Limpr. and their relationship to S. magellanicum Brid. 
Journal of Bryology, 40, 197–222. https://doi.org/10.1080/03736 
687.2018.1474424

Hayward, P. M., & Clymo, R. S. (1983). The growth of Sphagnum: 
Experiments on, and simulation of, some effects of light flux and 
water-table depth. The Journal of Ecology, 71(3), 845–863. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2259597

Hijmans, R. J., Cameron, S. E., Parra, J. L., Jones, P. G., & Jarvis, A. (2005). 
Very high resolution interpolated climate surfaces for global land 
areas. International Journal of Climatology, 25, 1965–1978. https://
doi.org/10.1002/joc.1276

IPCC. (2013). Climate change 2013: The physical science basis. 
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press.

Jassey, V. E. J., & Signarbieux, C. (2019). Effects of climate warming on 
Sphagnum photosynthesis in peatlands depend on peat moisture and 
species-specific anatomical traits. Global Change Biology, 25, 3859–
3870. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14788

Johnson, P. C. (2014). Extension of Nakagawa & Schielzeth's R2GLMM  
to random slopes models. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 5(9),  
944–946. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12225

https://doi.org/10.1639/0007-2745(2003)106%5B516:GOMIRT%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1639/0007-2745(2003)106%5B516:GOMIRT%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.1988.tb00793.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.1988.tb00793.x
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=MuMIn
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2003.00783.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2003.00783.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcaa033
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcaa033
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2119
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.1ns1rn8rm
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.2001.00433.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01699.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13319
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13319
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01346.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01346.x
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-10-929-2013
https://doi.org/10.2980/19-1-3489
https://doi.org/10.2307/2258168
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00386231
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.77
http://socserv.socsci.mcmaster.ca/jfox/Books/Companion
http://socserv.socsci.mcmaster.ca/jfox/Books/Companion
https://doi.org/10.5194/esd-1-1-2010
https://doi.org/10.5194/esd-1-1-2010
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0271-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14140
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14140
https://doi.org/10.5067/BZPOTGJOQKLU
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-15-5189-2018
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2011.01948.x
https://doi.org/10.1179/174328205x70029
https://doi.org/10.1179/174328205x70029
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00388485
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00388485
https://doi.org/10.1080/03736687.2018.1474424
https://doi.org/10.1080/03736687.2018.1474424
https://doi.org/10.2307/2259597
https://doi.org/10.2307/2259597
https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1276
https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1276
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14788
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12225


430  |    Journal of Ecology BENGTSSON ET al.

Juutinen, S., Moore, T. R., Laine, A. M., Bubier, J. L., Tuittila, E.-S., De 
Young, A., & Chong, M. (2015). Responses of the mosses Sphagnum 
capillifolium and Polytrichum strictum to nitrogen deposition in a bog: 
Growth, ground cover, and CO2 exchange. Botany-Botanique, 94, 
127–138. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjb-2015-0183

Koebsch, F., Sonnentag, O., Järveoja, J., Peltoniemi, M., Alekseychik, 
P., Aurela, M., … Peichl, M. (2020). Refining the role of phenology 
in regulating gross ecosystem productivity across European peat-
lands. Global Change Biology, 26, 876–887. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.14905

Krebs, M., Gaudig, G., & Joosten, H. (2016). Record growth of Sphagnum 
papillosum in Georgia (Transcaucasus): Rain frequency, tempera-
ture and microhabitat as key drivers in natural bogs. Mires and Peat, 
18(04), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.19189/ MaP.2015.OMB.190

Kyrkjeeide, M. O., Hassel, K., Stenøien, H. K., Prestø, T., Boström, E., 
Shaw, A. J., & Flatberg, K. I. (2015). The dark morph of Sphagnum 
fuscum (Schimp.) H. Klinggr. in Europe is conspecific with the North 
American S. beothuk. Journal of Bryology, 37, 251–266. https://doi.
org/10.1179/17432 82015Y.00000 00020

Laing, C. G., Granath, G., Belyea, L. R., Allton, K. E., & Rydin, H. (2014). 
Tradeoffs and scaling of functional traits in Sphagnum as drivers 
of carbon cycling in peatlands. Oikos, 123, 817–828. https://doi.
org/10.1111/oik.01061

Lamarque, J.-F., Dentener, F., McConnell, J., Ro, C.-U., Shaw, M., Vet, R., 
… Nolan, M. (2013). Multi-model mean nitrogen and sulfur deposition 
from the Atmospheric Chemistry and Climate Model Intercomparison 
Project (ACCMIP): Evaluation of historical and projected future 
changes. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 13, 7997–8018. https://
doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-7997-2013

Lefcheck, J. S. (2016). piecewiseSEM: Piecewise structural equation mod-
elling in r for ecology, evolution, and systematics. Methods in Ecology 
and Evolution, 7, 573–579. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12512

Li, Y., Glime, J. M., & Liao, C. (1992). Responses of two interacting 
Sphagnum species to water level. Journal of Bryology, 17, 59–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1179/jbr.1992.17.1.59

Limpens, J., Granath, G., Gunnarsson, U., Aerts, R., Bayley, S., Bragazza, L., … 
Xu, B. (2011). Climatic modifiers of the response to nitrogen deposition 
in peat-forming Sphagnum mosses: A meta-analysis. New Phytologist, 
191, 496–507. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2011.03680.x

Lindholm, T., & Vasander, H. (1990). Production of eight species of 
Sphagnum at Suurisuo mire, southern Finland. Annales Botanici 
Fennici, 27, 145–157.

Loisel, J., Gallego-Sala, A. V., & Yu, Z. (2012). Global-scale pattern of 
peatland Sphagnum growth driven by photosynthetically active ra-
diation and growing season length. Biogeosciences, 9, 2737–2746. 
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-9-2737-2012

Loisel, J., Yu, Z., Beilman, D. W., Camill, P., Alm, J., Amesbury, M. J., … 
Zhou, W. (2014). A database and synthesis of northern peatland 
soil properties and Holocene carbon and nitrogen accumulation. 
The Holocene, 24, 1028–1042. https://doi.org/10.1177/09596 83614 
538073

Mazziotta, A., Granath, G., Rydin, H., Bengtsson, F., & Norberg, J. (2019). 
Scaling functional traits to ecosystem processes: Towards a mech-
anistic understanding in peat mosses. Journal of Ecology, 107, 843–
859. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13110

McCarter, C. P. R., & Price, J. S. (2014). Ecohydrology of Sphagnum 
moss hummocks: Mechanisms of capitula water supply and simu-
lated effects of evaporation. Ecohydrology, 7, 33–44. https://doi.
org/10.1002/eco.1313

Michaletz, S. T., Kerkhoff, A. J., & Enquist, B. J. (2018). Drivers of terrestrial 
plant production across broad geographical gradients. Global Ecology 
and Biogeography, 27, 166–174. https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12685

Moore, T. R. (1989). Growth and net production of Sphagnum at five fen 
sites, subarctic eastern Canada. Canadian Journal of Botany, 67, 1203–
1207. https://doi.org/10.1139/b89-156

Nakagawa, S., & Schielzeth, H. (2013). A general and simple method 
for obtaining R2 from generalized linear mixed-effects mod-
els. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 4(2), 133–142. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00261.x

Nichols, J. E., & Peteet, D. M. (2019). Rapid expansion of northern peat-
lands and doubled estimate of carbon storage. Nature Geoscience, 12, 
917–921. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4156 1-019-0454-z

Nijp, J. J., Limpens, J., Metselaar, K., van der Zee, S. E. A. T. M., Berendse, 
F., & Robroek, B. J. M. (2014). Can frequent precipitation moder-
ate the impact of drought on peatmoss carbon uptake in northern 
peatlands? New Phytologist, 203, 70–80. https://doi.org/10.1111/
nph.12792

Price, J., Rochefort, L., & Quinty, F. (1998). Energy and moisture consider-
ations on cutover peatlands: Surface microtopography, mulch cover 
and Sphagnum regeneration. Ecological Engineering, 10, 293–312. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925 -8574(98)00046 -9

Qiu, C., Zhu, D., Ciais, P., Guenet, B., Krinner, G., Peng, S., … Ziemblinska, 
K. (2018). ORCHIDEE-PEAT (revision 4596), a model for north-
ern peatland CO2, water, and energy fluxes on daily to annual 
scales. Geoscientific Model Development, 11, 497–519. https://doi.
org/10.5194/gmd-11-497-2018

R Core Team. (2017). R: A language and environment for statistical com-
puting. R version 3.4.0. Vienna, AustriaFoundation for Statistical 
Computing. Retrieved from https://www.R-proje ct.org/

Ricklefs, R. E. (2008). The economy of nature (6th ed.). New York, NY:  
W. H. Freeman and Company.

Robroek, B. J. M., Jassey, V. E. J., Payne, R. J., Martí, M., Bragazza, L., 
Bleeker, A., … Verhoeven, J. T. A. (2017). Taxonomic and func-
tional turnover are decoupled in European peat bogs. Nature 
Communications, 8, 1161. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4146 7-017-
01350 -5

Rydin, H. (1993). Mechanisms of interactions among Sphagnum species 
along water-level gradients. Advances in Bryology, 5, 153–185.

Rydin, H., & Jeglum, J. K. (2013). The biology of peatlands (2nd ed.). 
Oxford, UKOxford University Press.

Schipperges, B., & Rydin, H. (1998). Response of photosynthesis of 
Sphagnum species from contrasting microhabitats to tissue water 
content and repeated desiccation. New Phytologist, 140(4), 677–684. 
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.1998.00311.x

Schloss, A. I., Kicklighter, D. W., Kaduk, J., Wittenberg, U., & The 
Participants of the Potsdam NPP Model Intercomparison. (2001). 
Comparing global models of terrestrial net primary productivity 
(NPP): Comparison of NPP to climate and the Normalized Difference 
Vegetation Index (NDVI). Global Change Biology, 5, 25–34. https://
doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.1999.00004.x

Shaw, A. J., Cox, C. J., Buck, R. W., Devos, N., Buchanan, A. M., Cave, L., 
… Temsch, E. M. (2010). Newly resolved relationships in an early land 
plant lineage: Bryophyta class Sphagnopsida (peat mosses). American 
Journal of Botany, 97(9), 1511–1531. https://doi.org/10.3732/
ajb.1000055

Shipley, B. (2009). Confirmatory path analysis in a generalized multilevel 
context. Ecology, 90, 363–368. https://doi.org/10.1890/08-1034.1

Skre, O., & Oechel, W. C. (1981). Moss functioning in different taiga 
ecosystems in interior Alaska. Oecologia, 48, 50–59. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF003 46987

Turetsky, M. R., Bond-Lamberty, B., Euskirchen, E., Talbot, J., Frolking, S., 
McGuire, A. D., & Tuittila, E.-S. (2012). The resilience and functional 
role of moss in boreal and arctic ecosystems. New Phytologist, 196, 
49–67. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2012.04254.x

Waddington, J. M., Morris, P. J., Kettridge, N., Granath, G., Thompson, D. 
K., & Moore, P. A. (2015). Hydrological feedbacks in northern peat-
lands. Ecohydrology, 8, 113–127. https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.1493

Walker, A. P., Carter, K. R., Gu, L., Hanson, P. J., Malhotra, A., Norby, R. 
J., … Weston, D. J. (2017). Biophysical drivers of seasonal variabil-
ity in Sphagnum gross primary production in a northern temperate 

https://doi.org/10.1139/cjb-2015-0183
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14905
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14905
https://doi.org/10.19189/MaP.2015.OMB.190
https://doi.org/10.1179/1743282015Y.0000000020
https://doi.org/10.1179/1743282015Y.0000000020
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.01061
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.01061
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-7997-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-7997-2013
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12512
https://doi.org/10.1179/jbr.1992.17.1.59
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2011.03680.x
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-9-2737-2012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959683614538073
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959683614538073
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13110
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.1313
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.1313
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12685
https://doi.org/10.1139/b89-156
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00261.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00261.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-019-0454-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12792
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12792
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-8574(98)00046-9
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-11-497-2018
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-11-497-2018
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-01350-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-01350-5
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.1998.00311.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.1999.00004.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.1999.00004.x
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.1000055
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.1000055
https://doi.org/10.1890/08-1034.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00346987
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00346987
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2012.04254.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.1493


     |  431Journal of EcologyBENGTSSON ET al.

bog. Journal of Geophysical Research Biogeosciences. https://doi.
org/10.1002/2016J G003711

Yousefi, N., Hassel, K., Flatberg, K. I., Kemppainen, P., & Trucchi, E., 
Shaw, A. J., … Stenøien, H. K. (2017). Divergent evolution and niche 
differentiation within the common peatmoss Sphagnum magellan-
icum. American Journal of Botany, 104(7), 1060–1072. https://doi.
org/10.3732/ajb.1700163

Yu, Z. (2012). Northern peatland carbon stocks and dynamics: A review. 
Biogeosciences, 9, 4071–4085. https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-9-4071-2012

Yu, Z., Loisel, J., Brosseau, D. P., Beilman, D. W., & Hunt, S. J. (2010). Global 
peatland dynamics since the Last Glacial Maximum. Geophysical 
Research Letters, 37, https://doi.org/10.1029/2010G L043584

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section.

How to cite this article: Bengtsson F, Rydin H, Baltzer JL, et al. 
Environmental drivers of Sphagnum growth in peatlands across 
the Holarctic region. J Ecol. 2021;109:417–431. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2745.13499

https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JG003711
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JG003711
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.1700163
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.1700163
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-9-4071-2012
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010GL043584
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13499
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13499

