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Mercury in the Peat Bog Ecosystem in Xiaoxing’ an Mountain in China

Liu Ruhai, Wang Qichao,Lu Xianguo, Ma Zhuangwei, Fang Fengman ,( Changchun Institute of Geogra-
phy, Chinese Acadamy of Sciences ,Changchun 130021 , China)

Abstract : The mercury content in Tangwang River forested catchment of Xiaoxingan Mountain in Northeast of China
was studied. The average total mercuruy ( THg) in peat profile ranged from 65.8ng/ g to186. 6ng/ ¢ with the highest in
the depth of 5 ~10m. THg in the peat surface was higher than the background in Heilongjiang province , and higher
than the Florida Evergrade in America and Birkeness in Sweden. MeHg ranged from 0.16ng/ g to1.86ng/ g with the
highest in the depth of 10 ~15¢cm. MeHg was 0.2 ~1.2 % of THg. They all decreased with the depth. There was no
strong significant correlation between the THg and MeHg ( p=0.05,r=0.28) . THg in upland mor layer of soil (0 ~
20cm) was compareable to the peat surface (0 ~ 20cm) , but in deeper layer THg in peat was much higher than the
forested mineral soil . THg in the peat bog increased, but MeHg decreased after it was drained 30 years ago. THg in
plant was different, THg in the moss (119ng/g, n=12) was much larger than the herbage , the arbor and the shrub.
The peat bog was contaminated by mercury coming from the at mosphere to some degree .
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Table 1 THg and MeHg in the profile of peat
/
/cm ! % ! %
5 184 .8 126 .0 ~275.0 58 .1 0.72 0.40 ~1 .06 0.27 0.4 64
10 186 .6 117.7 ~259.7 53.5 1.56 0.97~2.10 0.42 0.8 61
15 156 .6 137.0~180.9 18 .1 1.86 0.60 ~3 .33 1.20 1.2 48
20 114.5 73.0 ~159.5 35.2 1.66 0.30 ~3.39 1.12 1.4 46
25 106 .3 72.2~153.0 39.5 1.08 0.26 ~2.29 0.75 1.0 54
30 79 .2 45 .8 ~98.9 20 .2 1.21 0.50 ~2.85 0.94 1.5 53
35 70.5 48.9~91.0 20 .2 0.91 0.12~2.01 0.79 1.3 54
40 65 .8 49 .3 ~84.8 15.7 0.95 0.11 ~2.29 0.91 1.4 57
45 69 .4 37.1~102 .4 23 .8 0.77 0.20~1 .91 0.80 1.1 57
50 72.5 54.3~84.9 13.3 0.43 0.14~0.97 0.37 0.6 59
55 66 .0 55.5~75.8 14.1 0.16 0.14~0.32 0.43 0.2 61
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Fig.1 THg, MeHg and Organic matter in drained and undrained bog
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Fig.2 THg,MeHg and Organic Matter in the profile of peat land and upland soil
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( 2),
[13]
Pat E.Rasmussen (9] Ontario 28 ~4lng/ g,
- [20]
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> > (211
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Table 2 THg concentration in the plants
( Pinus (Larix ( picea) ( Berula ( Vaccinium ( Vaccinium (Carex ( Sphagnmum
koraiensis) dahurica) preed platyphylla) uli ginosu m) vitis-idaea) lasiocarpa) sp.)
31 34 45 34 119
19 17 24 19 37 20

(1)
(152ng/ g) ,

(2) ;

(184.8ng/ g)
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