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Abstract In this paper the effects of gypsum (CaSO4 x 2H2O) in the growth medium were tested on two 
non-gypsophilous selected bryophyte species: Bryum argenteum Hedw. and Atrichum undulatum 
(Hedw.) P. Beauv. With aim to test if some bryophytes are exclusive for gypsum enriched substrates, 
the difference in gypsum effect on moss development were examined. In vitro cultures of two 
selected species were initiated from nearly mature spores within unopened capsules. Half strenght 
Murashige and Skoog media with added gypsum in concentrations of 50, 350 and 500mM were 
used to test bryophyte develepment. Plants were grown on media with gypsum for 3 days or 3 weeks 
to compare short and long term effect of salt exposure. Tested bryophytes, non-adapted to gypsum 
and exposed to various gypsum concentrations in MS medium, did not show to have a problem 
in surviving the new environment conditions. Moss species selected in this study and exposed to 
gypsum enriched MS medium showed variation in morphological parameters to some extent (index 
of multiplication, secondary protonemal production and survival rate) and chlorophyll content and 
slightly altered chlorophyll a/b ratio. In general, both tested species could survive gypsum enriched 
medium: secondary protonema was developed and new shoots were formed in both species, but 
slight differences were recorded between short and long term exposure to gypsum. Acording to 
data obtained, gypsum is not the stressor (at least not alone) which can separate some interesting 
bryophytes into the ecological group of gypsophytes. 
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Introduction

Gypsiferous substrata (i.e. soils and outcrops) are known to 
be present around the Mediterranean in different degree.  
The origin of the mineral gypsum is precipitation by sea 
water evaporation some 100 to 200 million years ago. During 
Earth history the great variation in the Mediterranean Sea 
level caused many areas to be under and above sea level. 

The later Miocene regression caused so called “Messinian 
salinity crisis” in the Mediterranean Sea, since it left behind 
in isolated or poorly communicated basins. In these 
hyper-saline basins the deposition of gypsum and other 
evaporate stone occurred, since water evaporated and the 
salt precipitated. This is the origin of many gypsiferous 
outcrops and soils around Mediterranean (eg. Sakinc & 
Yaltirak 2005; Roveri et al. 2008). However, the gypsum 
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origin in different regions of the world can be transported 
by superficial or groundwater, eaolian or mass movements 
(Porta 1998). 

Substrata rich in gypsum (CaSO4 x 2H2O) ie. gypsosols 
are characterized by a gypsum (hydrous calcium sulfate) 
content over 5% (Escudero et al. 2000). The presence of 
gypsum as a widespread soil component in semiarid and 
arid regions is due to its solubility. Although having a 
relatively low solubility in aqueous systems, gypsum can 
be dissolved and its ions translocated to the substrata. 
Further precipitation of Ca2+ and SO4

2- as gypsum leads to 
the formation of lenticular gypsum in the soil even there 
where there are no gypsum outcrops (Porta 1998).

Ecological group of plants namely gypsophytes 
represents one of the most conspicuous sets of arid soil 
endemics (Jonhston 1941; Parsons 1976; Meyer 1986; 
Meyer & Garcia-Moya 1989). 

These plants grow exclusively on gypsum soils or 
gypsosols, which extend over 100 million ha in the 
world (Verheye & Boyadgiev 1997).  The peculiarity to 
adjust and survive these soils gives them competitiveness 
against other plants in such a site and thus they are mainly 
composed of narrowly distributed and threatened species 
(Meyer 1986). 

Some authors considered the existence of a hard 
surface gypsum crust to inhibit seed germination of non 
gypsophytes, whereas gypsophytes may be able to surpass 
the soil crust (Meyer 1986; Verheye & Boyadgiev 
1997), with rare experimental proofs (eg. Escudero et al. 
1999, 2000). In addition, the ability of adult gypsophytes to 
persist under certain chemical restrictions of gypsum soils 
has also been stressed (Duvigneaud & Denaeyer-De 
Smet 1966, 1968; Cannon 1971; Boukhris & Loissant 
1975), but also rejected by other authors due to little 
evidence (Meyer, 1986; Meyer et al. 1992; Verheye & 
Boyadgiev 1997). Escudero et al. (2000) highlighted 
the need of other biotic and abiotic effects in this habitat 
to be tested (i.e. soil properties and microhabitat features 
like litter, lichens, bryophytes, bare fraction, and gypsum 
crystals cover on earlier life stages of gypsophytes).

Gypsiferous substrata bear special vascular flora 
often called gypsiferous flora. Some vascular plants like 
Centaurea hyssopifolia Vahl. (Asteraceae) or Lepidium 
subulatum (Brassicaceae), are obligate gypsophytes treated 
as endemics of Iberian peninsula strictly appearing 
in gypsum rich substrata (eg. Escudero et al. 1997; 
Escudero et al. 2000).

There are some reports, these sites to be refuges of 
interesting, rare, vulnerable and endangered bryophytes 
and lichens (Guerra et al. 1995), but no real test on 
the gypsum effects on bryophytes were done. Although, 
gypsum stress can be treated as halo-effect to some 
extent, plants growing exclusively on gypsum including 

bryophytes can not be considered as typical halophytes 
(Sabovljević & Sabovljević 2007). 

In this study, the effects of gypsum in the substrata were 
tested on two selected bryophyte species: Bryum argenteum 
Hedw. and Atrichum undulatum (Hedw.) P. Beauv. 

Matherial and Methods

Two moss species were used in the experiment: Bryum 
argenteum Hedw. and Atrichum undulatum (Hedw.) 
P. Beauv. that were established as in vitro cultures. The 
cultures were initiated from nearly mature spores within 
unopened capsules (Bijelović et al. 2004; Sabovljević et 
al. 2002, 2003, 2005, 2006). With aim to test the difference 
in gypsum effect on moss development, B. argenteum was 
chosen as the representative of pioneering, ubiquitous 
species, known to grow in many different bare and 
inhospitable environments, while in contrast A. undulatum 
was chosen as widespread species but rather restricted to 
temperate boreal climate type, and wet brown clayly soils. 

Plants were grown on half strenght MS (Murashige & 
Skoog 1964) medium with added CaSO4x2H2O (gypsum) 
in concentrations of 50, 350 and 500mM. The pH was 
adjusted to 5.8 before autoclaving at 114°C and 118 kPa 
for 25 minutes.

To study the effect of gypsum, 10 mm long apical parts 
of shoots were used. For each concentration of salt and 
control, 90 transplants of A. undulatum and 130 transplants 
of B. argenteum were cultivated in petri dishes. The cultures 
were grown at 25±2ºC and 60-70% humidity under cool-
white fluorescent light (47 μmol/m2s irradiance) and a 
day/night regime of 16/8 h.

Plants were grown on media with salt for 3 days or 
3 weeks to compare short and longterm effect of salt 
exposure. In case when plants were grown for three days 
on salt enriched medium, after that period they were 
trasfered to MS medium up to three weeks. After the 
given time, morphological parameters (survival, presence 
of buds and secondary protonema, protonemal radius 
and index of multiplication) as well as concentration of 
chlorophyll a, b and total chlorophyll, were measured. The 
index of multiplication represents the number of newly 
grown shoots originating from one shoot transplant. 
Pigment analyses followed Arnon (1949). Chlorophyll was 
extracted from frozen plant material with 80% acetone and 
the absorbance of acetone extract was measured with UV 
- visible Spectrophotometer Agilent 8453 at 4 wave lengths 
- 645 nm, 652 nm, 663 nm and 720 nm. The amount of 
chlorophyll was attained using following formulas (Arnon 
1949):

Chl(a+b) = ((A652 - A720) x 1000) / 32.5
Chla = 14.92 A663 – 2.90 A645
Chlb = 25.21 A645 – 5.15 A663
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Fig. 1. The development of secondary protonema of 
B. argenteum and A. undulatum grown under various 
conditions of substrata enriched with gypsum (50mM, 
350mM and 500mM). 

Fig. 2. The shoot development (index of multiplication) 
of B. argenteum and A. undulatum grown under various 
conditions of substrata enriched with gypsum (50mM, 
350mM and 500mM).
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Chlorophyll amount was recalculated as ratio to total 
dry weight of the start material, to avoid the problems in 
weight measuring due to relative water content and water 
saturation in the bryophyte plants.

Data were analyzed using statistic-graphic programme 
Microsoft Office Excel and OriginPro, version 8.0, using a 
multiple range test with significant level at P < 0.05. Mean 
values and standard errors were calculated for at least 3 
replicates for each measurement.

Results and Discussion

Comparing the secondary protonemal radius of both tested 
species in various concentrations of gypsum (Fig. 1), it can 
be figured out that short term exposure (three days) on 
B. argenteum, as well as long term exposure (21 days) in 
lower concentration (50 mM), have positive effect, while 
on higher gypsum concentrations in substrate (350 or 500 
mM) protonemal radius significantly decreased. 

Substrate enriched with gypsum decreased significantly 
protonemal growth of A. undulatum in all concentration 
tested compared to control substrate with no gypsum 
added (Fig. 1).

Multiplication index (Fig. 2), i.e. new shoot develo-
pment per explants tested, shows in B. argenteum, the 
opposite trend to protonemal growth. Thus, long term 
exposure stimulates new shoot development, and no 
significant difference among different concentration has 
been marked. In short term exposure of B. argenteum, 
new shoot development significantly decreased. In A. 
undulatum, new shoot development was better on short 
term exposure and even slightly increased from control 
to higher concentration values of gypsum in substrate. A. 
undulatum exposed for 21 days to gypsum in substrate, 
slowly but constantly decreased new shoot production up 
to the highest gypsum concentration.

Long term exposure to substrate gypsum decreased 
chlorophyll a, b and total chlorophyll content in A. 
undulatum (Figs. 3, 4, 5). However, with increase of gypsum 
content in media ratio of chlorophyll a and chlorophyll b 
in this species slightly increased (Fig. 6). Some mosses 
retain all pigments when dehydrated and they are called 
homoiochlorophyllous desiccation-tolerant (HDT) mosses 
(Proctor 1982, 1984; Tuba et al. 1998; Hamerlynck et 
al. 2002).

In such bryophytes, light as a stressor can cause 
changes in chl a/b ratio. Although the chlorophyll ratio 
can indicate stress stage, some data documented that in 
mosses only some stresses and peculiar bryophyte types 
can be related to chlorophyll ratio (eg. Valanne 1977; 
Aro & Valanne 1979; Valanne et al. 1982; Martin 1980; 
Martin & Cherchill 1982; Martin & Walter 1984). 
Thus, there are only scattered data on this phenomenon in 
bryophytes.

In short term exposure, A. undulatum has not shown any 
trend in chlorophyll content. In 50mM gypsum enriched 
MS substrate for three days, the ratio of chlorophylls a/b 
increases, while in higher concentration the chlorophyll 
ratio remain close to control ratio.

B. argenteum expresses similar chlorophyll content 
pattern in both short and long term exposure. Compared 
to control plants, any chlorophyll type (chl a, chl b and chl 
a+b) decreased in 50mM, continued decreasing in 350mM 
and increased significantly in 500mM gypsum substrate. 
The increase in the highest concentration overpasses 
controlled plant chlorophyll content in short termed 
exposure, while in long term exposure even if significantly 
increased, it never overpasses controlled plants. 
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It seems to be that higher concentrations influence 
chlorophyll production stimulatory in B. argenteum. 

However, the chlorophyll a/b ratio decreased with 
gypsum concentration increase and is higher in plants 
exposed to long term effect compared to plants shortly 
exposed.

Generally, chlorophyll content in bryophytes is 
much lower comparing to vascular plants (Lovelock & 
Robinson 2002). Also, the difference in pigment contents 
among different moss populations in nature has already 
been reported, mainly due to the growing condition 
(Marschall & Proctor 2004).

Many regulators required to induce a controlled chlo-

rophyll breakdown remain to be uncovered (Hörten-
steiner 2006), and even fewer are known in bryophytes. 
These results presented in the paper towards elucidations 
of chlorophyll retention processes should give direction 
in more investigations of chlorophyll eco-physiology 
and biochemistry in bryophytes, which share general 
biological patterns with vascular plants, but also have 
many peculiarities. Hörtensteiner (2006) states that 
chlorophyll binding protein is in close interconnection 
between chlorophyll and apoproteins. 

In bryophytes, which have low matter turnover and 
energy flow, chlorophyll retention is a very important 
process since quick loss of chlorophyll demands a lot 

Fig. 3. The chlorophyll a content in mosses B. argenteum 
and A. undulatum grown under various conditions of 
substrata enriched with gypsum (50mM, 350mM and 
500mM).

Fig. 4. The chlorophyll b content in mosses B. argenteum 
and A. undulatum grown under various conditions of 
substrata enriched with gypsum (50mM, 350mM and 
500mM).
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Fig. 5. The total chlorophyll content (chl a + chl b) in 
mosses B. argenteum and A. undulatum grown under 
various conditions of substrata enriched with gypsum 
(50mM, 350mM and 500mM).

Fig. 6. The ratio of  chlorophylls (chl a / chl b) in mosses 
B. argenteum and A. undulatum grown under various 
conditions of substrata enriched with gypsum (50mM, 
350mM and 500mM).
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of energy for new synthesis, and makes the plant less 
competitive in harsh environment. Moss plants are known 
as resurrection plants, so the inactivation vs. activation of 
metabolic processes is quick and not clear, especially not 
for such important systems like chloroplasts. On the other 
side, breakdown of chlorophyll qualifies as detoxification 
mechanism, which is also vitally important for further 
plant development and survival. 

A rapid chlorophyll content response to internal as well 
as external factors is widely accepted and demonstrated. It 
is known for a long time that shaded plants exhibit a high-
er chlorophyll pigments content per dry mass weight unit 
but a lower chlorophyll a/b ratio (about 2.5 – 2.9), as op-
posed to sun plants (ca. 3.2 – 4.0, Lichtenthaler 1987). 
Ramalho et al. (2000) add information on lower values of 
chlorophyll a/b ratio according to seasons (eg. at the end of 
summer (2.6) than obtained in the spring (3.6)).

Thus, our plants, in controlled conditions, expressed 
chlorophyll a/b ratio like plants grown in shade and warmth 
similarly to those conditions when plants are metabolically 
active and where they grow in nature. Also, relationship 
between plant nutrition and chlorophyll content values is 
very complicated and strongly modified by other internal 
and external conditions. 

Nowadays, the quantitative determination of 
chlorophyll in different experimental plant material and 
investigation objects is especially recommended as a 
valuable characteristic of light harvesting capacity under 
stress (Ferus & Arkosiova 2001).

It was expected that with stressing mosses by growing 
them on increased content of gypsum, the ratio of chl a/b 
will decrease but there was no significant variation. This 
implies that gypsum was not a strong stressor if any.

It is documented that non-gypsophilous moss-species 
can easily survive on gypsum although with slightly 
changed parameters observed from controls. These results 
open the question if it is gypsum substrate which gives the 
moss species living in such environment peculiarity or this 
is just a synergism with other environmental conditions, 
above all the drought. 

Since, non-gypsum species totally survived, it can 
be concluded that there are no obligatory gypsophilous 
bryophytes, but the species which their uniqueness (even 
though growing on gypsum ourcorps and soils) owe 
to some other environmental condition(s) rather than 
gypsum like vascular plants. Anyway, having in mind 
that the moss plants were grown in controlled condition 
in vitro i.e. ex situ, further investigation in situ are needed 

Fig. 7. A. undulatum grown under various conditions of 
substrata enriched with gypsum A-three days and than 
subcultured to gypsum free media, B-21 days (C-controlled 
plants, 1-50mM, 2-350mM and 3-500mM).

Fig. 8. B. argenteum grown under various conditions of 
substrata enriched with gypsum A-tree days and than 
subcultured to gypsum free media, B-21 days (C-controlled 
plants, 1-50mM, 2-350mM and 3-500mM).
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to confirm previous hypothesis, considering various 
parameters excluded from laboratory environment which 
can be significant in synergistic effect in situ. 

The results presented here are important in bryophyte 
layer establishment on gypsum bare spaces, in regard of 
restoration of gypsum exploitation sites, and for vascular 
gypsophyte seedlings establishments (eg. Escudero et al. 
1999).

Conclusion

Bryophytes, non-adapted to gypsum and exposed to 
various gypsum concentrations in substrate did not show 
to have a problem in surviving the new environment 
conditions. 

Moss species selected in this study and exposed to 
gypsum showed variation in index of multiplication, 
secondary protonemal production and chlorophyll 
content and slightly altered chl a/b ratio which could 
lead to reduced photosynthetic efficiency and impaired 
moss growth. However, since the ratio of chl a/b was not 
significantly changed under various substrate gypsum 
concentrations, it can be assumed that gypsum did not 
represent strong stressor for these two moss species. 
Elucidation of physiological response of bryophytes to 
gypsum needs further investigation. 

The synergism of conditions in gypsiferous soils and 
outcrops (where so called gypsophilous bryophytes are 
present) with drought above all, is rather the environment 
which dictates the peculiarity of mosses in such a harsh 
condition than gypsum itself.

The experiments conducted on two selected bryophyte 
non-gypsophile species show that these bryophytes can 
survive gypsum supstrata and/or even develop well on it 
to some extent. 

These results open the question of bryophytes addicted 
to gypsum substrata to be obligatory gypsophiles or not. 
However, other factors like substrate moisture, radiation, 
interaction with other organisms (algal and fungal) and 
biochemical peculiarities of each species should be studied 
as well, in order to get precise ideas on this issue. 

Acknowledgement - This work was supported by Serbian 
Ministry of Science and Technological Development Grants 
No. 143015 and 143031.

References

Arnon DI. 1949. Copper enzymes in isolated chloroplasts. 
Polyphenoxidase in Beta vulgaris. Plant Physiol. 24: 1-15.

Aro EM & Valanne N. 1979. Effect of continuous light 
on CO2 fixation and chloroplast structure of the mosses 
Pleurozium schreberi and Ceratodon purpureus. Physiol. 
Plantarum 45: 460-466.    

Bijelović A, Sabovljević M, Grubišić D & Konjević R. 
2004. Phytohormone influence on the morphogenesis 
of two mosses (Bryum argenteum Hedw. and Atrichum 
undulatum (Hedw.) P. Beauv.). Israel J. Plant Sci. 52: 31-36.

Boukhris M & Loissant P. 1975. Aspects ecologiques de 
la nutrition minerale de plantes gypsicoles di Tunisie. Rev. 
Ecol. Biol. Sol. 12: 329-348.

Cannon HL. 1971. The use of plant indicators in ground 
water surveys, geologic mapping, and mineral prospecting. 
Taxon 20: 227-256.

Escudero A, Carnes LF & Perez-Garcia F. 1997. Seed 
germination of gypsophytes and gypsovags in semi-arid 
central Spain. J. Arid Environ. 36: 487-497.

Duvigneaud P & Denaeyer-De Smet S. 1966. Accumulation 
du soufre dans quelques espèces gypsophiles d’Espagne. B. 
Soc. Roy. Bot. Belg. 99: 263-269.

Duvigneaud P & Denaeyer-De Smet S. 1968. Essai de 
classification chimique (elements mineraux) des plantes 
gypsicolas du Bassin de l’Ebre. B. Soc. Roy. Bot. Belg. 101: 
279–291.

Escudero A, Somolinos R, Olano JM & Rubio A. 1999. 
Factors controlling the establishment of Helianthemum 
squamatum, an endemic gypsophile of semi-arid Spain. J. 
Ecol. 87: 290–302.

Escudero A, Iriondo JM, Olano JM, Rubio A & 
Somolinos RC 2000. Factors affecting establishment of 
gypsophyte Lepidium subulatum (Brassicaceae). Am. J. 
Bot. 87: 861–871.

Erik P, Hamerlynck EP, Csintalan Z, Nagy Z, Tuba 
Z, Goodin D & Henebry GM. 2002. Ecophysiological 
consequences of contrasting microenvironments on the 
desiccation tolerant moss Tortula ruralis. Oecologia 131: 
498–505.

Ferus P & Arkosiova M. 2001. Variability of chlorophyll 
content under fluctuating environment. Acta fytotechnica 
et zootechnica 4: 123-125.

Guerra J, Ros RM, Cano MJ, & Casares M. 1995. 
Gypsiferous ouycrops in SE Spain, refuges of rare, vulnerable 
and endangered bryophytes and lichens. Cryptogamie Bryol. 
L. 16: 125-135.  

Hörtensteiner S. (2006). Chlorophyll degradation during 
senescence. The Annual Review of Plant Biology 57: 55-77.

Jonhston IM. 1941. Gypsophily among Mexican desert 
plants. Journal of the Arnold Arboretum 22: 145-170.

Lichtenthaler HK. 1987. Chlorphylls and carotenoids: 
pigments of photosynthetic biomembranes. Methods in 
Enzymology 148: 350-382.

Lovelock CE & Robinson SA. 2002. Surface reflectance 
properties of Antarctic moss and their relationship to plant 
species, pigment composition and photosynthetic function. 
Plant, cell environ. 25: 1239-1250.



81M. Bogdanović et al.: The influence of gypsiferous substrata on bryophyte growth

Marschall M & Proctor MCF. 2004. Are bryophytes shade 
plants? Photosynthetic light responses and proportions of 
chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b and total carotenoids. Ann. 
Bot. 94: 593- 603.

Martin CE. 1980. Chlorophyll a/b ratios of eleven North 
Carolina mosses. Bryologist 83: 84-87.

Martin CE & Churchill SP. 1982. Chlorophyll 
concentrations and a/b ratios in mosses collected from 
exposed and schaded habitats in Kansas. J. Bryol. 12: 297-
304.

Martin CE & Warner DA. 1984. The effects on desiccation 
on concentrations and a/b ratios of chlorophyll in 
Leucobryum glaucum and Thuidium delicatulum. New 
Phytol. 96: 545-550.

Meyer SE. 1986.The ecology of gypsophile endemism in the 
Eastern Mojave desert. Ecology 67: 1303-1313.

Meyer SE & Garcia-Moya E. 1989. Plant community 
patterns and soil moisture regime in gypsum grassland of 
north central Mexico. J. Arid Environ. 16: 147-155.

Meyer SE, Garcia-Moya E & Lagunes ALC. 1992. 
Topographic and soil effects on gypsophile plant community 
patterns in Central Mexico. J. Veg. Sci. 3: 429-429.

Murashige T & Skoog F. 1962. A revised medium for rapid 
growth and bioassays with tobacco tissue cultures. Physiol. 
Plant. 15: 473-497.  

Parsons PF. 1976. Gypsophily in plants a review. American 
Midland Naturalist 96: 1-20.

Porta J. 1998. Methodologies for the analysis and 
characterization of gypsum in soils: a review. Geoderma 87: 
31-46.

Proctor MCF. 1982. Physiological ecology; water relations, 
light, temperature responses, and carbon balance. In: Smith 
AJE (ed) Bryophyte ecology. Chapman and Hall, London, 
pp 333-381

Proctor MCF. 1984. Structure and ecological adaptation. 
In: AF. Dyer & JG. Duckett (eds), The experimental biology 
of bryophytes, Pp 9-37, Academic Press, London. 

Ramalho JC, Lauriano JA & Nunes MA. 2000. Changes 
in photosynthetic performance of Ceratonia siliqua in 
summer. Photosynthetica 38: 393-396.

Rover M, Luigi S, Manzi V & Schreiber C. 2008. The 
Messinian Sicilian stratigraphy revisited: new insights for 
the Messinian salinity crisis. Tera Nova 20: 483-488. 

Sabovljević M & Sabovljević A.. 2007. Contribution to 
the coastal bryophytes of the Northern Mediterranean: Are 
there halophytes among bryophytes? Phytol. Balcanica 13: 
131-135. 

Sabovljević M, Bijelović A & Dragićević I. 2002. 
Effective and easy way of establishing in vitro culture of 
mosses, Bryum argenteum Hedw. and Bryum capillare 
Hedw. (Bryaceae). Arch. Biol. Sci., Belgrade 54: 7P-8P.

Sabovljević M, Bijelović A & Dragićević I. 2003. In vitro 

culture of mosses: Aloina aloides (K. F. Schultz) Kindb., 
Brachythecium velutinum (Hedw.) B. S. & G., Ceratodon 
purpureus (Hedw.) Brid., Eurhynchium praelongum (Hedw.) 
B. S. & G. and Grimmia pulvinata (Hedw.) Sm. Turk. J. Bot. 
27: 441-446.

Sabovljević A, Sabovljević M, Grubišić D & Konjević 
R. 2005. The effect of sugars on development of two moss 
species (Bryum argenteum and Atrichum undulatum) 
during in vitro culture. Belg. J. Bot. 138: 79-84.

Sabovljević A, Cvetić T & Sabovljević M. 2006.  The 
establishment and development of the Catherine’s moss 
Atrichum undulatum (Hedw.) P.Beauv. (Polytrichaceae) in 
in vitro conditions. Arch. Biol. Sci., Belgrade 58: 87-93.

Sakinc M & Yaltirak C. 2005. Messinian crisis: what 
happened around the northeastern Aegean? Marine Geol. 
221: 423-436. 

Tuba Z, Proctor MCF & Csintalan Zs. 1998. 
Ecophysiological responses of homoiochlorophyllous 
and poikilochlorophyllous desiccation tolerant plants: a 
comparison and an ecological perspective. Plant Growth 
Regul. 24: 211-217.

Valanne N. 1977. The combined effects of light intensity 
and continuous light on CO2 fixation, chlorophyll content 
and chloroplast structure of the protonema of Ceratodon 
purpureus. Z. Pflanzenphysiol. 83: 275-283.

Valanne N, Aro EM & Niemi H. 1982. Photosynthetic 
apparatus of Ceratodon purpureus. J. Hattori Bot. Lab. 53: 
171-179.  

Verheye WH & Boyadgiev TG. 1997. Evaluating the land 
use potential of gypsiferous soils from field pedogenic 
characteristics. Soil Use Management 13: 97-103.



82 33 (1)

U ovom radu ispitivan je uticaj gipsa (CaSO4 x 2H2O) u hranljivom medijumu na dve odabrane ne-gipsofilne vrste 
mahovina: Bryum argenteum Hedw. i Atrichum undulatum (Hedw.) P. Beauv. 

Sa ciljem da se dobije ideja da li su neke briofite u prirodi obligatne gipsofite, ispitivan je efekat gipsa na razviće 
mahovina. In vitro kulture dve odabrane vrste uspostavljene su iz gotovo zrelih spora iz sterilnih uslova neotvorene 
kapsule. Da bi se ispitalo razviće mahovina korišćen je Murashige i Skoog medijum sa upola manjom koncentracijom 
mineralnih soli i saharoze, a sa dodatkom gipsa u koncentracijama od 50, 350 i 500mM. Biljke su gajene na medijumu 
sa gispom tokom 3 dana ili 3 nedelje radi poredjenja kratkotrajnog i dugotrajnog efekta soli. Ispitivane briofite, 
neadaptirane na gips i izložene njegovim različitim koncentracijama u medijumu, neometano su preživljavale 
novonastale uslove sredine. Vrste mahovina izabrane za ovo istraživanje i izložene gipsu u hranljivom medijumu 
pokazale su, do odredjene mere, variranje morfoloških parametrara (indeksa multiplikacije, produkcije sekundarne 
protoneme i stope preživljavanja) i sadržaja hlorofila kao i blago izmenjen odnos a/b hlorofila. Uopšteno, obe vrste 
su bile sposobne da prežive uticaj podloge obogaćene gipsom, sekundarna protonema i izdanci su se razvijali kod 
obe vrste, te je zabeležena mala razlika izmedju kratkotrajnog i dugotrajnog tretmana gipsom. Prema dobijenim 
podacima, gips se ne može označiti kao stresni faktor (bar ne kada deluje autonomno) koji bi svrstavao neke briofite 
sa gipsa u ekološku grupu gipsofita. 

Ključne reči: briofite, gips, gipsofite, Atrichum undulatum, Bryum argenteum 
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