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Fig. 2 Molecular ecological networks of methanogenic (a) and methanotrophic (b) communities at different depths
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Fig. 3 The interactions between methanogens and methanotrophs in different soil depths
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Table 2 Topological parameters of the methanogenic and methanotrophic molecular ecological networks in different soil depths

AR R WhE(em) e EEEC BB b CPEREAK R MG A PR RKE MSEE B

0 412 1932 1129 803 0.226 9.379 10 3.889 0.023 0.668

10 442 2576 1651 925 0.236 11.656 14 4.255 0.026 0.547
7 e T

30 338 2082 1290 792 0.244 12.320 15 4.707 0.037 0.454

50 354 2627 1634 993 0.325 14.842 13 3.737 0.042 0.570

0 307 1286 1127 159 0.273 8.378 14 4.609 0.027 0.456

10 431 1483 621 862 0.244 6.882 14 4.864 0.016 0.671
H e S Al

30 504 769 461 308 0.217 3.052 25 8.081 0.006 0.840

50 456 628 467 161 0.312 2.754 17 6.183 0.006 0.851
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TE 77 e 18 M 26 v, Methanoregula 724N [A) 1Y 7 H J5¢

B 2% A] X 3 3 Oh B K Methanocella ¥ O~
30 cm B & 95 R B 09 $E AR X 5 B R WK 8
Methanoregula WM L .Methanobacterium W8 3 + 3
TR JEE (0 1 I0ORH 6T 32 5 AN T B A TP e S A TR R 2%
W, Methylocapsa #1%F 3= & 35 0 B KAH, 7F 0~30 cm
AH O = B2 Bl R BE B B 0 TR I . Mechylocystis 15
10~50 cm AR XF = B bifl T4 3 #3801 B A . Candlida-
tus Methylospira I Candidatus Methyloumidiphilus
ARORT = 85 Bt 2 TR J3E (1% 385 i A6 A e ) 22 A e 3

7 8 T IR 245 R FR e S A TR I 2% v G B ) A
(OTU) W # 1 (BRI A W e A2 Al — Mok 2=
2.58 P=0.62 1T 55 OTU, FE BN 41 5
b5 A 0 i 4 vh B S VR L A i R 9T Y e AR
PR I 2% op 8 9594 (9 OTU S A0 FEL 19 45, 3
6 OTU TE 4 1 AR S AR B % 42 7 W e T ) 4%
OTU SE/NEI KKK A 30 cm .50 em 10 em A1 0
em (K 5). B AL M %t ,0 em OTU sife b,
10 em .30 cm A1 50 em 9 OTU B Ay 45300 . 7= F A
PO em Y 5E H X 4] % 45 5 B 22, 30 em B LK 4
/b HJCHE $ 5  H 8 AR T 50 em A58 X 4 B
% ,0 cm BEH AR A e > H G #3530 em & 2 #
IS
7 BE T W 4 OTU ¥ J& T Methanoregula

Methanocella T Methanobacterium , H: /5 [ 53 5 K
71.74% . 19.57% F1 8.70% . 1E J& K F L, 7 W b i
P 2 11%) 342 422 5 0 ) 25 X A 4 )& T Methanoregula , #E

He A 4l W 4§85 Methanoregula . Methanocella F
Methanobacterium , 3 H#E 30 cm F1 50 cm 155 B A 211
W1 If T Methanobacterium.0 cm .10 cm F1 50 cm % 4%
BB AR 2l rh, K 43 i Methanoregula, i 30 ¢cm
I 26 (14 B B X 41 22 S Methanocella. Methanoregula
TN A I 5 ol OTU ¥ RLIE A R 3 5 Metha-
nocella ft. 10 em PR JE 5 HoAl OTU LLEAE I 8 3, 75
30 em TR EE 5 H AL OTU £ Bk B 200y 7 /R
Methanobacterium 1€ 10 cm IR 5 HAth OTU DL IE
YERI R 3 ABAE 50 em ¥ B2 H1 AR K BUAT AR AR T3
C U H A B e AL T I 48 OTU 22 & T Methy-
locapsa, Candidatus Methyloumidiphilus. Methylo-
cystis Ml Candidatus Methylospira, 3 i b 7 5] 2k
26.19% . 16.67% . 11.90% 1 2.38%. Candidatus
Methyloumidiphilus 7¢ 10 cm B 4% h 3 K 17 1€
OTU, i Candidatus Methylospira {X A7 1£ 0 cm ¥ 2%
1) OTU 1 .Methylocystis #£ 7€ F 10 cm H1 50 cm
% OTU . WY g S A T 9 2% v 50 em M 2% /Y
OTU ¥ £ K Candidatus Methyloumidiphilus.Meth-
ylocapsa Fl Methylocystis 7 10 cm I £ 5 HAth OTU
PLAAAE I 3 78 oAt 3R 5 Hol OTU B LLIE
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OTU MY AR 30 BE A T B 1 R 8 22 B3 LB AE H]
2.4 TIEBEHMER R
B 3 X CHLHE A 89 % 0
D N S O AR ST AR = A
BB AL AR R Y B CHL kG 5 247 RDA (Re-

e £ 169 B 2F LR B o X

Methanohalophilus b
Methanonatronarchaeum
Mecthanocella ,7.4?—.—17 Methylocapsa A ‘ ® ® ®
Mecthanolinca . L ] ‘
Methanoregula |—@ . o L Methylocystis 1— * T — e
L il ¢ “ Candidatus Methyloumidiphilus 1 > * ® 12 ; ‘2‘822
Methanospirillum . -‘ @50
Methanothrix + * Candidatus Methylospirat——¢———#* ‘7 —
Methanomassiliicoccus . " —_—
Methanosarcina ——= Other 1~ ® o ® ?
Methanothermus Ocm 10 cm 30‘ i 50 et
Methanobacterium L ‘T

Ocm 10cm 30cm 50cm

P4 P2 B e

a)Fl e AL T (D)OTU 14 L 7]

Fig. 4 The proportions of methanogemc (a) and methanotrophic (b) OTUs in networks
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Fig.5 Topological roles of methanogens (a) and methanotrophs (b)
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il ot 7 OB R VR RO R RE B O 55l O 52.6206 A
14.37 %% , 0 B PR P 50T 7 HY e TR B 7% 1 e R i
4 66.99 4 55— IR — A bRl Y e S A R VR
{14 fi% ¢ ik 23 531 O 55.08 26 1 15.07 4, 4 38 B AL 1 it
Xof FR e S Ak T R 9 1) S A R D 7015 06 . PR T d6e
AR A W B VR AE 10 em A1 HE ot S Ak TR B VR AE
50 cm 7E B B 25 = ¥y sz B AL MR BT
Wi O e - 38 7 FP o8 T FF v TE TR B2 B b 25 5 %2
# SWC, TN, NH, -N,NO, -N 1 NO, -N [y &
My, 30 cm 1Y 22 552 3 TOC A1 T By 52 M, 1 50 cm
i 22 5 AL 32 3 TOC B2 M .0 em 3 1 g S8 fL T
REVE 22 572 B SWC TS . TN .NH, -N #INO, -N
B E2 I, 30 em 1Y 22 5732 1 pH \Eh ., TOC FINO, -N
1Y 52 CH, 3 1 55 7 W6 T B 9% R o 41 T
AEO e BYIRFE 22 Bt R AR X R JFH 57
30 em BY VR BE 25 5 M R OEAH OCOC &R LCH, i & 78
50 cm A B 22 S 5 0 0 HY I S A TR R 9 5 TR AT OC
K F& WA, Methanocella . Candidatus Methyloumi-
diphilus 5 CH, i 5 5 1E A 5C & &R, Methanobacteri-
um Methylocapsa 5 CH il 2 i AH LKL R .

3 hie
3.0 EEE R R G S AT

AU e % 7™ W e 1 v fe KA I8 S Meth-
anoregula , 57 H 7% (Takashi ez al., 2011) i ¢ 7k
MBI 5T TP e R R — B, 5 7R FE R R ER (Horn
etal., 2003) e s F 5 P 28 — RAL s — 3. K

JU1E H 1 R e S AL T T B KPR # 8 h Methylo-
capsa, 5 18 P& kg =% H R M e 5 W i (Chen et al.,
2008) H fe K B 7] JE F 1T 29 e 80 Ak T 5 i 7
H A (Takashi ez al., 2011) [ B & 5 & R A R T
WHL (Yun ez al., 2012)Jg e rb L T 79 T g S AL 1A
R[] e i HE B AR R A 28 KR | BA A
R EN IR il = d o N e O = B R R ¢
22 5, HT IO W R T 5 AR T ) RN AR ) b K Ak 2
A2 1 A8 Ak U (SR BE 55, 2022) , 3% 26 25 57 ]
fiE 5 A [ 0 b 1 UL BE VR KA AR 2 R R pH
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225 R IUWIUE e Hb 7™ B Joe T 1) 2 o e ol 4 )23 R
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i H )2 (30 em (50 em) - 38 2 (1 77 F e 1 14
T CH, ™4, %2 (0 em .10 em) TR Z 19
Pt S A TR G N T CHL T AR . A 2R 1 b o A (] R
- %) H B AR T AR VR A A R AR AL, T RE S AN ] -
JZ 22 IE) A A TR 25 SR AR G L T ROJLE
Hi 1) H R KA R RAE R R R IR R R
SR L UR 2 IR AU 7 W e 1R 2 00 A TR 2
g i G AR Y SR A T A A R R )E R
(Yun et al., 2010).
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Fig. 6 Redundancy analysis based on the communities of methanogenes (a) and methanotrophs (b) with CH4 fluxes and soil

physicochemical properties

K E MR (R R 5, 2021) A HF 78 i 1 A R
[F) - 498 V% 32 7 o TR D HR e 4R Ak TR LA R TR A ) 7Y
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1. I 245 235 ) A A T] R ) 2 S 6 1T TR e TR R
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CEF ISP S S SOk NN T T
FE VY B AR A RE I 2% AR BN 3R 4 O R
B CRE A 06 55, 2020) , 7™ H e TR B 9% 78O0 &R 7R IR
FEHEREEE e VR, e SR AR N
P0G R AE TR )2 Pe vk 2 ) B RS HI L 3 Y GE B7OAH G
PR AT LA S WA B G ZR Y O B I 4% v 1 R GE A
KM RS AR A S — BB AT e A E A G &R
(RER 4, 2020) , T I £ rh 341 Ay B AH G M D) 36 7
WA AF AR B W TR SR P BUAl B ¢ & (Zhang et al.,
2019). 77 W B 1A B 3% 1] 1) ¢ 28 B TR BE IR, &4 %
FoMk 2 P e E A TR B IR TR TR R IR I
(RPN S ) T A R (= S N D R SR AW T
HEH 18] B AH T AE F DG R 7E 10 em i B 4%, 30 em 5z 7]
PAHE O cm A1 30 em RE A AE SRR L MAE 10 cm Al
50 em FE O w4 G & L A0 VR 1 1 A AR
e % fif B4 B3 09 W38 DL SE 4 b 3R BB R (Freilich
et al., 2018) , M7 B¢ Y5 AF XT Jd Sk BF £ AH B A F 0 B
Jy # % (de Menezes et al., 2017). i F A [a] 35 85 (1)
A8 HHT AL G A W B T A A 25 AR R R+l 4%,
2023) , T i 4 42 L U s b 1) Hb R KA 5 R
B T 8 I s A R A S AL A S = R e ]

WAL T RS I SRR R E )
33 ARARBEHEPNEEXEDH

AW 5E L T 53 AR 25 I 4% [T rp B 4 T A5 4
B P 20 0 06 & (B 2R R4, 2016) 48 s #h Fh A 6 1
KHE R TR BE AR AL . 4% th AN R (OTU) $3 3i
AR A O HEY) Bl (keystone species) HU
DT AR B X 41 (module hubs) F1 & 2% #X 41 (network
hubs) (Zhang ez al., 2018) , H X A= 9 #F % 45 14
T BE Y 52 W fie K

FE 72 e M 2 b R 2 b G R
Methanoregula #1 Methanocella, % |2 1+ Y v W)
TR BN T Methanobacterium. 18 W fe B AL 7 W 4%
7RO em R SCHYI RN A Methylocapsa . Candi-
datus Methyloumidiphilus T Candidatus Methylospi-
ra, 7 10 cm 4 5 5C 8 W) Bl S Methylocapsa F
Methylocystis , 7% 30 cm + 3 h R BEY R0l Candida-
tus Methyloumidiphilus Tl Methylocapsa , 7E 50 cm 1=
HE th SC B W) B A Methylocapsa . Candidatus Methy-
loumidiphilus K1 Methylocystis.

7 F G TR R g% v 3 2 38 OC B W) Bl Methano-
bacterium £ 10 cm 1A XF F= BEME ALK 6.21 %6 5 H e
AL M 2% h 3R )2 HIECHY RN Candidatus Meth-
ylospira 7E 0 con AH X 2 BEAL Ry 0.15% 5 IR 2 L3 h
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BOFE e T e AT R R PR AR R
R R JE RO T W B T A A R
e R AR 2 4 R 8 SR F 1Y Methanobacterium 7]
REHH A S8 4 B P v 5 ) B, A 300 055 v R O AR
B H Bt B AL T Methylocystis W R A L 2 50 b
AT A Ry Bk

3.4 R ARG G B X IR B M Rz AN Y

PR 85 TR 7 0 4 2 Bl A 5 b TR e AR TR R
Tia] 16 B 7 AE 52 ), DT 5 CHL A T £ AR 35 %% D) A ¢
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F0 R B I A 2 7 e T A TR e Y 0 B AR A
(UL A, 2018) . 45 4 BF 58 IX 13 TOC 7E 30 em &
JBE & B R, 50 em W EEIR 2, K2 BUIR RE
A, 30 em - HE I GE AR R RE R TE R R 22
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2000) , L AEfE 2 CH, %1k (2% 55 25, 2020) . [A]
Fw A ALk HAL B P SR A T SR
B IR, 3G 5 1 5 e A T R 3E A, S B e R
i 3k 2> (Xu and Inubushi., 2009). A ffii CH, 7 H %
SR A R ROR, A AL R BIR . 3 B N AT R i R
A TR 35 1 CT 4E 8 A1 ZEHLEE , 2003) , T4 70 1Y
g R R, W B AU TE BEAE 10 om (R 32 T4
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rh R vy R R 1 UER AR T R e AR R CHL 9 AL
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Lus T A X 25 BE 6 ¥R B VR W 34 K, 1 Methanobacte-

rium F Methylocapsa W #H )2, H i o & J2 (30 em
50 cm) 1 A 2 1) Methanocella F1 20 1) Methylo-
capsa BN T CH, 1= A4 )2 (0 cm .10 cm) 13
B 2 19 Methanobacterium # Candidatus Methylou-
midiphilus $§ T CH, M IHFE .

4 g

AMWEFE 3 B T M A SR U e i I 3t 7 R e
T AR e S TR B R T 5 A R T A 2 T 4% Y i
LA RFAE , PR DF 1 38 T e A0 Bl 2 0 0 3 05 1Y
e L AL 7 PR e TR 4 R ORI B B D Mezhanore-
gula, W e AT 1 fie KA B BE ) Methylocapsa.
7 H e TR R 7 TR T R 2 M 4% BE AR E L e AU AL TR VR
JZ W 28 05 g Ag g A v A AR AR OC R AE 0 em Al
30 em E BN AR M AE 10 em A1 50 em E 2y
TEAOC R AR e TR M 45 rh, G ) Bl Ol Metha-
noregula . Methanocella Fl Methanobacterium ; #£ H
Tt S AL B W 25 B SRR W) Fl O Methylocapsa , Candi-
datus Methyloumidiphilus . Methylocystis F1 Candi-
datus Methylospira. -3¢ TOC | GVA B 24 & I fiF§
R R A R DA T a5 e 7 e TR R g 4
AR RE P X CH, Jl 57 A 2 CH, i B 5 R R =
7 e T A Y e AL B RE VR R IE AR R R, HIRJZ
7 e T R FR e S A TR e U B2 SRR DG OE R . Metha-
nocella M Candidatus Methyloumidiphilus 5 CH, i
7 2 IEM KRR, Methanobacterium . Methylocapsa
5 CH @ 2 AR KR
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