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Summary

Recent advances in the partitioning of autotrophic from heterotrophic respiration processes in

soils in conjunctionwith newhigh temporal resolution soil respiration data sets offer insights into

biotic and environmental controls of respiration. Besides temperature, many emerging

controlling factors have not yet been incorporated into ecosystem-scale models. We synthesize

recent research that has partitioned soil respiration into its process components to evaluate

effects of nitrogen, temperature and photosynthesis on autotrophic flux from soils at the

ecosystem level. Despite the widely used temperature dependence of root respiration, gross

primary productivity (GPP) can explainmost patterns of ecosystem root respiration (and to some

extent heterotrophic respiration) at within-season time-scales. Specifically, heterotrophic

respiration is influenced by a seasonally variable supply of recent photosynthetic products in the

rhizosphere. The contribution of stored root carbon (C) to root respiratory fluxes also varied

seasonally, partially decoupling the proportion of photosynthetic C driving root respiration. In

order to reflect recent insights, new hierarchical models, which incorporate root respiration as a

primary function of GPP and which respond to environmental variables by modifying C

allocation belowground, are needed for better prediction of future ecosystem C sequestration.

Introduction

The majority of the 140 Pg of carbon (C) fixed annually by
terrestrial gross primary productivity (GPP) passes through soil,
with 8–52% respired back to the atmosphere by the rhizosphere
(Lambers et al., 2008), and 23–83% of GPP ending up in plant
tissue C (DeLucia et al., 2007) which is ultimately returned to the
atmosphere as CO2 via the activity of decomposer organisms. Soil
respiration is a primary process governing net C sequestration in
terrestrial ecosystems (Valentini et al., 2000); this soil flux is likely
to change as a result of the impacts of global change factors such as
nitrogen (N) deposition, warming, and rising CO2 concentrations
(Houghton et al., 1998). Because of its importance to the global C
cycle, soil respiration has been intensively studied for several
decades (Luo & Zhou, 2006), yet the ability to predictively model
soil respiration and its components through time and space is still
elusive (Chen et al., 2011; Leuzinger & Thomas, 2011).

Spatial and temporal heterogeneity of soil respiration is a major
challenge to ecosystem scientists, making it difficult to interpret

effects of climate variables on soil CO2 efflux (Davidson &
Janssens, 2006). This variability stems from the multitude of
different sources and pathways for the production of CO2

throughout the soil profile, each of which is controlled to a varying
extent by biotic and abiotic drivers (Janssens et al., 2001; Gonzalez-
Meler et al., 2004; Davidson & Janssens, 2006; Fig. 1). A
fundamental distinction between soil CO2 sources in terms of C
turnover and temporal dynamics is that of CO2 derived from the
decomposition of organic matter by soil fauna and microbial
organisms (fungi, bacteria and protozoans), from that originating
from plant roots and rhizospheric organisms (including symbiotic
mycorrhizal fungi). These two generic CO2 sources are commonly
referred to as heterotrophic and autotrophic soil CO2 flux
(Högberg et al., 2001), with some debate about how heterotrophic
organisms associated with autotrophic C supply should be
categorized (Högberg et al., 2006).

Autotrophic contributions represent a substantial component of
seasonal soil CO2 efflux (Gonzalez-Meler & Taneva, 2005), and
may even represent themajority of soil respiredCO2during periods
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of high productivity (Subke et al., 2006; Gomez-Casanovas et al.,
2012). As the temporal dynamics of this flux component are linked
to aboveground C assimilation and C transport to roots via the
plants’ phloem, it is not exclusively controlled by soil temperature
or moisture (H€ogberg et al., 2001; Trueman & Gonzalez-Meler,
2005). As the peak growing season generally coincides with the
warmest time of year (at least in ecosystems not limited by soil
moisture), high apparent responses of autotrophic soil CO2 efflux
with temperature may have been reported. Indeed, much of the
observed variation in soil respiration, and its temperature sensitivity
in particular, is probably attributable to variation in substrate
availability in space and time (Davidson et al., 2006; Subke &
Bahn, 2010). Nevertheless, temperature is still used as the primary
driver for descriptive and prognostic models of soil respiration
(Davidson et al., 2006 and references therein).

The availability of labile C such as from root exudation or fresh
litter input sustains microbial populations capable of decomposing
slower-turnover soil organic matter (SOM) (Fontaine et al., 2004;
Guenet et al., 2012). This leads to soil C priming (or more
specifically a ‘rhizosphere priming effect’ (RPE); Kuzyakov, 2010),
which is a natural process in soils. The dynamics of RPEs are tightly
linked to autotrophic C supply, but may affect older soil C pools
previously assumed to be stable. Current ecosystem models do not
include RPEs, and a better understanding of belowground C

dynamics, including roots, rhizosphere and associated organisms, is
required.

Most ecosystem-scale C cycle models include the effect of
substrate supply on respiration through its relationship to GPP,
either indirectly through a fixed ratio of net primary productivity
(NPP) toGPP (e.g. theCASAmodel; Field et al., 1995), or directly
through allocation schemes that partition GPP to growth, storage
and respiration (e.g. the Biome-BGC model; Thornton &
Rosenbloom, 2005). Heterotrophic respiration is determined by
litter and SOMpool sizes (which are controlled byGPP atmultiple
time-scales), and the effect of temperature and soil moisture on
decomposition rates. Autotrophic respiration, however, is not
always explicitly represented. In models based in units of NPP,
autotrophic respiration is an emergent process that represents the
remainder of GPP (Gifford, 2003). By contrast, models such as
Biome-BGC explicitly represent autotrophic respiration as the sum
of growth respiration and maintenance respiration, which in turn
depend on plant C pool size and on the magnitude of GPP
(Thornton & Rosenbloom, 2005; Fig. 1).

In the hierarchy of biological processes, NPP-basedmodels were
designed to represent processes at a higher level than that of
physiology (Gifford, 2003); however, physiological processes may
be an important part of the response of the C cycle to climate
change. In particular, decades-long data sets of ecosystem respira-
tion are increasingly being used to parameterize C cycle sensitivity
to climate change (Mahecha et al., 2010). Such data sets will also be
an important part of validating the process and climate response in
land models (Luo et al., 2012). The incorporation of explicit
allocation schemes, storage pools, and substrate supply as drivers of
autotrophic respiration in C cycle models will probably help to
explain disparities between models and data (Keenan et al., 2012;
Richardson et al., 2013). Furthermore, the role of acclimation of
soil respiration components to forcing factors is largely ignored in
large-scale models (Leuzinger & Thomas, 2011).

Here we review the evidence for effects of N, temperature, and
photosynthate supply (including stored C) on root respiration in
order to identify their importance as drivers of autotrophic
respiration for ecosystem-scale models. We place particular
emphasis on photosynthetic controls on root respiration assessed
using recent 14C and 13C data, which show patterns of stored C use
in root respiration, and elaborate on a continuous 13C whole-
ecosystem tracer that gives powerful insights into effects of current
photosynthesis on soil autotrophic respiration.

Techniques to measure root respiration at the
ecosystem level

Soil respiration is a combination of root respiration, microbial
respiration, and possibly root-associated mycorrhizal respiration.
In order to determine effects of environmental change and substrate
supply on root-rhizosphere respiration alone, the components of
soil respiration must be separated, and their dynamics analyzed
independently (Taneva & Gonzalez-Meler, 2011). However,
partitioning of soil respiration has been notoriously difficult
(Hanson et al., 2000; Kuzyakov & Larionova, 2005; Trumbore,
2006), and there is no ideal method to separate soil respiration into

Fig. 1 Soil respiration divided into conceptual and modeled components.
Autotrophic respiration consists of growth respiration (RG) andmaintenance
respiration (RM), which are derived from new photosynthate and plant
carbon (C) storage pools. Heterotrophic respiration consists of respiration
from litter decomposition (RL) and soil organic matter decomposition (RS). It
is increasingly being recognizedby experimentalists that a significant portion
of soil respiration is neither strictly autotrophic, as it passes through
microorganisms such as mycorrhizal fungi, nor heterotrophic, as substrates
are coming directly from roots (they do not pass as tissue through the litter
pool to decomposers). This respiration has been termed ‘rhizosphere
respiration,’ and is thought to include respiration of mycorrhizal fungi (RMF)
and respiration from soil decomposer organisms that is ‘primed’ by additions
of labile substrates in rootexudates (RP).Rhizosphereprocessesare identified
in gray as they are not implicitly incorporated into ecosystem-scale models.
Colored boxes represent different methods of isolating different conceptual
respiration fluxes. Addition of C isotope measurements to measurements of
thesefluxes canprovide informationon the sourcepool and/or turnover time
ofCand the combinationofmethods can theoretically resolvedany sourceof
soil CO2 efflux.
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its functional components. Current methods isolate a different set
of respiration processes (Fig. 1), having corresponding strengths
and weaknesses.

In root exclusion experiments (Fig. 1), a physical barrier prevents
roots from entering excluded soils, and this method is widely used to
obtain in situ measurements of root respiration by subtracting
respiration from the root-free plot from respiration from the control.
Trenching, soil coring, root in-growth cores, and gap analysis are
common root exclusion methods. Trenching requires digging a
narrow trench around an open plot (1–10m2), inserting plastic
sheets to block root in-growth, and then refilling trenched area with
soil to replicate original conditions (Tang et al., 2005a). Soil coring
consists of placing polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipes (c. 10–30 cm
diameter) into soils to block the in-growth of roots (Bond-Lamberty
et al., 2011) and can be modified through the use of mesh bags that
allow mycorrhizas to grow in but exclude roots (41 lm), or exclude
both mycorrhizas and roots (1 lm) (Heinemeyer et al., 2007). The
gap analysis method subtracts heterotrophic respirationmeasured in
natural ecosystem gaps (no roots) from respiration measured in
vegetated areas (with roots) (e.g. Tang & Baldocchi, 2005).

Drawbacks to the root exclusion method center on the
assumption that heterotrophic respiration remains unchanged
after elimination of root inputs (Ewel et al.,1987; Bowden et al.,
1993; Epron et al., 1999; Tang et al., 2005a). This assumption has
been challenged (Trueman & Gonzalez-Meler, 2005), as root
exclusion methods alter substrate supply to microbes by decreasing
labile root inputs to microbial activity and initial increases in
substrate supply from dead roots (Subke et al., 2006). Root
exclusion zones also block root water uptake, resulting in higher soil
water contents comparedwith ‘control’ areas, thereby confounding
differences in microbial activity between experimental treatments
(Heinemeyer et al., 2012).

Root excision measures root respiration directly as excised intact
roots are directly picked from soils, and their CO2 efflux measured
on a per unit mass basis (Burton et al., 2008; Fig. 1). Flux rates
show considerable variation with this method, with significant
impacts of CO2 concentration in measuring cuvettes, time elapsed
between root excision and CO2 flux measurement, and whether
roots were separated under ‘wet’ or ‘dry’ conditions (Subke et al.,
2006). Cuvettes attached to excavated surface roots without
excision may circumvent some of these problems (Chen et al.,
2010). Root biomass is needed to calculate autotrophic respiration
from soils but the few roots sampled for respiration may not be
representative of the entire fine-root community.

Tree girdling can estimate root respiration from soils without
disturbance of the physical integrity of roots (H€ogberg et al., 2001;
Fig. 1).Treegirdlingterminatesthesupplyof recentphotosynthate to
roots throughthephloemwhilenotdisturbingwaterflowthroughthe
xylem (H€ogberg et al., 2001, 2009; Subke et al., 2011; Levy-Varon
et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2012). This technique has problems similar to
those of trenching methods; however, root respiration and root-
rhizosphere effects could be maintained by carbohydrates stored in
roots, and root water uptake is maintained in treatment plots.

Isotopicmethods are often noninvasive and require either the use
of natural C tracers or the experimental addition of isotopically
altered CO2 (

13CO2 or
14CO2) to separate root respiration from

microbial respiration. Isotopic labeling experiments include free air
CO2 enrichment (FACE), where CO2 added to the ecosystem is
fossil-derived (Pataki et al., 2003; Taneva et al., 2006), and pulse-
chase experiments, where a one-time supply of isotopically distinct
CO2 is tracked to belowground tissues and soil efflux (Br€uggemann
et al., 2011). Tracer addition techniques measure the oxidation of
labeledC by roots but not necessarily total autotrophic flux because
contributions of unlabeled stored C to root respiration are not
accounted for (Fig. 1). Low-level 14C pulse labeling studies can
potentially circumvent this problem on subannual time-scales by
comparing 14CO2 values before and after the pulse (Carbone &
Trumbore, 2007).

In certain conditions, natural differences in both 13C (Hanson
et al., 2000;Kuzyakov&Larionova,2005;Gomez-Casanovas et al.,
2012)and14C(Borken et al., 2006;Czimczik et al., 2006;Schuur&
Trumbore, 2006) can be utilized to partition autotrophic and
heterotrophic components. Natural abundance 14Cmeasurements
allow the determination of the mean age of C pools and fluxes
(Trumbore, 2000). This technique takes advantage of a spike in
atmospheric 14C content resulting from nuclear weapons testing in
the early 1960s and subsequent decline following the banning of
testing in 1963 (Levin et al., 2010). The current annual change in
atmospheric Δ14C values (5&; Levin et al., 2010) is similar to or
greaterthantheprecisionatwhichΔ14Cmeasurementscancurrently
be made (2–5&; Southon & Santos, 2004) and therefore useful to
separate current-year C from stored C fueling root respiration.

Some problems are associated with isotope analyses. Analyses of
13C are sensitive to post-photosynthetic fractionation of respiratory
substrates which may challenge the quantification of C sources and
their ages to root respiration (Lynch et al., 2013). In the field,
isotopic fractionation during diffusive non-steady-state gas trans-
port may induce errors in quantification of plant respired CO2

from soils (Risk et al., 2012). For 14C analyses, cost and sampling
size are major drawbacks. Also, the time resolution at natural
abundance levels can encompass 1–3 yr (error of 14Cmeasurement
with accelerator mass spectrometry (AMS)). In addition, isotopic
techniques may be unable to distinguish between decomposition
originating from the turnover of very short-lived roots (heterotro-
phic) and maintenance respiration from roots (autotrophic), as
these two sources are composed of C of similar ages (Fig. 1).

These methods remain imperfect approximations of the
continuum of physiological processes that govern soil respiration
and the conceptual components represented in process models
(Fig. 1). Nevertheless, their application has begun to disentangle
the often opposing effects of global change factors on autotrophic
and heterotrophic respiration. Future progress will be made by
further studies that combinethese partitioning techniques (which
can potentially identify multiple sources of soil respired CO2) in
global change manipulation experiments to quantify these fluxes
and their biotic and abiotic controls.

Nitrogen effects on root respiration

At the tissue level, specific respiration rates are often proportional to
N content (Ryan, 1991, 1995; Reich et al., 1996; Ryan et al., 1996;
Gonzalez-Meler et al., 2004), as N constitutes most of the
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maintenance costs of tissues (Bouma et al., 1994). This is the case
for fine roots, as increased N content correlates well with increased
specific respiration rates (Burton et al., 2002; Chen et al., 2010; Jia
et al., 2010;Wang et al., 2010). Therefore, rootN content has been
used as a proxy to estimate total fine-root respiration (Jia et al.,
2011). However, scaling this relationship to ecosystems is prob-
lematic, as fine roots have many-fold differences in N content
within a diameter class (Iversen, 2010), affecting the function and
respiratory activity of individual roots (Lambers et al., 1996;
Pregitzer et al., 1998; Scheurwater et al., 1998; Burton et al., 2000;
Chapin et al., 2002), and hence preventing the use of root N to
estimate total root respiration in some ecosystems (Vose & Ryan,
2002).Despite these problems, the relationship betweenN content
and respiration of fine roots has become important in C-cycling
modeling to estimate autotrophic respiration from soils (Thornton
& Rosenbloom, 2005).

Despite the clear relationship between N content and specific
respiration rates of roots, the direction and magnitude of the
response of autotrophic respiration to increased N availability (e.g.
N deposition) are less certain (Smithwick et al., 2013). Increased
nutrient availability has been shown to both increase (Ryan et al.,
1996; Pregitzer et al., 2000;Gough et al., 2004; Jia et al., 2011) and
reduce root respiration (Zogg et al., 1996; Maier & Kress, 2000;
Janssens et al., 2010; Burton et al., 2012). These contrasting results
are probably attributable to changes in standing crop root biomass
which have been documented in CO2 and N fertilization
experiments (Matamala&Schlesinger,2000; Iversen,2010;Burton
et al., 2012). Therefore, N-driven changes in root biomass may
impact autotrophic respiration from soils to a greater extent than
intrinsic variations in N content (Burton et al., 2012).

N deposition changes the way in which roots interact with other
soil organisms, by reducing C allocation to mycorrhizas (H€ogberg
et al., 2010; Vallack et al., 2012), although changes in mycorrhizal
respiration may depend on the quantity of N applied (Hasselquist
et al., 2012). Additionally, N deposition may reduce root exuda-
tion rates and associated microbial activity (Phillips et al., 2011),
which may be the cause of observed changes in heterotrophic
respiration rates with added N (Neff et al., 2002; Nowinski et al.,
2009). Future research efforts are needed to examine how N-
induced changes in C allocation belowground will affect not just
autotrophic respiration, but associated heterotrophic processes,
including the RPE. Although changes in root biomass (and thus
autotrophic flux from soils) in response to global change factors are
beginning to be documented, these effects are seldom included in
ecosystemmodels, which largely predict changes in the autotrophic
component of soil respiration to passively respond to changes in soil
temperature.

Temperature effects on the autotrophic and
heterotrophic soil C flux

There is considerable concern that an increase in mean air
temperatures globally will erode C stored in soils (Davidson &
Janssens, 2006; Hartley & Ineson, 2008; Bond-Lamberty &
Thomson, 2010; Hopkins et al., 2012) and significant research
effort has been directed at distinguishing between temperature

responses of labile and stable SOM which have different impor-
tance to soil C storage (Taneva et al., 2006; Hartley & Ineson,
2008; Karhu et al., 2010; Taneva & Gonzalez-Meler, 2011).
Predicting the rate and amount of soil C vulnerable to loss with
warming has posed an important challenge for empirical studies
and model predictions (Schlesinger & Andrews, 2000; Fang et al.,
2005; Reichstein et al., 2005; Davidson & Janssens, 2006;
Friedlingstein et al., 2006; Hartley & Ineson, 2008). Many studies
rely on the temperature sensitivity (Q10) of bulk soil respiration and
its components, yet these estimates are confounded by the
temporally and environmentally varying role of the different
processes controlling soil flux. Attempts to predict the fate of soil C
stocks simply based on changes in temperature alone are clearly
unrealistic, as shifts in climate will have profound impacts on
vegetation composition and activity. Consequential changes in
plant C assimilation, belowground C allocation, root growth,
rooting depth, and mycorrhizal associations are all likely to impact
soil C inputs andmineralization rates (Fontaine et al., 2007;Milcu
et al., 2011), changing soil C stores at long time-scales. To gain a
better understanding of the temperature sensitivity of these distinct
processes, it is paramount to separately assess the independent
temperature responses of the autotrophic and heterotrophic
components of soil respiration (Moyano et al., 2008; Gomez-
Casanovas et al., 2012; Fig. 1).

In the absence of acclimation, kinetic theory predicts that the
metabolic processes governing root and microbial respiration
respond positively to warming. However, if we further partition
root respiration into growth respiration and maintenance respira-
tion (Ryan, 1990) and add respiratory acclimation, the temperature
sensitivity of autotrophic respiration from soils becomes more
likely to vary with season. Because root growth may vary across
species and seasons, growth respiration is probably driven by
phenology and fuelled by the availability of C transported from
recent photosynthate or from stored C pools. Maintenance
respiration of roots (which includes nutrient uptake costs) is
primarily driven by tissue N concentration and influenced by
temperature. Therefore, nutrient and energy demands largely
determine rates of growth andmaintenance respiration, suggesting
that root respiration will rapidly acclimate to temperature (Atkin
et al., 2008). However, root respirationmay appear correlated with
temperature in model assessments because peak GPP and plant
phenology are often correlated with temperature in most ecosys-
tems (Subke & Bahn, 2010).

Indeed, increasing evidence that photosynthesis influences soil
respiration rates (Craine et al., 1999;H€ogberg et al., 2001; Janssens
et al., 2001; Irvine et al., 2005; Tang et al., 2005b; Gomez-
Casanovas et al., 2012; Savage et al., 2013) confirms the
importance of current photosynthetic substrate for soil respiration.
In addition, diel and seasonal effects on substrate supply below-
ground are a major confounding factor for assessments of the
temperature sensitivity of soil respiration, explaining the existence
of hysteresis patterns common in soil respiration data (Davidson
et al., 2006) and the wide range of belowground autotrophic Q10

values reported in the literature (Boone et al., 1998; Lavigne et al.,
2003; Tang et al., 2005a; Hartley et al., 2007; Burton et al., 2008).
Ecosystem-scale studies are lacking, but a grassland study showed
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that GPP and soil moisture interactions were the major drivers for
the soil autotrophic flux at multiple time-scales, whereas GPP and
temperature interactions explained variations in the heterotrophic
component of soil respiration (Gomez-Casanovas et al., 2012). In
fact, a recent meta-analysis (using 84 manipulation studies)
suggests that soil respiration may be more sensitive to changes in
precipitation than to changes in temperature (Wu et al., 2011).
Consequently, the apparent empirical relationship between tem-
perature and soil respiration data sets may simply be the result of
temperature fluctuations co-occurring with variations in GPP on
diel and seasonal time-scales influencing at least the root-
rhizosphere component of soil respiration.

Recent results indicate that the RPE leads to an apparent increase
in the temperature sensitivity of heterotrophic respiration (Zhu &
Cheng, 2011), and the stability of supposedly recalcitrant organic
matter depends strongly on how accessible it is to decomposing
organisms (Dungait et al., 2012), rather than on changes in
temperature per se. The confounding phenomena of the RPE
implicitly recognize the connection of plant root activity with the
activity of soil heterotrophs whichmay affect SOMmineralization.
In fact, photosynthate supply may exert a strong control on both
autotrophic and heterotrophic respiration (Bahn et al., 2009;
Taneva &Gonzalez-Meler, 2011; Gomez-Casanovas et al., 2012),
highlighting the intermediate area between strictly autotrophic and
heterotrophic processes, such as photosynthate-derived, substrate-
supply-driven respiration by mycorrhizal associates (Drigo et al.,
2010). The emerging paradigm for heterotrophic respiration is that
substrate supply (GPP) influences not only the component of
respiration most closely associated with the rhizosphere (Phillips
et al., 2011) but also the overall heterotrophic component of soil
respiration after some time lag (Gomez-Casanovas et al., 2012).

For the purpose of prognostic modeling, therefore, Q10 and
temperature dependences of soil respiration and its flux compo-
nents are not meaningful proxies, as the magnitude of autotroph-
derived soil CO2 efflux is determined by the amount of C
assimilated by plants and subsequent allocation to roots (Subke &
Bahn, 2010). In order to model this particular flux component, it
would be necessary to provide estimates of the assimilation and
allocation patterns of vegetation under globally changed condi-
tions, including overall warmer temperatures, changes in precip-
itation, higher CO2 concentrations, and (regionally) altered light
conditions. A better process understanding of the availability of
photosynthetic products (including reserves) at diurnal and
seasonal time-scales (Lloyd & Taylor, 1994; H€ogberg et al.,
2001; Tang et al., 2005b; Davidson et al., 2006; Taneva &
Gonzalez-Meler, 2011) as a predictor of autotrophic respiration
rates (and accounting for acclimation and adaptation of root
respiration to soil thermal changes; Rachmilevitch et al., 2007;
Atkin et al., 2008) provides a more meaningful basis for a realistic
projection of ecosystem responses to environmental change.
Combinations of soil warming and air warming experiments
provide an opportunity to tease apart the confounding influence of
temperature on photosynthesis and autotrophic respiration from
soils. Soil warming would initially (before soil nutrient availability
is significantly changed by warming) illustrate the effects of
temperature on soil processes without the similar temperature

effect on GPP (other than natural variation), and therefore direct
effects of temperature on root respiration could be untangled from
natural variation in air temperature influencing GPP. Recent
advances have been made using time-scale analysis of high-
frequency soil respiration data sets to relate temporal patterns of soil
respiration to biophysical drivers (Vargas et al., 2011); however, the
most progress will be made by combining multiple measurement
techniques (including partitioning techniques reviewed here) and
manipulations (soil and air warming combinations) with process-
based models (including photosynthesis, C allocation, and plant
functional type) to link to the ecosystem scale.

14C and 13C measurements of root respiration to infer
contributions of stored C

Forest trees appear to use stored carbohydrates that are several years
old and would buffer changes in GPP or belowgroundC allocation
over days or seasons. Combined with manipulative experiments,
14C approaches have the potential to inform studies about the use of
stored C in ecosystem metabolism and its role in the resistance of
forests to stress, disturbance or responses to climate change. Here,
we review 14C and some 13C evidence highlighting the use of stored
carbohydrates in forests during the growing season, among growing
seasons and over successional stages.

Seasonal variability

Data from temperate deciduous and coniferous forest in the
northeastern USA (Borken et al., 2006; S. Trumbore, unpub-
lished) suggest a decline in the mean C age of root respiration
(ΔΔ14C, the difference in Δ14C between a sample and the
atmosphere; Trumbore, 2006) between June and September
(Fig. 2). In a Quercus spp. dominated woodland, Cisneros-Dozal
(2005) observed a decline in the Δ14C-CO2 emitted by excised
roots (Δ14Croot respiration) throughout the growing season (May to
July, andMarch toMay). Analysis of the 14C isotopic composition
of starch pools extracted from live roots at this oak site suggested
that stored C contributed 70% (before leaf-out) to < 10% (August)
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Fig. 2 The ΔΔ14C of root respiration over the growing season for Howland
forest (91% conifer, 8% hardwood (solid triangles)) and Harvard forest
(mixed site 86% hardwood, 14% conifer (open squares); hemlock (Tsuga
canadensis) roots only (open diamonds)).ΔΔ14C, which gives an estimate of
C age, is calculated as the difference between Δ14C of root respiration and
the Δ14C of the atmosphere in the year of sampling. The error bars are the
standard deviation of themean of replicate samples, or the propagated error
of the ΔΔ14C calculation, taking the larger value.
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of the total root-respired CO2 (Cisneros-Dozal, 2005). In a
temperate Liquidambar styraciflua plantation, Lynch et al. (2013)
found that carbohydrates stored from GPP in a given year can
substantially fuel root respiration for at least two subsequent years
(Fig. 3). These results indicate that stored carbohydrates can be
mobilized under different scenarios, particularly under conditions
of low GPP.

Interannual variability

Stored carbohydrates are used by roots to balance energy demands
during periods of lowGPP (e.g. prior to leaf expansion), in response
to stressful conditions (e.g. drought, high vapor deficit and/or high
temperature), or when C allocation belowground is limited.
Czimczik et al. (2006) found a greater use of stored C in a dry and
warm year, compared with the following normal year, where root
respired C had a Δ14C value consistent with the current
atmosphere. Schuur & Trumbore (2006) also found a small
difference in Δ14C (c. 2 yr) in respiration of Picea mariana roots
between two consecutive sampling years. The age of storedC can be
multiple years old (Figs 2–4), so increasing storage reserves during
years of high productivity can ameliorate current photosynthetic
supply shortages during years when conditions are not favorable.

Stand age Forest productivity declines with stand age, possibly as
a result of increases in respiration costs over constantGPP (DeLucia
et al., 2007; Goulden et al., 2011), suggesting that the respiratory
demand for stored carbohydratesmay be higher as forest stands age.
There is some evidence that stand age may affect the Δ14C value of
root respired CO2. For instance, P. mariana (black spruce) trees at
least 40 yr old were respiring stored C up to 6 yr old, but young
P. mariana trees from adjacent sites involved almost no stored
carbohydrates during the normal respiration of roots (Czimczik
et al., 2006).

Seasonal, ontogenic or environmental conditions affect the
amount of stored carbohydrates used to support autotrophic
respiration from soils. Therefore, the demand for stored carbohy-
drates will increase as growing season length shortens with latitude.
A synthesis of current 14C data provides some indication of a
latitudinal trend in minimum and maximum ΔΔ14C (Fig. 4).
Specifically, at the tropical site, where there is very little seasonality,
there is a small difference between the minimum and maximum
ΔΔ14C in root respiration values. Maximum ΔΔ14C appears to
increase with latitude, suggesting a larger role for stored C pools at
higher latitudes, which experience greater seasonality and more
temperature variations affecting GPP. By contrast, there is no
regular trend in minimum ΔΔ14C, suggesting a period when
surplus photosynthate is available, and is used exclusively in root
respiration and allocated to storage for use in subsequent years.

Radiocarbon evidence indicates the ability of plants to draw on
carbohydrate reserves to support root respiration when energy
demand by the root system surpasses the substrate availability
supplied by current photosynthesis. An important emerging
outcome from these isotope approaches is that stored carbohydrates
buffer the variability of current photosynthate supply to roots
during ontogeny, phenology or environmental conditions that lead
to low GPP, suggesting that root respiration may be limited by
substrate availability. Therefore, current photosynthesis may play a
more important role in regulating autotrophic respiration from
soils than temperature (Street et al., 2011; Gomez-Casanovas et al.,
2012; Subke et al., 2012).

Current photosynthate supply effects on root
respiration: the Duke FACE case study

Carbon isotope tracers and pulse-chase experiments have been used
across a wide range of vegetation types to investigate the way in

Fig. 3 Fraction of stored carbon (C) from past gross primary productivity
(GPP) contributing to root respiration at a free air CO2 enrichment (FACE)
site in aLiquidambar styracifluaplantationatOakRidge, TN,USA.StorageC
was determined using an isotope mixing model taking advantage of the
cessationof a long-termecosystem13C isotopic tracer (1998–2009) thatwas
incorporated during CO2 fumigation. Results demonstrate that C stored
during fumigation was utilized for root respiration in 2010 (storage C that is
at least 1 yr old) and in 2011 (storage C that is at least 2 yr old). Data were
extracted and redrawn from Lynch et al. (2013) with the authors’
permission.

Fig. 4 Minimum and maximum ΔΔ14C for available measurements at one
tropical, two temperate, and twoboreal forest sites. Sites are: Harvard Forest
(Borken et al., 2006); Thompson (Czimczik et al., 2006); Delta Junction
(Schuur & Trumbore, 2006); and Santarém (Trumbore et al., 2006).MeanC
age is quantified by ΔΔ14C (the difference between Δ14C of root respiration
and the Δ14C of the atmosphere in the year of sampling). The error bars are
the standard deviation of the mean of replicate samples.
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whichCassimilatedbyplants is exchangedwith the atmosphere and
the soil biota (Taneva et al., 2006; Bowling et al., 2008; Subke et al.,
2012; Figs 2, 3). The speed of transfer between photosynthesis and
soil efflux differs between vegetation types, with belowground
transfer reported in the range of hours to days (H€ogberg et al., 2001;
Trueman &Gonzalez-Meler, 2005; Carbone & Trumbore, 2007;
Bahn et al., 2009;Mencuccini&Holtta, 2010) tomonths andyears
for more stable soil pools (Taneva et al., 2006). There are further
reported differences between species, probably linked to phloem
anatomy, assimilation rates or life history (Dannoura et al., 2011).
In addition, whole-plant or ecosystem-level isotopic experiments
can help unravel the transfer of assimilated C to heterotrophic
microbes in the soil. These experiments have shown that root-
associatedmycorrhizal fungal species havehighuptake rates of plant
assimilatedCand contribute greatly to soil respiration (Subke et al.,
2012). Pulse labeling experiments have enabled isotope-specific
model descriptions (Ohlsson, 2011) to estimate patterns of C
allocation, C use efficiency (CUE) or mobilization of stored C for
root respiration (Bahn et al., 2009; Street et al., 2011; Subke et al.,
2012). These experiments indicate that photosynthesis has a
substantial effect on root respiration, with stored carbohydrates
buffering respiratory demand for photosynthate when assimilation
rates are not sufficient (Figs 2–4).

At the Duke FACE experiment, a Pinus taeda plantation was
exposed to elevated CO2 starting in 1996 using a constant
isotopically depleted source of 13CO2 (see Supporting Information
Notes S1; Figs S1–S4). TheC turnover rates of leaves and soil pools
at the site are relatively slow and in the range of 3–20+ yr
(Schlesinger & Lichter, 2001;Matamala et al., 2003; Taneva et al.,
2006; Feng et al., 2010). In addition, the continuous isotope label
has been used to separate the autotrophic from the heterotrophic
components of soil respiration (Andrews et al., 1999; Luo et al.,
2001a; Moore et al., 2008; Taneva & Gonzalez-Meler, 2011; see
Table S1). This plethora of data along with the extensive ecosystem
fluxes and biomass pools measured at the site (DeLucia et al., 1999;
Matamala & Schlesinger, 2000; Luo et al., 2001b; Hui & Luo,
2004; Taneva et al., 2006; Table S2; Fig. S5) offer a unique
opportunity to investigate the effects of GPP on root respiration.
This is particularly true during the first year of the experiment,
when the newly labeled treatment C was marginally incorporated
into litter and soil pools (Table 1, Fig. 5).

In the first year of fumigation, GPP increased by 27% in forests
grown at elevated CO2 (Table 1). Although trees exposed to
elevated CO2 conditions allocated more C belowground in
absolute terms than those exposed to ambient CO2, trees in both
treatments invested roughly 40% of GPP to belowground tissues
and root-rhizosphere respiration and maintained similar values for
CUE (i.e. NPP-to-GPP ratio; Table 1). As a result, increases in
belowground autotrophic respiration in plants grown at elevated
CO2 appeared to be proportional to both increases in GPP and
increases in root biomass. These results are consistent with
successive observations made at the site, where root respiration
had a clear diel and seasonal pattern not solely driven by
temperature and moisture variations (Taneva & Gonzalez-Meler,
2011). Further evidence that photosynthesis may exert a larger
leverage on root respiration than soil moisture or temperature has

recently been obtained in grasslands (Gomez-Casanovas et al.,
2012) and this has also been suggested in other ecosystems (Street
et al., 2011; Subke et al., 2012).

The isotope mixing models used here identify the amount of
recently assimilated C respired from roots during the first year of

Table 1 Carbon partitioning to above- and belowground components
during the first year of fumigation (1997) in a pine forest plantation exposed
to ambient and elevated CO2 at the Duke free air CO2 enrichment (FACE)
study

Ambient Elevated
Elevated/
ambient

Gross primary production 1277 1624 1.27
Total aboveground allocation
(including coarse roots)

768 941 1.22

Aboveground respiration 335 391 1.17
Aboveground biomass 433 549 1.27
Total belowground allocation 509 683 1.34
Belowground biomass 105 150 1.42
Belowground respiration 403 533 1.32
Carbon use efficiency 0.42 0.43 1.02

Units are in g Cm�2 and are the average of three replicated rings. Data were
extracted from Andrews et al. (1999), DeLucia et al. (1999), Matamala &
Schlesinger (2000), Luo et al. (2001a,b), Hamilton et al. (2002), Matamala
et al. (2003) and Taneva et al. (2006).

Fig. 5 The relationship between daily gross primary productivity (GPP) and
daily respiration of labeled new photosynthetic carbon (C) by root-
rhizosphere respiration during the first year of fumigation (1997) in a Pinus
taeda forest plantation exposed to elevated CO2 at the Duke free air CO2

enrichment (FACE) study. Each point represents a 24-h mean of respiration
and GPP. A k-means clustering analysis was performed and data were
separated into clusters, which segregated by seasonal changes in GPP
(Supporting Information Table S4). Nongrowing season, closed circles;
growing season with low GPP, open circles; growing season, triangles. A
third cluster (open squares), imposed ad hoc, revealed anomalies that
occurred during the growing season under conditions with high autotrophic
respiration from soils and comparatively low GPP, probably because of
overcast days during the growing season, and where C storage could have
buffered low GPP. The fit of the piece-wise linear model is R2 = 0.51. Soil
respiration and isotope data were obtained from Andrews et al. (1999), Hui
& Luo (2004) and Taneva et al. (2006) andGPP fromLuo et al. (2001b), and
calculations were performed as described in Notes S1.
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CO2 fumigation (1997) atDuke FACE (Fig. 5, following Andrews
et al., 1999 and Taneva et al., 2006; Table S1). As a result of the
contribution of stored C (e.g. Bahn et al., 2009; Gaudinski et al.,
2009; Lynch et al., 2013; Figs 2–4), total root respiration is
probably underestimated, as storage C would have the pretreat-
ment isotopic signal. Nevertheless, we used these data to further
investigate the relationships between photosynthesis and the use of
current-year fixed C in root-rhizosphere respiration at the ecosys-
tem level (Fig. 5). A nonhierarchical k-means cluster analysis
(Sugar& James, 2003) identified twodistinct clusters of respiration
rate which was determined by seasonal GPP (Figs 5, S6–S8; Table
S4). Thus, during periods of highGPP, root respiration is also high,
correlating with high demands for whole-plant water and nutrients
(Janssens et al., 2001; Notes S1; Tables S2, S3). These results also
suggest that root respiration can respond to shifts in GPP at daily
time-scales, indicating a rapid response of root activity to
environmental variables, changes in plant demands and/or C
availability. Furthermore, a piece-wise linear model indicates that
GPP can explain ~51% of the variance in use of current-year C for
root respiration (Fig. 5). While GPP approaches zero for several
days during the year, an apparent basal maintenance rate of
respiration of 0.3 g C m�2 represents a minimum substrate
contribution to root respiration. Total root respiration was
probably supported by storage C during the low GPP periods, as
suggested above (Fig. 2; Lynch et al., 2013; Gough et al., 2009).
These results suggest that models should consider a hierarchical
approach to parameterize root respiration, which responds directly
to environmental drivers such as soil temperature andmoisture but
also responds rapidly to changes in photosynthesis.

Synthesis and goals for future research

Methods to separate in situ the autotrophic from the heterotrophic
components of soil respiration have biases that have weakened the
formulation of clear biotic and abiotic controls on soil fluxes
(Fig. 1). Among all the methods currently used, pulse-chase
isotope methods and natural abundance 13C and 14C methods
show the most promise in unraveling ecosystem controls on soil
respiration and its components, particularly when used in
combination with other approaches (Table 2). These methods
are revealing the importance of GPP and stored C as factors that
drive root respiration at the ecosystem level. However, there is still
much to be done to fully document patterns of photosynthate use
by roots and their variation in time and space through phenology,
ontogeny, succession, and climate regimes (Table 2). Comparisons
made across successional stages within an ecosystem and between
ecosystems or biomes are desperately needed (e.g. comparisons
oftropical versus temperate versus boreal forests, grassland types,
and managed ecosystems). Separating autotrophic from hetero-
trophic soil flux in combination with long-term monitoring or
manipulation experiments (e.g. flux sites and National Ecological
Observatory Network) would be highly beneficial to identifying
the role of biotic and abiotic influences on each of the soil
components over time under a variety of ecosystems and
environmental conditions. A summary of these challenges and
potential approaches is given in Table 2.

Currentmodels can simulateGPPrelationshipswithautotrophic
soil flux, yet the parameterization ofmodels to capture the apparent
physiological temperature response of ecosystems is an emerging
challenge for both the modeling and flux communities. Both
communities need to adopt a hierarchical approach to advance our
process understanding at small scales (Table 2) to increasingly larger
temporal and spatial scales and ultimately earth system models
(ESMs;Table 2).ThepredictiveabilityofESMswillbe improvedby
explicit representations of root respiration that are primarily driven
by GPP and plant C allocation which are currently absent.

Future progress will be made by using the continuous ecosystem
CO2 flux data that exist for a wide range of natural, semi-natural
and agricultural ecosystems, across most biomes (Luyssaert et al.,
2007), to ask questions that either challenge or improve model
representations of the temporal controls on photosynthesis and C
storage (Table 2). A recent example of this approach identified the
importance of endogenous circadian rhythms as a control on GPP
(Resco de Dios et al., 2012). Incorporating this process into ESMs
could help drive diel photosynthesis patterns without invoking a
simple temperature response function. Similarly, the importance of
photosynthesis-driven priming processes to heterotrophic SOM
turnover should be tested usingmodel–data fusion approaches. Key
challenges for future research are the detection of RPE in more
heterogeneous ecosystems than those used in manipulative exper-
iments or tightly controlled field and laboratory studies. This will
provide boundaries to the temperature sensitivity of belowground
C fluxes and hierarchical responses of GPP to air temperature, as
well as root respiratory responses to GPP acclimation and soil
temperature change (Table 2). Soil versus air warming experiments
may offer an opportunity to disentangle the effects of temperature–
GPP interactions on soil fluxes (Table 2), but most current
warming experiments have been focused on total soil respiration
instead of, more importantly, the autotrophic and heterotrophic
components.

It is important to note that increases in respiratory demand by
belowground tissues can also influence total belowground C
allocation. Because plants allocate C to maximize photosynthesis
and growth (Thornley, 1969; Thornley & Cannell, 2000), plants
will partition GPP into tissues that would minimize negative
impacts of limiting resources on growth (DeLucia et al., 2007;
Litton et al., 2007; Franklin et al., 2012). Increased allocation of C
to belowground tissues in response to nutrient and water demands
(Gower et al., 1996; Giardina et al., 2003) potentially increases
respiration costs (Odum, 1969) and reduces the proportion ofGPP
invested in growth (DeLucia et al., 2007). Climate and phenolog-
ical factors may lead to proportional changes in aboveground and
belowgroundCallocation (andpotentiallymaintenance of root-to-
shoot ratios of species; Litton et al., 2007; Gough et al., 2010), and
factors such as water availability, temperature, atmospheric CO2 or
nutrient availability have been documented to affect total below-
groundC allocation and autotrophic and heterotrophic respiration
from soils (Haynes &Gower, 1995; King et al., 2002; Norby et al.,
2004; Giardina et al., 2005; Ryan & Law, 2005; Trueman &
Gonzalez-Meler, 2005; Bryla et al., 2008). C allocation patterns are
used in models to predict the growth and C balance of ecosystems
under climate change scenarios (Friedlingstein et al., 2006; Fisher
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et al., 2010; Franklin et al., 2012). However, these models often
operate at longer temporal and larger spatial scales than empirical
data at which belowgroundC allocation are gathered (Gower et al.,
1996; Norby et al., 2004; Litton et al., 2007; Table 2). Addition-
ally, poor constraints on C turnover in fine roots increase
uncertainties in quantifying C allocation belowground and
movement of C from plants to soils (Lynch et al., 2013). New
promising methods based on diurnal stem diameter change that
correlate phloem sap flow with total sugar flux may provide new
insights at tree and stand levels at various temporal scales (H€oltt€a
et al., 2006; Mencuccini et al., 2013).

In summary, the typical representation of the temperature
sensitivity of root respiration in models contrasts with empirical
evidence gathered at the tissue to ecosystem levels that suggests
otherwise. For instance, although tissue N content is a good
predictor of specific rates of fine-root respiration, ecosystem-level
autotrophic soil respiration may better scale with changes in
fine-root biomass than root N content (Table 2). In addition to

changes in root biomass, autotrophic soil respiration is further
modulated by the respiratory acclimation to changes in temper-
ature (seasonal or resulting from warming). Our findings suggest
that while all of these processes act in combination, substrate
availability (a product of GPP and storage) is the ultimate driver of
the autotrophic soil flux (Table 2). Identifying these factors in a
hierarchical way is paramount to advance our predictive under-
standing of the responses of ecosystems to climate change.
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Table 2 Suggested future research needs and potential experimental and modeling approaches for understanding the combined effects of abiotic and biotic
drivers of root respiration from soils

Environmental
control Research needs Experimental and modeling approaches for future research

Nitrogen (N) Resolve whether changes in N availability
result in changes in root respiration
mediated by biomass and/or N content.
Impact of N availability on carbon (C)
allocation to heterotrophic soil organisms
(e.g. mycorrhizas), and ultimately on
direction of the plant response to N.

Experiments:
Combine N fertilization and isotope tracers with biomass collection, and soil respiration
fluxes and flux partitioning approaches.
Quantify C allocation to mycorrhizas and the magnitude of the rhizosphere priming
effect (RPE).

Models:
Use this quantitative understanding of how N availability affects belowground C
allocation/respiration, and root distribution (size, order and depth).
Include RPE effects on N mineralization in models.

Temperature Test root acclimation to temperature in field
experiments.
Disentangle the relative significance of GPP
from temperature in determining root
respiration from soils.
Understand the effects of temperature on
belowground C allocation and nutrient
demand that affects root mass and its respi
ratory flux.
Understand the effects of temperature on
nutrient availability mediated by decomposi
tion because it will have indirect effects on
root mass, plant growth and nutrient
demand (seen N).

Experiments:
Use multiple temperature treatments to obtain a temperature response function.
Combine air and soil warming experiments that will allow for characterization of GPP
versus direct temperature effects on root respiration.
Document and understand temperature-driven changes in C allocation.
Use a hierarchical approach to root respiration where primary (GPP and temperature),
secondary (allocation), and tertiary (nutrient availability and heterotrophic responses)
effects are identified.

Models:
Use process-based models to represent hierachical temperature effects (e.g.
temperature effect on autotrophic and heterotrophic metabolic rates, allocation
patterns, and GPP) rather than simple empirical relationships (e.g. rely less on Q10).
Incorporate process understanding of the availability of photosynthetic products on
root respiration, including stored C, on diurnal and seasonal time-scales.

C supply and
seasonality

Disentangle phenology and diel patterns from
temperature-driven changes in respiration.
Document the role of stored C in buffering
interannual, seasonal, and diel changes in
substrate availability.
Quantify C demand and respiratory cost for
root turnover.
Temporal changes in autotrophic substrate
supply in the rhizosphere may be apparent in
heterotrophic respiration after a time lag.

Experiments:
Use radiocarbon, pulse-chase experiments, biometric approaches and/or phloem sap
flux to determine patterns of belowground C allocation and instantaneous C use
efficiency.
Document the role of stored C in buffering interannual, seasonal, and diel changes in
substrate availability.
Identify the fraction of fine roots that turns over seasonally using minirhizotrons or
isotopes.
Determine temporal patterns for C allocation to heterotrophs in the rhizosphere.

Models:
Include root respiration as a function of current photosynthate or that buffered by
stored C when GPP is insufficient.
Reconcile the time steps of models with the temporal resolution of empirical data.
Incorporate GPP controls on heterotrophic respiration.

� 2013 The Authors

New Phytologist� 2013 New Phytologist Trust
New Phytologist (2013) 199: 339–351

www.newphytologist.com

New
Phytologist Research review Review 347



D.J.L. in the workshop. We also thank Susan Trumbore for the
generous use of radiocarbon data.

References

Andrews JA,HarrisonKG,MatamalaR, SchlesingerWH.1999.Separationof root

respiration from total soil respiration using carbon-13 labeling during free-air

carbon dioxide enrichment (FACE). Soil Science Society of America Journal 63:
1429–1435.

Atkin OK, Edwards EJ, Loveys BR. 2008. Response of root respiration to changes

in temperature and its relevance to global warming. New Phytologist 147:
141–154.

Bahn M, Schmitt M, Siegwolf R, Richter A, Bruggemann N. 2009. Does

photosynthesis affect grassland soil-respired CO2 and its carbon isotope

composition on a diurnal timescale? New Phytologist 182: 451–460.
Bond-Lamberty B, Bronson D, Bladyka E, Gower ST. 2011. A comparison of

trenched plot techniques for partitioning soil respiration. Soil Biology &
Biochemistry 43: 2108–2114.

Bond-Lamberty B, Thomson A. 2010. Temperature-associated increases in the

global soil respiration record. Nature 464: 579–582.
Boone RD, Nadelhoffer KJ, Canary JD, Kaye JP. 1998. Roots exert a strong

influence on the temperature sensitivity of soil respiration.Nature 396: 570–572.
Borken W, Savage K, Davidson EA, Trumbore SE. 2006. Effects of experimental

drought on soil respiration and radiocarbon efflux from a temperate forest soil.

Global Change Biology 12: 177–193.
Bouma TJ, Janssen HJA, de Kock MJ, van Leeuwen PH, de Visser R. 1994.

Respiratory energy requirements and rate of protein turnover in vivo determined

by the use of an inhibitor of protein synthesis and a probe to assess its affect.

Physiologia Plantarum 92: 585–594.
Bowden RD, Nadelhoffer KJ, Boone RD, Melillo JM, Garrison JB. 1993.

Contributions of aboveground litter, belowground litter, and root respiration to

total soil respiration in a temperate mixed hardwood forest. Canadian Journal of
Forest Research 23: 1402–1407.

Bowling DR, Pataki DE, Randerson JT. 2008. Carbon isotopes in terrestrial

ecosystem pools and CO2 fluxes. New Phytologist 178: 24–40.
Br€uggemann N, Gessler A, Kayler Z, Keel SG, Badeck F, Barthel M, Boeckx P,

Buchmann N, Brugnoli E, Espersch€ultz J et al. 2011. Carbon allocation and

carbon isotope fluxes in the plant–soil–atmosphere continuum: a review.

Biogeosciences 8: 3457–3489.
BrylaDR,BoumaTJ, EissenstatDM. 2008.Root respiration in citrus acclimates to

temperatureandslowsduringdrought.Plant,Cell&Environment20: 1411–1420.
Burton AJ, Jarvey JC, Jarvi MP, Zak DR, Pregitzer KS. 2012. Chronic N

deposition alters root respiration-tissue N relationship in northern hardwood

forests. Global Change Biology 18: 258–266.
BurtonAJ,Melillo JM,FreySD.2008.Adjustmentof forest ecosystemroot respiration

as temperature warms. Journal of Integrative Plant Biology 50: 1467–1483.
Burton AJ, Pregitzer KS, Hendrick RL. 2000. Relationships between fine root

dynamics and nitrogen availability in Michigan northern hardwood forests.

Oecologia 125: 389–399.
Burton AJ, Pregitzer KS, Ruess RW, Hendrik RL, Allen MF. 2002. Root

respiration in North American forests: effects of nitrogen concentration and

temperature across biomes. Oecologia 131: 559–568.
CarboneMS, Trumbore SE. 2007.Contribution of new photosynthetic assimilates

to respiration by perennial grasses and shrubs: residence times and allocation

patterns. New Phytologist 176: 124–135.
Chapin FS III, Matson PA, Mooney HA. 2002. Principles of terrestrial ecosystem
ecology. New York, NY, USA: Springer, 125–127.

Chen D, Zhou L, Rao X, Lin Y, FU S. 2010. Effects of root diameter and root

nitrogen concentrationon in situ root respiration amongdifferent seasons and tree

species. Ecological Research 25: 983–993.
Chen X, Post WM, Norby RJ, Classen AT. 2011.Modeling soil respiration and

variations in source components using a multi-factor global climate change

experiment. Climatic Change 107: 459–490.
Cisneros-Dozal LM. 2005.Using a 14C release to partition soil respiration sources in a
southeastern hardwood forest. PhD thesis, University of California, Irvine, CA,

USA.

Craine JM, Wedin DA, Chapin FS. 1999. Predominance of ecophysiological

controls on soil CO2 flux in a Minnesota grassland. Plant and Soil 207: 77–86.
Czimczik CI, Trumbore SE, Carbone MS,Winston GC. 2006.Changing sources

of soil respiration with time since fire in a boreal forest.Global Change Biology 12:
957–971.

DannouraM,Maillard P, Fresneau C, Plain C, Berveiller D, Gerant D, Chipeaux

C, Bosc A, Ngao J, Damesin C et al. 2011. In situ assessment of the velocity of

carbon transfer by tracing 13C in trunk CO2 efflux after pulse labeling: variations

among tree species and seasons. New Phytologist 190: 181–192.
Davidson EA, Janssens IA. 2006. Temperature sensitivity of soil carbon

decomposition and feedbacks to climate change. Nature 440: 165–173.
Davidson EA, Janssens IA, Luo Y. 2006.On the variability of respiration in

terrestrial ecosystems: moving beyondQ10.Global Change Biology 12: 154–164.
DeLucia E, Drake JE, Thomas RB, Gonzalez-Meler MA. 2007. Forest carbon use

efficiency: is respiration a constant fraction of gross primary production? Global
Change Biology 13: 1157–1167.

DeLucia EH, Hamilton JG, Naidu SL, Thomas RB, Andrews JA, Finzi A, Lavine

M,MatamalaR,Mohan JE,HendreyGR et al. 1999.Net primary production of

a forest ecosystem with experimental CO2 enrichment. Science 284: 1177–1179.
Drigo B, Pijl AS, Duyts H, Kielak AM, Gamper HA, Houtekamer MJ, Boschker

HTS, Bodelier PLE,Whiteley AS, van Veen JA et al. 2010. Shifting carbon flow
from roots into associated microbial communities in response to elevated

atmosheric CO2. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, USA 107:

10938–10942.
Dungait JAJ, HopkinsDW,Gregory AS,Whitmore AP. 2012. Soil organicmatter

turnover is governed by accessibility not recalcitrance. Global Change Biology 18:
1781–1796.

EpronD, Farque L, Lucot E, Badot PM. 1999. Soil CO2 efflux in a beech forest: the

contribution of root respiration. Annals Forest Science 56: 289–295.
Ewel KC, CropperWP, Gholz HL. 1987. Soil carbon dioxide evolution in Florida

[USA] slashpine plantations: II. Importance of root respiration.Canadian Journal
of Forest Research 17: 330–333.

Fang C, Smith P, Moncrieff JB, Smith JU. 2005. Similar response of labile and

resistant soil organic matter pools to changes in temperature.Nature 433: 57–59.
Feng X, Xu Y, Jaff�e R, Schlesinger WH, Simpson MJ. 2010. Turnover rates of

hydrolysable aliphatic lipids in Duke Forest soils determined by compound

specific 13C isotopic analysis. Organic Geochemistry 6: 573–579.
Field CB, Randerson JT, Malmstr€om CM. 1995.Global net primary production:

combining e colony and remote sensing. Remote Sensing Environment 51: 74–88.
Fisher RA,McDowell N, Purves D,Moorcroft P, Sitch S, Cox P, Huntingford C,

Meir P, Woodward FI. 2010. Assessing uncertainties in a second-generation

dynamic vegetation model caused by ecological scale limitations.New Phytologist
187: 666–681.

Fontaine S, Bardoux G, Abbadie L, Mariotti A. 2004. Carbon input to soil may

decrease soil carbon content. Ecology Letters 7: 314–320.
Fontaine S, Barot S, Barre P, Bdioui N, Mary B, Rumpel C. 2007. Stability of

organic carbon in deep soil layers controlled by fresh carbon supply.Nature 450:
277–280.

Franklin O, Johansson J, Dewar RC, Dieckmann U, McMurtrie RE, Brannstrom

A,DybzinskiR. 2012.Modeling carbon allocation in trees: a search for principles.

Tree Physiology 32: 648–666.
FriedlingsteinP,CoxP,BettsR,BoppL, vonBlohW,BrovkinV,CaduleP,Doney

S, EbyM,Fung I et al.2006.Climate-carbon cycle feedback analysis: results from

the C4MIP model intercomparison. Journal of Climate 19: 3337–3353.
Gaudinski JB, Torn MS, Riley WJ, Swanston C, Trumbore SE, Joslin JD, Majdi

H, Dawson TE, Hanson PJ. 2009. Use of stored carbon reserves in growth of

temperate tree roots and leaf buds: analyses using radiocarbonmeasurements and

modelling. Global Change Biology 15: 992–1014.
Giardina CP, Coleman MD, Hancock JE, King JS, Lilleskov EA, Loya WM,

PregitzerKS,RyanMG,TrettinCC.2005.The response of belowgroundcarbon

allocation in forests to global change. In: BinkleyD,MenyailoO, eds.Tree species
effects on soils: implications for global change. Dordrecht, theNetherlands: Springer

in cooperation with NATO Public Diplomacy Division, 119–154.
Giardina CP, Ryan MG, Binkley D, Fownes JH. 2003. Primary production and

carbon allocation in relation to nutrient supply in a tropical experimental forest.

Global Change Biology 9: 438–1450.

New Phytologist (2013) 199: 339–351 � 2013 The Authors

New Phytologist� 2013 New Phytologist Trustwww.newphytologist.com

Review Research review
New
Phytologist348



Gifford RM. 2003. Plant respiration in productivity models: conceptualization,

representation and issues for global terrestrial carbon-cycle research. Functional
Plant Biology 30: 171–186.

Gomez-Casanovas N, Matamala R, Cook DR, Gonzalez-Meler MA. 2012. Net

ecosystem exchange modifies the relationship between the autotrophic and

heterotrophic components of soil respiration with abiotic factors in prairie

grasslands. Global Change Biology 18: 2532–2545.
Gonzalez-Meler MA, Taneva L 2005. Integrated effects of atmospheric CO2

concentration on plant and ecosystem respiration. In: Lambers H, Ribas-Carbo

M, eds. Plant respiration. Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Kluwer-Academic

Publishers, 211–259.
Gonzalez-Meler MA, Taneva L, Trueman RJ. 2004. Plant respiration and elevated

atmospheric CO2 concentration: cellular responses and global significance.

Annals of Botany 94: 467–656.
GoughCM, Flower CE, Vogel CS, Curtis PS. 2010.Phenological and temperature

controls on the temporal non-structural carbohydrate dynamics of Populus
grandidentata and Quercus rubra. Forests 1: 65–81.

GoughCM, FlowerCE, Vogel CS,DragoniD,Curtis PS. 2009.Whole-ecosystem

labile carbon production in a north temperate deciduous forest. Agricultural and
Forest Meteorology 149: 1531–1540.

Gough CM, Seiler JR, Maier CA. 2004. Short-term effects of fertilization on

loblolly pine (Pinus taedaL.) physiology.Plant, Cell&Environment27: 876–886.
GouldenML,McMillan AMS,WinstonGC,Rocha AV,Mainies KL,Harden JW,

Bond-Lamberty BP. 2011. Patterns of NPP, GPP, respiration, and NEP during

borial forest succession. Global Change Biology 17: 855–871.
Gower ST, Pongracic S, Landberg JJ. 1996.A global trend in belowground carbon

allocation: can we use the relationship at smaller scales? Ecology 77: 1750–1755.
Guenet B, Juarez S, BardouxG, Abbadie L, ChenuC. 2012.Evidence that stable C

is as vulnerable to priming effect as is more labile C in soil. Soil Biology &
Biochemistry 52: 43–48.

Hamilton JG, DeLucia EH, George K, Naidu SL, Finzi AC, Schlesinger WH.

2002. Forest carbon balance under elevated CO2. Oecologia 131: 250–260.
Hanson PJ, Edwards NT, Garten CT, Andrews JA. 2000. Separating root and soil

microbial contributions to soil respiration: a review of methods and observations.

Biogeochemistry 48: 115–146.
Hartley IP,Heinemeyer A, Evans SP, InesonP. 2007.The effect of soil warming on

bulk soil vs. rhizosphere respiration. Global Change Biology 13: 2654–2667.
Hartley IP, Ineson P. 2008. Substrate quality and the temperature sensitivity of soil

organic matter decomposition. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 40: 1567–1574.
Hasselquist NJ, Metcalfe DB, H€ogberg P. 2012. Contrasting effects of low and

high nitrogen additions on soil CO2 flux components and ectomycorrhizal fungal

sporocarp production in a boreal forest. Global Change Biology 18: 3596–3605.
Haynes BE, Gower ST. 1995. Belowground carbon allocation in unfertilized and

fertilized red pine plantations in northern Wisconsin. Tree Physiology 15:
317–325.

HeinemeyerA,Hartley IP, Evans SP,De la Fuente JAC, InesonP. 2007.Forest soil

CO2 flux: uncovering the contribution and environmental responses of

ectomycorrhizas. Global Change Biology 13: 1786–1797.
Heinemeyer A,WilkinsonM, Vargas R, Subke JA, Casella E,Morison JIL, Ineson P.

2012.Exploring the “overflow tap” theory: linking forest soil CO2 fluxes and

individualmycorrhizospherecomponents tophotosynthesis.Biogeosciences9: 79–95.
H€ogberg P, Bhupinderpal S, Lofvenius MO, Nordgren A. 2009. Partitioning of

soil respiration into its autotrophic and heterotrophic components by means of

tree-girdling in old boreal spruce forest. Forest Ecology and Management 257:
1764–1767.

H€ogbergP, BuchmannN,ReadDJ. 2006.Comments on YakovKuzyakov’s review

‘Sources ofCO2efflux from soil and reviewof partitioningmethods’ [Soil Biology

& Biochemistry 38, 425–448]. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 38: 2997–2998.
H€ogberg P, Nordgren A, Buchmann N, Taylor AFS, Ekblad A, H€ogberg MN,

Nyberg G, Ottosson-Lofvenius M, Read DJ. 2001. Large-scale forest girdling

shows that current photosynthesis drives soil respiration. Nature 411: 789–792.
H€ogberg MN, Briones MJI, Keel SG, Metcalfe DB, Campbell C, Midwood AJ,

ThorntonB,HurryV, Linder S,NasholmT et al.2010.Quantification of effects

of season and nitrogen supply on tree below-ground carbon transfer to

ectomycorrhizal fungi and other soil organisms in a boreal pine forest. New
Phytologist 187: 485–493.

H€oltt€a T, Vesala T, Sevanto S, Per€am€aki M, Nikinmaa E. 2006.Modeling xylem

and phloemwater flows in trees according to cohesion theory andM€unch pressure

flow hypothesis. Trees 20: 67–78.
Hopkins FM, TornMS, Trumbore SE. 2012.Warming accelerates decomposition

of decades-old carbon in forest soils. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, USA 109: E1753–E1761.

Houghton RA, Davidson EA,Woodwell GM. 1998.Missing sinks, feedbacks and

understanding the role of terrestrial ecosystems in the global carbon balance.

Global Biogeochemical Cycles 12: 24–34.
Hui DF, Luo YQ. 2004. Evaluation of soil CO2 production and transport in Duke

Forest using a process-basedmodeling approach.Global Biogeochemical Cycles 18:
GB4029.

Irvine J, Law BE, Kurpius MR. 2005. Coupling of canopy gas exchange with

root and rhizosphere respiration in a semi-arid forest. Biogeochemistry 73: 271–
282.

Iversen CM. 2010.Digging deeper: fine-root responses to rising atmosphereic CO2

concentration in forested ecosystems. New Phytologist 186: 346–357.
Janssens IA, Dieleman W, Luyssaert S, Subke JA, Reichstein M, Ceulemans R,

Ciais P, Dolman AJ, Grace J, Matteucci G et al. 2010. Reduction of forest soil

respiration in response to nitrogen deposition. Nature Geoscience 3: 315–322.
Janssens IA, Lankreijer H, Matteucci G, Kowalski AS, Buchmann N, Epron D,

Pilegaard K, Kutsch W, Longdoz B, Grunwald T et al. 2001. Productivity
overshadows temperature in determining soil and ecosystem respiration across

European forests. Global Change Biology 7: 269–278.
Jia S,Wang Z, Li X, Zhang X,Mclaughlin NB. 2011. Effects of nitrogen fertilizer,

rootbranchorderandtemperatureonrespirationandtissueNconcentrationoffine

roots in Larix gmelinii and Fraxinus mandshurica. Tree Physiology 31: 718–726.
Jia SX,Wang ZQ, Li XP, Sun Y, Zhang XP, Liang AZ. 2010.N fertilization affects

on soil respiration, microbial biomass and root respiration in Larix gmelinii and
Fraxinus mandshurica plantations in China. Plant and Soil 333: 325–326.

Karhu K, Fritze H, Hamalainen K, Vanhala P, Jungner H, OinonenM, Sonninen

E, Tuomi M, Spetz P, Kitunen V et al. 2010. Temperature sensitivity of soil

carbon fractions in boreal forest soil. Ecology 91: 370–376.
Keenan TF, Davidson E, Moffat AM, Munger W, Richardson AW. 2012. Using

model-data fusion to interpret past trend, and quantify uncertainties in future

projections, or terrestrial ecosystem carbon cycling. Global Change Biology 18:
2555–2569.

King JS, Albaugh TJ, Allen HL, BufordM, Strain BR, Dogherty B. 2002. Below-

ground carbon input to soil is controlled by nutrient availability and fine root

dynamics in loblolly pine. New Phytologist 154: 389–398.
Kuzyakov Y. 2010. Priming effects: interactions between living and dead organic

matter. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 42: 1363–1371.
Kuzyakov Y, Larionova AA. 2005.Root and rhizomicrobial respiration: a review of

approaches to estimate respiration by autotrophic and heterotrophic organisms in

soil. Journal of Plant Nutrition and Soil Science 168: 503–520.
Lambers H, Chapin FS, Pons TL. 2008. Plant physiological ecology. New York, NY,

USA: Springer.

Lambers H, Schwurwater I, Atkin OK. 1996. Respiratory patterns in roots in

relation to their functioning. In:Waisel Y, Eshel A, Kafkaki K, eds. Plant roots: the
hidden half. New York, NY, USA: Marcel Dekker, 323–362.

LavigneMB,BoutinR, FosterRJ,GoodineG,BernierPY,RobitailleG. 2003.Soil

respiration responses to temperature are controlled more by roots than by

decomposition in balsam fir ecosystems. Canadian Journal of Forest Research 33:
1744–1753.

Leuzinger S, Thomas RQ. 2011.How do we improve Earth system models?

Integrating Earth system models, ecosystem models, experiments and long-term

data. New Phytologist 191: 15–18.
Levin I, Naegler T, Kromer B, Diehl M, Francey RJ, Gomez-Pelaez AJ, Steele LP,

WagenbachD,Weller R,Worthy DE. 2010.Observations andmodelling of the

global distribution and long-term trend of atmospheric 14CO2.Tellus Series B 62:

26–46.
Levy-Varon JH, SchusterWSF,GriffinKL. 2012.The autotrophic contribution to

soil respiration in a northern temperate deciduous forest and its response to stand

disturbance. Oecologia 169: 211–220.
Litton CM, Raich JW, Ryan MG. 2007. Carbon allocation in forest ecosystems.

Global Change Biology 13: 2089–2109.

� 2013 The Authors

New Phytologist� 2013 New Phytologist Trust
New Phytologist (2013) 199: 339–351

www.newphytologist.com

New
Phytologist Research review Review 349



Liu ZF, Wu JP, Zhou LX, Lin YB, Fu SL. 2012. Tree girdling effect on bacterial

substrate utilization pattern depending on stand age and soil microclimate in

Eucalyptus plantations. Applied Soil Ecology 54: 7–13.
Lloyd J, Taylor JA. 1994.On the temperature dependence of soil respiration.

Functional Ecology 8: 315–323.
LuoY,MedlynB,HuiD, EllsworthD, Reynolds J, KatulG. 2001b.Gross primary

productivity in Duke Forest: modeling synthesis of CO2 experiment and eddy-

flux data. Ecological Applications 11: 239–252.
Luo YQ, Randerson JT, Abramowitz G, Bacour C, Blyth E, Carvalhais N, Ciais P,

Dalmonech D, Fisher J, Fisher R et al. 2012. A framework for benchmarking

land models. Biogeosciences 9: 3857–3874.
Luo Y,Wu L, Andrews JA,White L,Matamala R, Sch€afer KVR, SchlesingerWH.

2001a. Elevated CO2 differentiates ecosystem carbon processes: deconvolution

analysis of Duke Forest FACE data. Ecological Monographs 71: 357–376.
Luo Y, Zhou X. 2006. Soil respiration and the environment. Amsterdam, the

Netherlands: Academic Press.

Luyssaert S, Inglima I, JungM, Richardson AD, ReichsteinM, PapaleD, Piao SL,

Schulze ED, Wingate L, Matteucci G et al. 2007. CO2-balance of boreal,

temperate and tropical forest derived from a global database. Global Change
Biology 13: 2509–2537.

Lynch DJ, Matamala R, Iverson CM, Norby RJ, Gonzalez-Meler MA. 2013.

Stored carbon partly fuels fine-root respiration but is not used for production of

new fine roots. New Phytologist. doi: 10.1111/nph.12290.
Mahecha MD, Reichstein M, Carvalheis N, Lasslop G, Lange H, Seneviratne SI,

Vargas R, Ammann C, ArainMA, Cescatti A et al. 2010.Global convergence in
the temperature sensitivity of respiration at ecosystem level.Science329: 838–840.

Maier CA, Kress LW. 2000. Soil CO2 evolution and root respiration in 11 year-old

loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) plantations as affected by moisture and nutrient

availability. Canadian Journal of Forest Research 30: 347–359.
Matamala R,Gonzalez-MelerMA, Jastrow JD,Norby RJ, SchlesingerWH. 2003.

Impacts of fine root turnover on forest NPP and soil C sequestration potential.

Science 302: 1385–1387.
Matamala R, Schlesinger WH. 2000. Effects of elevated atmospheric CO2 on fine

root production and activity in an intact temperate forest ecosystem. Global
Change Biology 6: 967–979.

MencucciniM,Holtta T. 2010.The significance of phloem transport for the speed

with which canopy photosynthesis and belowground respiration are linked.New
Phytologist 185: 189–203.

Mencuccini M, H€oltt€a T, Sevanto S, Nikinmaa E. 2013. Concurrent

measurements of change in the bark and xylemdiameters of trees reveal a phloem-

generated turgor signal. New Phytologist. doi: 10.1111/nph.12224.
Milcu A, Heim A, Ellis RJ, Scheu S, Manning P. 2011. Identification of general

patterns of nutrient and labile carbon control on soil carbon dynamics across a

successional gradient. Ecosystems 14: 710–719.
MooreDJP,Gonzalez-MelerMA,TanevaL,PippenJS,KimH-S,DeLuciaEH.2008.

The effect of carbon dioxide enrichment on apparent stem respiration from Pinus
taeda L. is confounded by high levels of soil carbon dioxide.Oecologia 158: 1–10.

Moyano FE, Kutsch WL, Rebmann C. 2008. Soil respiration fluxes in relation to

photosynthetic activity in broad-leaf and needle-leaf forest stands. Agricultural
and Forest Meteorology 148: 135–143.

Neff JC, TownsendAR,Gleixner G, Lehman SJ, Turnbull J, BowmanWD. 2002.

Variable effects of nitrogen additions on the stability and turnover of soil carbon.

Nature 419: 915–917.
Norby RJ, Ledford J, Reilly CD, Miller NE, O’Neill EG. 2004. Fine-root

production dominates response of a deciduous forest to atmospheric CO2

enrichment. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America 101: 9689–9693.

Nowinski NS, Trumbore SE, Jimenez G, Fenn ME. 2009. Alteration of

belowground carbondynamics by nitrogen addition in southernCaliforniamixed

conifer forests. Journal of Geophysical Research 114: g02005.
Odum EP. 1969. The strategy of ecosystem development. Science 164: 262–270.
Ohlsson KEA. 2011.Theoretical model of the abiotic component of soil (CO2)-C-

13 tracer efflux in 13C pulse-labeling experiments on plant-soil systems. Soil
Biology & Biochemistry 43: 675–681.

Pataki DE, Ellsworth DS, Evans RD, Gonzalez-Meler M, King J, Leavitt SW, Lin

GH, Matamala R, Pendall E, Siegwolf R et al. 2003. Tracing changes in

ecosystem function under elevated carbon dioxide conditions. BioScience 53:
805–818.

Phillips RP, Finzi AC, Bernhardt ES. 2011. Enhanced root exudation induces

microbial feedbacks to N cycling in a pine forest under long-term CO2

fumigation. Ecology Letters 14: 187–194.
PregitzerKS,King JS, BurtonAJ. 2000.Responses of tree fine roots to temperature.

New Phytologist 147: 105–115.
Pregitzer KS, Laskowski MJ, Burton AJ, Lessard VC, Zak DR. 1998. Variation in

sugarmaple root respirationwith root diameter and soil depth.Tree Physiology18:
665–670.

Rachmilevitch S, Xu Y, Gonzalez-Meler MA, Huang B, Lambers H. 2007.

Cytochrome and alternative pathway activity in roots of thermal and non-thermal

Agrostis species in response to high soil temperature. Physiologia Plantarum 129:

163–174.
Reich PB, Oleksyn J, Tjoelker MG. 1996.Needle respiration and nitrogen

concentration in Scots Pine populations from a broad latitudinal range: a

common garden test with field grown trees. Functional Ecology 10: 768–776.
Reichstein M, Katterer T, Andren O, Ciais P, Schulze E, Cramer W, Papale D,

Valentini R. 2005. Temperature sensitivity of decomposition in relation to soil

organic matter pools: critique and outlook. Biogeosciences 2: 317–321.
Resco de Dios V, GouldenML, Ogle K, Richardson AD,Hollinger DY, Davidson

EA, Alday JG, Barron-Gafford GA, Carrara A, Kowalski AS et al. 2012.
Endogenous circadian regulation of carbon dioxide exchange in terrestrial

ecosystems. Global Change Biology 18: 1956–1970.
Richardson AD, CarboneMS, Keenan TF, Czimczik CI, Hollinger DY,Murakami

P,SchabergPG,XuX.2013.Seasonaldynamicsandageofstemwoodnonstructural

carbohydrates in temperate forest trees.New Phytologist 197: 850–861.
Risk D, Nickerson N, Phillips CL, Kellman L, Moroni M. 2012. Drought alters

respired delta(CO2)-C-13 from autotrophic, but not heterotrophic soil

respiration. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 50: 26–32.
Ryan MG. 1990. Growth and maintenance respiration in stems of Pinus contorta
and Picea engelmannii. Canadian Journal of Forest Research 20: 48–57.

Ryan MG. 1991. Effects of climate change on plant respiration. Ecological
Applications 1: 157–167.

Ryan MG. 1995. Foliar maintenance respiration of subalpine and boreal trees and

shrubs in relation to nitrogen content. Plant, Cell & Environment 18: 765–772.
RyanMG, Hubbard RM, Pongracic S, Raison RJ, McMurtire RE. 1996. Foliage,

fine-root, woody-tissue and stand respiration in Pinus radiate in relation to

nitrogen status. Tree Physiology 16: 333–343.
Ryan MG, Law BE. 2005. Interpreting, measuring, and modeling soil respiration.

Biogeochemistry 73: 3–27.
Savage K, Davidson EA, Tang J. 2013. Diel patterns of autotrophic and

heterotrophic respiration among phenological stages. Global Change Biology in
press.

Scheurwater I, Cornelissen C, Dictus F, Welschen R, Lambers H. 1998.Why do

fast- and slow-growing grass species differ so little in their rate of root respiration,

considering the large differences of growth and ion uptake? Plant, Cell &
Environment 21: 995–1005.

Schlesinger WH, Andrews JA. 2000. Soil respiration and the global carbon cycle.

Biogeochemistry 48: 7–20.
Schlesinger WH, Lichter J. 2001. Limited carbon storage in soil and litter of

experimental forest plots under increased atmospheric CO2. Nature 411: 466–
469.

Schuur EAG, Trumbore SE. 2006. Partitioning sources of soil respiration in boreal

black spruce forest using radiocarbon. Global Change Biology 12: 165–176.
Smithwick EAH, Eissenstat DM, Lovett GM, Bowden RD, Rustad LE, Driscoll

CT. 2013. Root stress and nitrogen deposition: consequences and research

priorities. New Phytologist 197: 712–719.
Southon J, Santos G. 2004. Ion source development at KCCAMS, University of

California, Irvine. Radiocarbon 46: 33–39.
Street LE, Subke JA, Sommerkorn M, Heinemeyer A, Williams M. 2011.

Turnover of recently assimilated carbon in arctic bryophytes.Oecologia 167: 325–
337.

Subke JA, BahnM. 2010.On the ‘temperature sensitivity’ of soil respiration: canwe

use the immeasurable to predict the unknown? Soil Biology & Biochemistry 42:
1653–1656.

New Phytologist (2013) 199: 339–351 � 2013 The Authors

New Phytologist� 2013 New Phytologist Trustwww.newphytologist.com

Review Research review
New
Phytologist350



Subke JA, Heinemeyer A, Vallack HW, Leronni V, Baxter R, Ineson P. 2012. Fast

assimilate turnover revealed by in situ CO2-C-13 pulse-labelling in subarctic

tundra. Polar Biology 35: 1209–1219.
Subke JA, Inglima I,CotrufoMF. 2006.Trends andmethodological impacts in soil

CO2 efflux partitioning: a metaanalytical review.Global Change Biology 12: 921–
943.

Subke JA, Voke NR, Leronni V, Garnett MH, Ineson P. 2011. Dynamics and

pathways of autotrophic and heterotrophic soil CO2 efflux revealed by forest

girdling. Journal of Ecology 99: 186–193.
Sugar CA, James GM. 2003. Finding the number of clusters in a dataset: an

information-theoretic approach. Journal of the American Statistical Association 98:
750–763.

Taneva L, Gonzalez-MelerMA. 2011.Distinct patterns in the diurnal and seasonal

variability in four components of soil respiration in a temperate forest under free-

air CO2 enrichment. Biogeosciences 8: 3077–3092.
Taneva L, Pippen JS, Schlesinger WH, Gonzalez-Meler MA. 2006. The turnover

of carbon pools contributing to soil CO2 and soil respiration in a temperate forest

exposed to elevated CO2 concentration. Global Change Biology 12: 983–994.
Tang J, Baldocchi DD. 2005. Spatial-temporal variation in soil respiration in an

oak-grass savanna ecosystem in California and its partitioning into autotrophic

and heterotrophic components. Biogeochemistry 73: 183–207.
Tang J,BaldocchiDD,XuL. 2005b.Tree photosynthesismodulates soil respiration

on a diurnal time scale. Global Change Biology 11: 1298–1304.
Tang J, Misson L, Gershenson A, ChengWX, Goldstein AH. 2005a. Continuous

measurements of soil respiration with and without roots in a ponderosa pine

plantation in the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Agricultural and Forest Meteorology
132: 212–227.

Thornley JM. 1969. A model to describe the partitioning of photosynthate during

vegetative plant growth. Annals of Botany 33: 419–430.
Thornley JHM, Cannell MGR. 2000.Modeling the components of plant

respiration: representation and realism. Annals of Botany 85: 55–67.
ThorntonPE,RosenbloomNA.2005.Ecosystemmodel spin-up: estimating steady

state conditions in a coupled terrestrial carbon and nitrogen cycle model.

Ecological Modelling 189: 25–48.
Trueman RJ, Gonzalez-Meler MA. 2005. Accelerated belowground C cycling in a

managed agriforest ecosystem exposed to elevated carbon dioxide concentrations.

Global Change Biology 11: 1258–1271.
Trumbore S. 2006. Carbon respired by terrestrial ecosystems - recent progress and

challenges. Global Change Biology 12: 141–153.
Trumbore S, Da Costa ES, Nepstad DC, De Camargo PB, Martinelli L, Ray D,

Restom T, Silver W. 2006.Dynamics of fine root carbon in Amazonian tropical

ecosystems and the contribution of roots to soil respiration.Global Change Biology
12: 217–229.

Trumbore SE. 2000. Age of soil organic matter and soil respiration: radiocarbon

constraints on belowground C dynamics. Ecological Applications 10: 399–411.
Valentini R, Matteucci G, Doman AJ, Schulze ED, Rebmann C, Moors EJ,

Granier A, Gross P, JensenNO, Pilegaard K et al. 2000.Respiration as themain

determinant of carbon balance in European forests. Nature 404: 861–863.
Vallack HW, Leronni V, Metcalfe DB, H€ogberg P, Ineson P, Subke JA. 2012.

Application of nitrogen fertilizer to a boreal pine forest has a negative impact on

the respiration of ectomycorrhizal hyphae. Plant and Soil 352: 405–417.
Vargas R, Carbone MS, Reichstein M, Baldocchi DD. 2011. Frontiers and

challenges in soil respiration research: from measurements to model-data

integration. Biogeochemistry 102: 1–13.
Vose JM, Ryan MG. 2002. Seasonal respiration of foliage, fine roots, and woody

tissues in relation to growth, tissue N, and photosynthesis.Global Change Biology
8: 182–193.

Wang W, Peng S, Fang J. 2010. Root respiration and its relation to nutrient

contents in soil and root and EVI among 8 ecosystems, northernChina. Plant and
Soil 333: 391–401.

Wu Z, Dijkstra P, Koch GW, Pe~nuelas J, Hungate BA. 2011. Responses of

terrestrial ecosystems to temperature and precipitation change: a meta-analysis of

experimental manipulation. Global Change Biology 17: 927–942.
Zhu B, Cheng W. 2011. Rhizosphere priming effect increases the temperature

sensitivity of soil organicmatter decomposition.Global Change Biology 17: 2172–
2183.

Zogg GP, Zak DR, Burton AJ, Pregitzer KS. 1996. Fine root respiration in

northern hardwood forests in relation to temperature and nitrogen availability.

Tree Physiology 16: 719–725.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information may be found in the online
version of this article.

Fig. S1 IncreasingCO2by200 ll l
�1 lowers thed13Cof theCO2 in

the elevated FACE plots to –20&.

Fig. S2 Isotopic composition of fumigation CO2 at the Duke
FACE site.

Fig. S3 Pool size isotope correction for estimating fluxes from pool
residence times that was applied to live and dead roots of different
diameter classes and soil CO2.

Fig. S4Model for correcting incorporation of post-treatment C in
root decomposition.

Fig. S5 Soil respiration for the elevated plots as simulated by Hui
and Luo (2004).

Fig. S6Cluster profile plots from the k-means analysis demonstrate
that GPP is primarily responsible for the clustering, and root
respiration rate is not.

Fig. S7 Daily GPP versus the day of year partitioned into two
clusters using k-means cluster analysis.

Fig. S8Daily current-year C utilized for root respiration versus the
day of year.

Table S1 Isotope end-members for calculations of pretreatment C
(A, ambient) and post- treatmentC (E, elevated) at theDuke FACE
site

Table S2 Averaged monthly values of the proportion of current
photosynthate (% new C) respired by soils that was not originated
in decomposition of leaf and root litter pools

Table S3 Partitioning of GPP into ecosystem components and
fluxes at the Duke FACE site

Table S4 Summary statistics for k-means clustering analysis

Notes S1 Contribution of current photosynthate to root-rhizo-
sphere respiration.

Please note: Wiley-Blackwell are not responsible for the content or
functionality of any supporting information supplied by the
authors. Any queries (other than missing material) should be
directed to the New Phytologist Central Office.

� 2013 The Authors

New Phytologist� 2013 New Phytologist Trust
New Phytologist (2013) 199: 339–351

www.newphytologist.com

New
Phytologist Research review Review 351




