
Forest Ecosystems 11 (2024) 100217
Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Forest Ecosystems

journal homepage: www.keaipublishing.com/cn/journals/forest-ecosystems
Root overlap and allocation of above- and belowground growth of European
beech in pure and mixed stands of Douglas fir and Norway spruce

Amani S. Lwila a,*, Christian Ammer a,b, Oliver Gailing b,c, Ludger Leinemann c, Martina Mund d

a Department of Silviculture & Forest Ecology of the Temperate Zones, University of G€ottingen, Büsgenweg 1, 37077, G€ottingen, Germany
b Center for Biodiversity and Sustainable Land-Use, University of G€ottingen, Büsgenweg 1, 37077, G€ottingen, Germany
c Department of Forest Genetics and Forest Tree Breeding, Faculty of Forest Sciences and Forest Ecology, University of G€ottingen, Büsgenweg 2, 37077, G€ottingen, Germany
d Forestry Research and Competence Centre Gotha, J€agerstraße 1, D-99867, Germany
A R T I C L E I N F O

Keywords:
Fine root growth
Stem growth
Trade-off
Cost-benefit ratio
Belowground territoriality
Conspecific neighbors
Heterospecific neighbors
* Corresponding author.
E-mail address: amani-saul.lwila@forst.uni-goett

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fecs.2024.100217
Received 26 January 2024; Received in revised for
2197-5620/© 2024 The Authors. Publishing service
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
A B S T R A C T

Site conditions and species identity have a combined effect on fine root growth of trees in pure and mixed stands.
However, mechanisms that may contribute to this effect are rarely studied, even though they are essential to
assess the potential of species to cope with climate change. This study examined fine root overlap and the linkage
between fine root and stem growth of European beech (Fagus sylvatica) growing in pure and mixed stands with
Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) or Norway spruce (Picea abies) at two different study sites in northwestern
Germany.

The study sites represented substantially different soil and climate conditions. At each site, three stands, and at
each stand, three pairs of trees were studied. In the pure beech stand, the pairs consisted of two beech trees, while
in the mixed stands each pair was composed of a beech tree and a conifer. Between each pair, three evenly spaced
soil cores were taken monthly throughout the growing season. In the pure beech stands, microsatellite markers
were used to assign the fine roots to individual trees. Changes in stem diameter of beech were quantified and then
upscaled to aboveground wood productivity with automatic high-resolution circumference dendrometers.

We found that fine root overlap between neighboring trees varied independently of the distance between the
paired trees or the stand types (pure versus mixed stands), indicating that there was no territorial competition.
Aboveground wood productivity (wood NPP) and fine root productivity (root NPP) showed similar unimodal
seasonal patterns, peaking in June. However, this pattern was more distinct for root NPP, and root NPP started
earlier and lasted longer than wood NPP. The influence of site conditions on the variation in wood and root NPP
of beech was stronger than that of stand type. Wood NPP was, as expected, higher at the richer site than at the
poorer site. In contrast, root NPP was higher at the poorer than at the richer site.

We concluded that beech can respond to limited resources not only above- but also belowground and that the
negative relationship between above- and belowground growth across the study sites suggests an ‘optimal par-
titioning’ of growth under stress.
1. Introduction

Climate change will impact European forests dramatically, resulting
in modified growth (Pretzsch et al., 2018; Martínez-Sancho et al., 2020;
Forzieri et al., 2021; Del Martinez et al., 2022), increased tree mortality
rates (Allen et al., 2015; Bosela et al., 2021), and altered species
composition (Ammer, 2019). European beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) is an
example. While this species would dominate Central European forests
under natural conditions (Leuschner et al., 2017), it was heavily affected
by recent years of severe drought, which could lead to a reduction in its
ingen.de (A.S. Lwila).
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future competitiveness (Schuldt et al., 2020; Mathes et al., 2023).
Defoliation and dieback of both dominant and suppressed trees were
observed (Meyer et al., 2022, Mathes et al., 2023). Leuschner et al.
(2023) expect that some parts of Germany may even become unfavorable
for beech.

Recently, mixing tree species has been discussed as a suitable adap-
tation to climate change (Ammer, 2019; Ammer and Wagner, 2005).
However, the belowground responses of mixed stands to a changing
climate are still unclear. While, for example, Zwetsloot et al. (2019)
found that beech shifts its root production towards shallower soil layers
ne 2024
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Table 1
Stand characteristics of the studied pure and mixed stands at the northern and
southern study site. In mixed stands, the value for beech is followed by the value
for the respective conifer in parenthesis.

Site and stand type Stand
age
(yr)

Stem
density
(N⋅ha�1)

Basal area
(m2⋅ha�1)

Average
tree
height
(m)

Average
tree dbh
(cm)

South Beech 89 248 26 33 46
Beech
(Spruce)

94
(86)

158 (35) 18 (7) 32 (33) 50 (53)

Beech
(Douglas-
fir)

90
(80)

162 (31) 21 (12) 32 (37) 43 (56)

North Beech 85 527 24 28 36
Beech
(Spruce)

122
(122)

240 (72) 17 (12) 28 (31) 35 (56)

Beech
(Douglas-
fir)

85
(82)

335 (39) 16 (14) 27 (36) 28 (70)
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in mixture with Norway spruce, the opposite was reported by Lwila et al.
(2021). There, more beech fine roots were allocated to deeper soil layers
when mixed with Norway spruce or Douglas fir. However, it appeared
that root competition was less intense for beech in mixed stands than in
pure stands (Zwetsloot et al., 2019). Several studies have indicated that
belowground biomass and its vertical distribution in mixed stands
depend on multiple factors such as tree species identity, site conditions,
stand age, and stand density (Fin�er et al., 2007, 2017; Lwila et al., 2021).
We found in previous studies that fine root biomass (g⋅m�2) and fine root
productivity (g⋅m�2⋅year�1) in pure and mixed beech stands were higher
in nutrient poor and relatively dry soils than at sites with better soil
conditions. Moreover, fine root biomass increased with increasing beech
percentage on the ‘poor’, but not on the ‘rich’ sites (Lwila et al., 2021,
2023).

Belowground competition is a function of the root system of a tree and
the number and identity of neighboring trees. For example, Zeng et al.
(2021) found that fine root biomass depends on the interaction between
aboveground species richness and stand density. In fact, they found that
fine root biomass increased with species richness if stand density was
low, but not if stand density was high. However, information is lacking as
to the extent that fine root overlaps between competing neighbors
determine resource uptake in both monospecific and mixed stands.

In mixed stands, fine roots of different tree species can be identified
by their morphological characteristics (Hertel and Leuschner, 2002;
Meinen et al., 2009), but in monospecific stands root spreading from
individual trees cannot be assessed using the conventional morphometric
method. Consequently, little is known about the neighborhood and
strength of competition formed by fine roots within monospecific stands.
However, the application of molecular methods to identify tree in-
dividuals is a promising approach to overcome this methodological
limitation. For example, Lang et al. (2010) applied a microsatellite
marker to analyze beech territoriality by genotyping beech trees, and
Brunner et al. (2004) used plastid microsatellites to identify overlapping
root systems of silver fir (Abies alba Miller) individuals.

An adaptation of the above- and belowground biomass relationship to
different site or competition situations would utilize the “optimal parti-
tioning theory” (Hertel et al., 2013; Mccarthy and Enquist, 2007). This
theory proposes that plants adjust biomass allocation internally (e.g.,
investments into leaves versus roots) in order to maintain high growth
rates when resources are limited (Mccarthy and Enquist, 2007). Higher
fine root biomass at the poor as compared to the rich site, found at both
stand and tree level in our previous studies (Lwila et al., 2021, 2023),
supports this theory. Although belowground biomass and hence growth
depend on both above- and belowground processes (Annigh€ofer et al.,
2022), the relationship between the basal area of a tree and its fine root
biomass can vary strongly due to differences in site conditions and cor-
responding plant metabolism. For example, Schall et al. (2012) found
that beech is able to increase its proportion of leaf biomass under reduced
light conditions and root biomass under drought conditions, resulting in
the same total biomass. Thus, beech has a remarkable potential for
adjusting fine root biomass to cope with unfavorable conditions. How-
ever, it is unclear whether beech can make such adjustments to biomass
allocation in species mixtures. Furthermore, belowground biomass allo-
cation not only reflects site conditions (i.e., the availability of nutrients
and water (Hutchings and John, 2010), but is also driven by interactions
between neighboring trees, which can further limit or enhance resource
availability (e.g., by hydraulic lift).

Roots proliferate towards high-nutrient patches; at these hotspots,
competition for resources is expected to be intense (O'Brien et al., 2017;
Valverde-Barrantes et al., 2015), with a substantial effect on below-
ground relative abundance and spatial biomass variability in forest
stands (Wijesinghe et al., 2005). Schenk et al. (1999) suggested that the
benefit of defending space and its resources may be less costly than the
overlap of roots in direct competition for resources in a shared soil vol-
ume. Nevertheless, it could be that some species do not compete mainly
via placing their roots in richer soil patches (and blocking roots of
2

competitors), but by altering metabolic processes (Schimel and Bennett,
2004), or by using a mix of several strategies (Aidoo et al., 2016).

To assess mechanisms that might influence belowground growth and
competitiveness of beech under different sites conditions, this study
focused on fine root overlap and the relationship between seasonal and
annual fine root and aboveground wood growth of mature beech trees
growing at two study sites in northern Germany. We hypothesized that i)
fine root overlap between tree pairs is always highest at the center point
between the individuals, indicating competition for root space; ii) in
pairs of different tree species, beech roots dominate the center point and
can be found more frequently close to the heterospecific neighbor,
indicating that beech suppresses heterospecific neighbors' roots by
occupying rooting space, while in conspecific neighborhoods no differ-
ences in the spatial distribution are found; and iii) fine root and stem
growth follow opposite patterns in response to site quality, with higher
root growth but lower stem growth at the ‘poor’ than at the ‘rich’ site.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Study sites

The study was conducted in northwestern Germany (the federal state
of Lower Saxony, Germany). The study design comprised two ‘clusters’ of
stands. One cluster was located in the south of Lower Saxony (‘Winne-
feld’, hereafter ‘rich site’ or ‘southern region’ ), and one in the north
(‘Unterlüß’, hereafter ‘poor site’ or ‘northern region’ ). Each cluster
contained two stand types (pure versus mixed stand) and three stands:
one monospecific stand of European beech, one mixed stand with beech
and Norway spruce and one mixed stand with beech and Douglas-fir. The
regions differ in climate, geology, soil texture, and soil type (Table S1,
more details can be found at Lwila et al. (2021), and Foltran et al.
(2023)). The southern region is in the lower mountain range ‘Solling’.
The dominant soil types at this region are Cambisols to Luvisols devel-
oped from loess containing material on sandstones, with mean annual
precipitation between 839 and 895 mm. The northern region is in the
lowland of Lower Saxony. This region is characterized by podsols
developed on sand deposits, with mean annual precipitation range from
673 to 747 mm and mean annual air temperature that is nearly 1 �C
higher than the south site (Lwila et al., 2021). The southern region
contains silty loam soils (23% clay, 57% silt, 20% sand) and has greater
water holding capacity than the sandy soils in the north (6% clay, 15%
silt, 79% sand) (Foltran et al., 2023).
2.2. Experimental design and soil sampling

We studied even-aged, mature, managed forests (Table 1) that have
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regularly been thinned according to standard forestry practices (selective
thinning in order to favor target trees). None of the stands have been
thinned within the past 10–15 years. Spruce and Douglas-fir admixtures
were planted, while beech originated from natural regeneration.

Three pairs of neighboring mature trees (hereafter termed ‘tree pairs’)
were selected at each stand. Each pair consisted of a ‘target tree’,
equipped with a dendrometer (see below), and a ‘neighboring tree’
(Fig. 1a). The trees in a pair had comparable diameter at breast height
(dbh), and a horizontal distance shorter than that to other surrounding
trees of the same size (distance between the paired trees ranged from 2 to
3 m). The pairs were composed of two beech trees in the pure beech
stands, and a beech tree and a conifer tree in the mixed stands (for more
details see Lwila et al., 2023). Soil cores were taken at three sampling
points evenly spaced between the paired trees (Fig. 1a).

The 18 target trees (3 beech trees� 3 stands� 2 sites) were equipped
with high-resolution circumference dendrometers (Type DC2 and DC3,
Ecomatik, Dachau, Germany) for permanent measurements of stem
growth at breast height (1.3 m). The instrument measured the circum-
ference by means of a stem-embracing cable wire and a precision linear
variable transducer every 10 min from 1st March 2019 to 30th
September 2020.
2.3. Fine root sampling

Fine root sampling was conducted monthly (six times) throughout the
growing season fromMarch to September 2019. Root sampling was done
using the “sequential coring method” (Hertel and Leuschner, 2002; Yuan
and Chen, 2013). To avoid interference between the six sequential
sampling events, samples per sampling point were randomly located at a
minimum distance of 25 cm from each other. To prevent soil compaction
and damage to fine roots during coring, we used plastic walking mats.
Additionally, we clearly marked the sampling points and filled the holes
with white sand to avoid any destruction or depreciation of the sample
Fig. 1. (a) Scheme of sampling design per stand, here given for the example of a
mixed stand. Each pair consisted of a “target (beech) tree” (T) that was equipped
with a dendrometer, and a “neighboring tree” (N). The horizontal distance be-
tween T and N was always shorter than that between the T or N and other
surrounding trees of the same size (distance between T and N ranged from 2 to
3 m). Red Xs show the positions of the soil sampling points. The central sam-
pling point defined the center of the 10 m radius neighborhood. The pairs were
replicated three times per stand. Per region (or site), one pure European beech
stand and two mixed stands, one with Douglas-fir and one with Norway spruce,
were investigated. Considering the two regions, which were characterized by
different site conditions, in total 18 tree pairs were selected (3 pairs � 3 stands
� 2 regions). (b) Schematic vertical and horizontal distribution of root identities
resulting from three soil cores taken between a pair of beech trees and subse-
quent DNA genotyping. The genotyping allowed to assign the roots to the target
tree (T; green), the neighboring tree (N; orange) and other, not specified (“un-
known”) surrounding trees. (For interpretation of the references to color in this
figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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area. Each soil core was extracted from the organic layer and the mineral
soil (0–30 cm soil depth) using an 8-cm diameter soil corer. The organic
layer was sampled as a whole, and the mineral soil was divided into three
depth classes (0–10, 10–20, and 20–30 cm). Per depth class, a subsample
of 3-cm thickness was taken in the middle of each class. At sampling
points where it was impossible to reach the maximum depth of 30 cm
because of obstacles (rocks or large roots), the deepest soil depths
reached were considered as maximum depths. All samples were collected
and stored in plastic bags at 4 �C until further processing in the laboratory
(maximum storage time: five months). Earlier root coring studies had
shown that the vitality status of tree fine root material stored under these
conditions did not change (Leuschner et al., 2001a; Meinen et al., 2009;
Jacob et al., 2013).

2.4. Root processing and genotyping

Each root subsample was soaked in tap water overnight to separate
roots from the soil and further processed using the floating method
(Billings et al., 1979). Visible roots and coarse fragments were
hand-sorted, and the remaining floating roots were sieved using a mesh
size of 0.1 mm. Washed roots were stored at 4 �C until they were sorted.
Fine roots (�2 mm) were selected and live roots were separated from
dead roots by examining their turgescence and color, using methods
outlined in previous studies (Hertel et al., 2013; Lwila et al., 2021). Live
roots were then sorted by species, using their species-specific morphol-
ogies. For instance, beech roots are characterized as very firm without
much elastic texture, very thin root cortex, and red-brown color. In
contrast, spruce and Douglas-fir root are less firm and more elastic, with
thick root cortices. The color of spruce roots ranges from light to dark
brown, while Douglas-fir roots are dark brown. Coarse tree roots (>2 mm
in diameter) were not further processed. All samples were dried at 60 �C
for 72 h and weighed in micrograms.

The simplified decision matrix method was used to estimate fine root
production (root NPP) (g⋅m�2⋅year�1). The method was proposed by
Yuan and Chen (2013), who modified the original version from Fairley
and Alexander (1985). Simplified decision matrices are widely used to
estimate fine root dynamics based on living and dead fine root biomass
changes during a specific period. The simplified decision matrices
method was chosen over the Max-Min method (Hertel and Leuschner,
2002). The Max-Min method was considered to be overly conservative
for detecting temporal trends with less reliable estimates of root turnover
rates (Fig. S1) (Lwila et al., 2023).

For DNA extraction, we selected all individual fine root fragments
with a diameter of >0.1 mm for each soil depth interval at each soil core
(organic, 0–10, 10–20, 20–30 cm) (Fig. 1b). All sampled root fragments
were weighed, and the proportion was calculated to refer to the total
mass before genotyping. DNA was extracted from fine roots and leaves of
all target trees in May 2019 using the DNAeasy Mini Plant Kit by Qiagen.
Four highly polymorphic microsatellite loci with the repeat motifs (AG)n
(sfc0018, sfc0161, and sfc1143) and (CT)n (sfc1063) developed for Fagus
crenata (Asuka et al., 2004) and successfully transferred to Fagus sylvatica
were used for genotyping (for detailed information, see Lang et al.,
2010). Microsatellite fragments were separated electrophoretically on
the ABI Prism Genetic Analyzer 3130xl along with the Applied Bio-
systems GeneScan 500 ROX internal size standard. Microsatellite size
was determined using the GeneMapper v4.0 software package (Applied
Biosystems Inc.) (Asuka et al., 2004). About 75% of the fine root samples
in the organic layer and the upper 30-cm soil depth of the two mono-
specific beech stands were successfully assigned to individual trees by
root genotyping.

2.5. Aboveground net primary productivity of wood (wood NPP)

To estimate seasonal (1st March to 30th September) and annual wood
NPP of all beech trees in the 10 m-radius neighborhood of the tree pairs,
we combined the continuous dendrometer measurements of changes in
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stem circumference with stand inventory data of the study plots. The
stand inventories were conducted in July 2018 and included tree species,
position, height, and diameter at breast height (dbh). The dbh was
measured with a diameter tape at 1.3 m height. Tree height of at least five
beech trees per stand were measured with a TruPulse Laser (Model 360
R, Laser Technology Inc., Centennial, USA). The resulting relationship
between dbh and height (tree-height curves) per site was used to estimate
the height of the other beech trees in the 10 m-radius neighborhood.

Aboveground wood biomass (AWB) was derived from the following
allometric equation (Wutzler et al., 2008).

AWB¼ 0:0523dbh2:12h0:655 (1)

Wood NPP tree ¼ t2 AWB� t1 AWB (2)

with AWB the total aboveground wood biomass per tree (kg), dbh the
diameter at breast height (cm), h the tree height (m), t1 the time at the
beginning and t2 at the end of the considered growth period, and NPP the
net primary productivity of abovegroundwood biomass ((kg dw)⋅tree�1).
Annual wood NPP equalled the difference between mean AWB of the 1st
week of March and the 4th week of September. At the southern site we
used a simple linear regression function (y ¼ b þ ax) derived from the
relationship between annual wood NPP and dbh (Fig. 5a) of the target
trees to estimate mean wood NPP of the trees without a dendrometer in
the 10 m-radius neighborhood of the target trees (Fig. S2). At the
northern site there was no significant relationship that could be used for
upscaling tree NPP. Here, the mean wood NPP of the target trees was
assumed for all trees in the neighborhood.

2.6. Statistical analyses

All statistical analyses were performed using the software environ-
ment R, version 3.5.2 (R Core Team, 2018). We treated all soil cores per
stand and sampling date (3 cores � 3 tree pairs, n ¼ 9) as independent
samples (see Lwila et al., 2023 for more details), tree individuals per
stand (3 tree pairs, n ¼ 6) as random effects, and site properties as
influencing factors. We used the TraMineR R-package (Gabadinho et al.,
2011) to visualize and calculate diversity indices (based on the relative
abundance of fine root biomass per individual tree). TraMineR uses
Shannon-Wiener indices. The diversity of individual roots from trees at a
specific soil core was calculated by the Shannon entropy with hðp1;…;

psÞ ¼ � Ps
i¼1pi logðpiÞ, where p was the relative abundance of the indi-

vidual tree i; the log here was the natural (base e) logarithm; and s rep-
resented the number of identified markers per individual tree; thus,
entropy was 0 when the soil sample contained roots from a single indi-
vidual tree and was maximally 1 when all individual trees had the same
root proportion per soil sample. We used fine root biomass per individual
tree to analyze the root overlap in mixed stands, using pairwise com-
parisons of the sample means using Anova Fisher protected least signif-
icant differences at P � 0.05.

Linear regression analysis was used to analyze the relationship be-
tween annual wood NPP and dbh and/or annual root NPP. To compare
the course of seasonal stem growth of all target trees, the starting point of
growth was set at 1st March. Polynomial regression models were then
used to analyze stem growth in the vegetation periods 2019 and 2020
(1st March to 30th September). We used the linear mixed-effects models
in the ‘lme’ package (Bates et al., 2015) to model monthly wood NPP and
root NPP. A variable tree was used as random effect, and a second
co-variable (south/north) was included in the models to address differ-
ences in site properties. The generalized linear hypothesis testing (GLHT)
using the ‘multcomp’ package (Hothorn et al., 2008) was used to predict
the differences between months. We applied a pairwise comparison of
the sample means using Anova Fisher protected least significant differ-
ences at P � 0.05 and TukeyHSD post-hoc tests using the ‘agricolae’
package in R (Mendiburu, 2009) to test the differences between the two
regions.
4

3. Results

3.1. Comparison of fine root overlap of beech between sites and stand types

Analysis of the tree pairs in the pure beech stands, consisting of the
target tree T (equipped with a dendrometer) and the closest neighboring
tree N, revealed an unexpected heterogeneous pattern of fine root dis-
tribution and intermixing (Fig. 2a). As indicated by Shannon entropy,
fine roots of different individuals do intermix, but the degree of inter-
mixing was not related to the distance to individual tree stems, and it did
not differ between stand types. In the monospecific stands, most soil
cores contained roots of several individual beech trees. Only one soil core
contained roots of a single target tree (Fig. 2a, pair 6), and two samples
contained only roots from the paired tree (Fig. 2a, pair 3). Three cores
contained roots from one of the paired trees plus unknown “other trees”
(Fig. 2a, pairs 3 and 4). Although beech had higher fine root biomass
(FRB) than the conifers in mixed stands (Fig. 2b, Table S1), the fine root
overlap of the paired trees in mixed stands did not differ by distance.

3.2. Site effect on seasonal stem diameter increment

Differences between the southern region (“richer site”) and the
northern region (“poorer site”) were observed in the seasonal diameter
increment of all beech trees in 2019 and 2020. In 2019, mean diameter
increment in the south was significantly higher (P < 0.05) than in the
north, with the highest value of 6.7 � 0.05 mm⋅yr�1 recorded in the
southern pure stand, while in the north, it reached just 3.4 � 1.7
mm⋅yr�1. Mean diameter increment of beech trees in mixture with spruce
was 6.1 � 0.4 mm⋅yr�1 in the south and 1.2 � 0.2 mm⋅yr�1 in the north,
and in mixture with Douglas-fir was 7.5 � 0.9 mm⋅yr�1 in the south and
1.4 � 0.5 mm⋅yr�1 in the north. In 2020, seasonal diameter increment
was also significantly higher in the south than in the north, except for
beech trees in the pure stands. In general, differences in tree diameter
increment between the two sites were smaller in 2020 than in 2019.
Mean diameter increment for beech mixed with spruce was 5.9 � 0.2
mm⋅yr�1 in the south and 2.0 � 0.4 mm⋅yr�1 in the north; when mixed
with Douglas-fir it was 5.4 � 0.01 mm⋅yr�1 or 2.5 � 0.4 mm⋅yr�1

(Table 2). Thus, the lowest diameter increment values of beech were
always observed in the mixed stand of beech with spruce. The two
polynomial models presenting monthly average diameter increments of
all trees showed that the significant differences between the sites resulted
mainly from differences in growth in summer (June to September)
(Fig. 3).

3.3. Linking seasonal wood and fine root NPP

Over the growing season from March to September 2019, average
monthly wood and root NPP of beech showed distinct seasonality at both
sites (Fig. 4a), irrespective of stand type (not shown). Monthly wood and
root NPP did not increase linearly with time (P > 0.05) but exhibited a
unimodal distribution. Pairwise analysis indicated significant differences
between the months, and these differences were higher for root than for
wood NPP. Interestingly, both wood and root NPP peaked in June but
production in June contributed differently to total NPP; by 20% for wood
NPP and 40% for root NPP. A sharp decline in wood NPP occurred in
August, while root NPP had declined in July. Root NPP started earlier and
terminated later than wood NPP.

3.4. Linking annual wood and fine root NPP

Mean annual wood NPP and root NPP across all target trees and their
10 m-radius neighbors significantly differed, as expected, between the
study sites (Table 2, Fig. 4c). However, these two variables exhibited
clear opposite trends; mean annual wood NPP was significantly higher in
the south (73 � 5.4 kg dw⋅tree�1⋅yr�1, P < 0.01) than in the north (10.8
� 5 kg dw⋅tree�1⋅yr�1), while the reverse was found for annual root NPP



Fig. 2a. Fine root overlap of beech in pure stands.
The color refers to the proportion of the individual
tree at a specific soil core (in the organic layer and
down to 30 cm soil depth) calculated from DNA gen-
otyping. Gray lines show the Shannon entropy of the
root distribution. An entropy of 0 indicates that only
roots from a single tree are present in the soil core.
The maximum 1 would be reached when all trees have
the same proportion of roots in each soil core. T:
target tree, N: neighboring tree, Unknown trees: Root
that was genotyped, but could not be assigned to T or
N. (For interpretation of the references to color in this
figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web
version of this article.)
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(215 � 12 g⋅m�2⋅yr�1 in the north, 151 � 12 g⋅m�2⋅yr�1 in the south;
Fig. 4c). Also, when looking at the 10 m-neighborhood level there was a
significant negative relationship between wood NPP and root NPP across
the sites. However, this relationship was weak (P > 0.05, R2 ¼ 0.26,
Fig. 5), and at the site level these two variables were not significantly
correlated (southern region, P > 0.05, R2 ¼ 0.01; northern region P >

0.05, R2 ¼ 0.40). Furthermore, while wood NPP differed by a factor of
7.7 between the sites, root NPP differed only by a factor of 1.3.

4. Discussion

This study examined fine root overlap and the relationship between
fine root and aboveground wood growth of European beech in intra- and
interspecific neighborhoods under different site conditions. It was
assumed that these variables contributed to the strong species identity
effect on root biomass and dynamics observed in our previous studies,
which were conducted in part at the same study sites. In those studies, we
found that species identity was, after site conditions, the second most
important influencing factor, while stand type (pure versus mixed stands)
or species mixing had only a relatively weak influence (Lwila et al., 2021,
2023).

4.1. Fine root overlap

Belowground overlap of beech root systems was high, with an
average of 60% in all soil cores, and did not differ between the study
sites. Furthermore, fine root overlap between neighboring trees varied
independently of their distance to the target trees or to stand type. This
means that we did not find root territoriality or segregation in European
beech stands, similar to the study of Lang et al. (2010). Studies in other
ecosystems, such as Jones et al. (2011), Hiiesalu et al. (2012), and
Brunner et al. (2004), also did not observe root segregation among
conspecific neighbors, suggesting that root systems of conspecific trees
do not avoid each other and that they compete for the same resources.
5

Indeed, a tree that avoids competition with the roots of the same species
can be interpreted as having a competitive disadvantage (O'Brien et al.,
2017) because it may reduce plant fitness (Schenk, 2006). The finding of
extensive root overlap among neighboring trees contradicts our first
hypothesis that fine root overlap was related to the distance between
individual tree stems, leaving unresolved the question of whether or
under what conditions plant roots might be territorial (Schenk et al.,
1999).

Similarly, despite the high fine root biomass of beech compared to
conifers in mixed pairs, neither beech roots nor conifer roots declined or
increased with increasing distance from the stem (Fig. 2b; Table S1). This
result is in contradiction to our second hypothesis, theoretical assump-
tions (Ammer and Wagner, 2005), and results provided by Rewald and
Leuschner (2009), all of whom found strong relationships between dis-
tance from stems and fine root biomass. However, beech roots in our
study dominated all soil cores, indicating that beech can occupy more
rooting space than conifers. It could be argued that limited soil depth
and/or horizontal space might have influenced our results. In the case of
soil depth, we can exclude the possibility that our results were affected by
shifts in vertical root distribution. Previous studies by Lwila et al. (2021)
as well as Meinen et al. (2009) indicated that 80% of the fine root
biomass accumulated in the top 30 cm of soil. Our study design was
limited to the small distance scale between tree individuals and their
crowns, roughly equivalent to the main rooting zones, (Leuschner et al.,
2001b; Ammer and Wagner, 2005; Hendricks et al., 2006). It could be,
therefore, that limitations in horizontal space resulted in absence of a
relationship between root overlap and distances between individual
trees. Indeed, all three species are known to spread their roots beyond
their canopy, i.e., maximum horizontal extension of ca. 8 m for beech
(H€olscher et al., 2002), ca. 9 m for Douglas-fir (Hendricks et al., 2006),
and ca. 10 m spruce (Ammer and Wagner, 2005). However, our results
demonstrated that roots of all three species are efficient at exploring
horizontal soil compartments around the tree roots’ growing zones. Roots
of competing trees had similar opportunities to access distributed soil



Fig. 2b. Fine root overlap of beech in mixed stands with spruce and/or Douglas-fir. Colors refer to the proportion of individual trees at specific soil cores (calculated
from fine root biomass stock). T: target tree, N: neighboring tree; Be: Beech, Sp: Spruce, Dg: Douglas-fir. (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure
legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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resources, which aligns with our previous conclusion regarding the su-
perior belowground competitiveness of beech. European beech appears
to be a strong competitor by producing more FRB than conifers.

Genotyping is essential for the analysis of root overlap in monospecies
stands. The genotyping method applied here was successful for beech,
where most of the fine roots could be attributed to individual trees, but
ineffective for conifers. For the conifers, it failed to assign almost 50% of
the fine root fragments to target trees. Thus, an analysis of root overlap
was not possible in the pure conifer stands. Some possible reasons for our
failure to match the sequences of needles and roots in the conifers are as
follows. First, lower genotyping success may have been due to a lower
quantity of DNA yield per extraction in fine root tissue than in leaves
(Kesanakurti et al., 2011). Bruegmann et al. (2022) found lower DNA
quality extraction from cambium than from leaf material in conifers
(mainly spruce and pine), while in most deciduous trees the opposite was
observed. Second, several studies have observed that DNA concentration
declines due to changes in the distribution of root types and/or
morphology (Haling et al., 2011; Fisk et al., 2010). For example, Fisk
et al. (2010), working in a northern hardwood forest, found differences in
DNA per unit root length and diameter despite the common root mass of
each species. Root diameter effects on DNA extraction could be due to
differences in gene copy numbers and tissue chemistry of larger, more
structural, and less metabolically active roots (Fahey and Hughes, 1994;
Pregitzer et al., 2002). If so, it is likely that root morphological differ-
ences (i.e., specific root length (SRA)) between beech and conifers (Lwila
et al., 2021) explain the DNA quality differences between beech and
6

conifer roots.
Additionally, in spruce, a heavy infestation by bark beetles observed

in the sampling year might have been associated with an extraordinarily
high content of secondary plant compounds. These might have been
produced as a defense reaction by the tree, in turn hampering the later
amplification of the DNA extract (Bruegmann et al., 2022). Also, needle
loss or fine root dieback due to a dry summer may have impacted DNA
quality. Indeed, conifers frequently respond to dry summer by shedding
needles (especially as old as 2 years), while beech shedding occurs only
during exceptional droughts (Braun et al., 2020).
4.2. Linking annual diameter increment with root growth

Stem increment throughout the growing period was substantially
higher in the south compared to the north (Fig. 4), and differences were
higher in 2019 than in 2020. Lower stem increment in the northern than
in the southern region resulted from less favorable growth conditions in
the north. The disproportionately lower growth of beech in 2019
compared to 2020 in the north could have been a reaction to the serious
drought in 2018 (Schuldt et al., 2020), which likely had resulted in
extreme water deficits in the already drier climate of the northern region
(Table S1). It is well known that stem growth of beech responds nega-
tively to low precipitation and high temperatures in a previous year
summer (Leuschner, 2020). Our results align with many other findings
assessing the impact of the 2018 summer drought on central European
forests (Schuldt et al., 2020; Stolz et al., 2021; Schnabel et al., 2022; Diers



Table 2
Mean stem diameter increment and mean aboveground wood NPP of the target
trees (beech trees with dendrometers), and fine root NPP (diameter �2 mm) in
the organic layer (OL) and mineral soil (0–30 cm depth) of beech in pure and
mixed stands. The root values represent the means � standard error of three
sampling points and three tree pairs per stand (n¼ 9 cores per stand, n¼ 18 cores
per site). Sampling campaign March to September 2019. Significant differences
are indicated with letters (Tukey Post-hoc test, p < 0.05) based on pairwise
comparisons among individual stands and two regions. Upper case and/or lower
case letters refer to comparisons within the specific variable and year. ST ¼ Stem
increment, Be ¼ Beech, Sp ¼ Spruce, Dg ¼ Douglas-fir, () ¼ Species admixed to
beech in the mixed stands.

Stands/
species

ST (mm⋅yr�1) Wood NPP (kg
dw⋅tree�1⋅yr�1)

Root NPP (g⋅m�2⋅yr�1)

North South North South North South

(a) 2019
Be, (Dg) 1.4 �

0.5 A
7.5 �
0.9 C

5.4 �
2.2 a

69.3 �
11.5 b

164.3 �
4.8 AB

125.9 �
3.2 A

Be 3.3 �
1.6 B

6.8 �
0.1 C

21.3 �
10.7 a

76.6 �
3.4 b

306.6 �
6.4 D

218.5 �
12.7 C

Be, (Sp) 1.2 �
0.2 A

6.1 �
0.5 C

5.7 �
2.0 a

73.6 �
11.9 b

174.2 �
10.5 BC

128.1 �
7.2 A

(b) 2020
Be, (Dg) 2.5 �

0.1 b
5.4 �
0.0 c

15.2 �
2.5 A

49.9 �
3.0 AB

Be 5.8 �
0.6 c

5.9 �
0.1 c

31.3 �
8.8 AB

64.2 �
2.7 B

Be, (Sp) 2.0 �
0.4 a

5.9 �
0.2 c

19.0 �
9.9 A

68.9 �
8.4 B
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et al., 2023), all of whom found substantial decreases in beech stem
growth in most areas. Diers et al. (2023), working in Northern German
Lowlands (an area somewhat similar to our northern study sites), found a
greater decrease in stem growth of beech compared to pine; beech
Fig. 3. Seasonal cumulative diameter increment of the target trees (Be) at the pure a
2019 and 2020. The thick lines mark the polynomial function fitted as the average o
figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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growth depended on the weather conditions of the previous summer,
while Scots pine growth was primarily influenced by the weather con-
ditions of the current year. The response of stem growth of beech to the
previous year's climate conditions (legacy effect) has also been previ-
ously reported in different parts of Europe, i.e., across Europe (Dittmar
et al., 2003), France (Lebourgeois et al., 2005), the Alps (Di Fillipo et al.,
2007), and south-western, central, and northern Germany (Dulamsuren
et al., 2017; Zimmermann et al., 2015; Diers et al., 2023).

Our data on root NPP refer only to 2019. However, based on previous
studies of the effect of drought on root growth Leuschner et al., 2009 it
can be assumed that root NPP in 2019 was also strongly negatively
affected by the drought in 2018 due to a disruption of growth and/or a
dieback of fine roots. It is also possible that the negative effects were
more pronounced in the poor, northern than in the rich, southern region.
If this was the case, the relatively higher root NPP in the north compared
to the south in 2019 might be, at least in part, a ‘positive legacy effect’;
regeneration of the fine root system after 2018. Furthermore, in our first
study (Lwila et al., 2021) on fine root biomass, carried out on a random
grid at stand level in spring 2018, before the main growth phase of fine
roots and the drought period, fine root biomass of the pure beech stand in
the north was nearly twice as high as that in the south. In mixture with
Douglas-fir, no significant difference was found, and in mixture with
spruce it was 2.8 times higher in the north than in the south. Assuming
that the biomass data from 2018 represented the average “basic” fine
root biomass for a given stand structure and site conditions, the beech
trees in the north would have needed to allocate relatively more growth
(or assimilates) to the roots to maintain their basic root biomass than
they would have in the south. In 2019, the difference in mean fine root
biomass of the two sites, studied at the neigborhood level of the same tree
pairs as in this study (Lwila et al., 2023), were much lower (mean factor
was about 1.4). Comparison of absolute biomass values from these two
studies are limited because of the different spatial scales and sampling
nd the mixed stands with Douglas-fir (Dg) and/or spruce (Sp) at the two sites in
f all measured trees per site. (For interpretation of the references to color in this



Fig. 4. Relative mean seasonal wood NPP (a) and
root NPP (b) in 2019 for the two regions. The letters
above the lines indicate significant pairwise differ-
ences between different months. The green and the
light yellow areas indicate the confidence interval of
the polynomial regression model for the north and the
south, respectively. The letters above the confidence
interval indicate significant pairwise differences be-
tween different months. (c) Mean annual wood and
root NPP in 2019 of the two regions. The letters above
the bars indicate significant pairwise differences be-
tween different site conditions (Tukey post-hoc test, p
< 0.05). (For interpretation of the references to color
in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web
version of this article.)

Fig. 5. Relationship between mean annual wood NPP per tree and mean annual
fine root NPP in the two regions. Gray line: Linear regression over both regions.
Each data point represents a tree pair (n ¼ 9 per site) and its neighboring beech
trees within a radius of 10 m.
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schemes. However, relative differences between north and south should
have been less affected by this limitation and might indicate that in the
north, recovery by the fine root biomass was not completed in 2019 and
had to be continued in 2020, possibly due to a weaker but ongoing
preference of growth allocation to the roots compared to the stem. These
considerations are speculative but would correspond with a shift in
growth allocation to fine roots at the expense of aboveground wood
growth and biomass as a response to unfavorable site conditions.
4.3. Linking seasonal above- and belowground growth

The monthly percentages of wood and/or root NPP of trees were
almost equivalent between study sites (Fig. 4a and b), and both peaked
from June to July. Our results for stem growth are comparable to those of
�Cufar et al. (2008). In their study, about 35% of the annual tree ring
width was formed in June. Dittmar et al. (2003) and Piovesan et al.
(2008) observed the highest sensitivity of annual stem growth to current
weather conditions for the period of May to July, and Mund et al. (2010)
also identified this period as the main phase of stem growth in beech.

Root NPP started earlier and terminated later than wood NPP (Fig. 4a
and b), indicating an extended vegetation period for root NPP. A longer
growth period for fine roots seems reasonable with respect to the main
functions of fine roots: water and nutrient uptake are needed not only for
wood formation but many other processes: leaf development, photo-
synthesis, carbon allocation and storage etc., that start earlier or continue
later into the season than wood formation. How far this result can be
generalized, however, remains uncertain. We cannot exclude the possi-
bility that, similar to total root growth (see above), the seasonal growth
pattern in 2019 was also affected by extreme drought in 2018. Never-
theless, studies in boreal, arctic, and temperate biomes found similar
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seasonal patterns of above- and belowground growth as we did
(Abramoff and Finzi, 2015; Blume-Werry et al., 2016).

4.4. Growth partitioning between above- and belowground as a response to
site conditions

The opposite responses of wood and root NPP to site conditions
(Fig. 4c) and/or the negative relationship between wood and root NPP
across our study sites (Fig. 5) support our third hypothesis and the pre-
dictions from “optimal partitioning theory” (McConnaughay and Cole-
man, 1999). The “optimal partitioning theory” suggests that under poor
site conditions, plants shift biomass allocation from aboveground to
belowground tree compartments. Several previous studies have
confirmed that plants increase root NPP to optimize growth under
drought conditions, likely resulting from changes in the relative impor-
tance of limiting resources (such as water and nutrients).

This finding confirms our previous assumption (see Lwila et al., 2021,
2023) that beech trees tend to allocate more growth or carbon to roots at
dry sites where water is the most limiting factor, and to stemwood at rich
sites where light is the most limiting factor (Farrior et al., 2013). Several
studies have reported the existence of a ‘wood-fine root’ trade-off (i.e.,
Dybzinski et al., 2011, in theoretical framework stands) and/or ‘root--
shoot’ trade-off (i.e., Hertel et al., 2013, in mature beech stand) as po-
tential adaption mechanisms to changing site conditions.

We interpret the higher root NPP at the northern, poorer site not only
as an adaptation mechanism of beech to unfavorable soil conditions, but
also as an indicator of plasticity of the root system, by which they allocate
more biomass to deeper soil layers in order to better acquire limited
resources (Weemstra et al., 2017; Fin�er et al., 2007). It is likely that this
high degree of plasticity in biomass partitioning (see also Schall et al.,
2012) is one key factor in the tolerance of this tree species to a wide range
of climatic growing conditions (Ellenberg and Leuschner, 2010).

Surprisingly, we did not find relationships between above- and
belowground wood NPP at the tree and neighborhood levels, which
contrasts somewhat with the optimal partitioning theory. Previous
studies have also reported conflicting results of the response of below-
and aboveground growth at the tree level. Some reported a strong rela-
tionship between above- and belowground tree compartments (Hertel
et al., 2013; Meier et al., 2018), but others did not find such a relationship
(Friedrichs et al., 2009). Meier and Leuschner (2008) studied carbon
partitioning in 14 mature stands across a precipitation gradient. They
found that fine root biomass increased with increasing precipitation
while leaf biomass remained constant. These seemingly contradictory
findings may depend on many factors. One may be the intensity or
duration of soil water limitation (Zang et al., 2014). Trees can adapt to
moderate water stress in two ways: i) by enhancing root productivity
with a surplus of assimilated carbohydrates that are exported to the roots
due to allocation changes (Prescott et al., 2020), or ii) by reducing sto-
matal conductance and photosynthetic enzyme activity (Leuschner et al.,
2001a), resulting in a small reduction in wood NPP. Additionally, root
growth usually tends to cease if soil water matric potential approaches <
�0.1 MPa in mature beech stands (Zang et al., 2014). Beech fine root
growth seems to be particularly sensitive to short-term drying in themain
growth phase. However, previous studies have found that beech fine root
NPP ceased during a short-term drought in July, but new roots produced
in August compensated for the earlier drought effect (Leuschner et al.,
2001a; Zwetsloot and Bauerle, 2021).

Impacts of previous management practices, specifically selective
thinning, could also explain our observed lack of above- and below-
ground NPP relationships at the tree and neighborhood levels. Depend-
ing on the type and intensity of previous thinning and the time lapse since
the last thinning, the ratio between above- and belowground growth
might reflect more a “man-made”, temporal local resource distribution
than average site conditions.

Beyond the temporal variability of growth allocation to roots or
shoots caused by variable weather conditions and/or recent
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management, small-scale differences in soil properties, which are very
common at the studied sites, might lead to great variability in growth
allocation within a stand. An example of this can be observed by the
single tree no. 98 and its related tree pair in the north, both of which had
growth rates nearly the same as the trees and pairs in the south (Figs. 3
and 5). Consequently, significant relationships between above- and
belowground growth can be found only when there are substantial, long-
lasting site differences at larger scales, such as those between the two
regions compared in this study.

4.5. Indications for the potential to deal with increasing drought

Many recent studies have reported contrasting results regarding the
drought sensitivity and adaptability of beech, whichmakes it challenging
to predict species responses to future climate change (Schuldt et al.,
2020; Schnabel et al., 2022; Rukh et al., 2023). Some studies have re-
ported declining growth rates of beech and broadleaf tree species in the
dry continental climate (Piovesan et al., 2008; Weigel et al., 2023;
Zimmermann et al., 2015), while others have found successful adaptation
(Scharnweber et al., 2011; Stolz et al., 2021). Hacket-Pain et al. (2018)
even found increased growth of beech at a climate site that has been
relatively dry since the 1990s, suggesting that its climate sensitivity was
decreasing, which they interpreted as the drought resistance success of
beech. The higher fine root growth at the poorer site than at the richer
site observed in our study suggests at least a ‘plastic’ belowground
response of European beech to water limitation. The negative relation-
ship between wood and root NPP across our study sites indicates a
trade-off between above- and belowground growth (Chapter 4.4). When
focusing only on stem growth this might be interpreted as a general
limitation of beech growth under existing site conditions in the northern
region. But, when considering the entire tree and the basic function of
fine roots to supply the tree with water and nutrients, the shift of growth
allocation to fine roots – even at the expense of stem growth as in our
study – can be interpreted as a mechanism for successfully coping with
increasing drought.

5. Conclusions

The observed negative relationship between above- and belowground
growth across sites suggests an ‘optimal partitioning’ of growth that
corresponds with an optimization of the ‘cost-benefit ratio’ of growth.
Trees favor root growth when water or nutrient resources are limited. In
fact, aboveground growth reductions that accompany an increase in
belowground growth and biomass due to reduced belowground resource
availability should not be interpreted only as a sign of vulnerability to
stress. Instead, such a shift in growth allocation could also be seen as a
suitable adaptation to stress, and thus, may be a reasonable mechanism
by which beech can cope with increasing drought under climate change.
Beech exhibited no indication of fine root territorial competition in the
presence of both conspecific and heterospecific neighbors. This means
beech that has the capacity to respond to limited resources not only
above- but also belowground and maintain its competitiveness even in
mixture with the highly productive non-native Douglas-fir. This confirms
the conclusion from our previous study on fine root dynamics that mixed
beech-Douglas fir stands could become a reasonable alternative to the
mixture of beech and spruce since spruce is seriously affected by drought
and bark beetle attacks.

From a methodological point of view, the present study demonstrates
that application of molecular techniques can be used in the future to
investigate how environmental drivers such as nutrient availability,
spacing, light, and other factors influence conspecific root competition.
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Godbold, D., Grebenc, T., Konôpka, B., Kraigher, H., M€ott€onen, M.R., Ohashi, M.,
Oleksyn, J., Ostonen, Uri, V., Vanguelova, E., 2007. Variation in fine root biomass of
three European tree species: beech (Fagus sylvatica L.), Norway spruce (Picea abies L.
Karst.), and Scots pine (Pinus sylvestris L.). Plant Biosyst. 141 (3), 394–405. https://
doi.org/10.1080/11263500701625897.

Fisk, M.C., Yanai, R.D., Fierer, N., 2010. A molecular approach to quantify root
community composition in a northern hardwood forest — testing effects of root
species, relative abundance, and diameter. Can. J. For. Res. 40 (4), 836–841. https://
doi.org/10.1139/X10-022.

Foltran, E.C., Ammer, C., Lamersdorf, N., 2023. Do admixed conifers change soil nutrient
conditions of European beech stands? Soil Res. 61 (7), 647–662. https://doi.org/
10.1071/SR22218.

Forzieri, G., Girardello, M., Ceccherini, G., Spinoni, J., Feyen, L., Hartmann, H.,
Beck, P.S.A., Camps-Valls, G., Chirici, G., Mauri, A., Cescatti, A., 2021. Emergent
vulnerability to climate-driven disturbances in European forests. Nat. Commun. 12
(1), 1081. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21399-7.

Friedrichs, D.A., Trouet, V., Büntgen, U., Frank, D.C., Esper, J., Neuwirth, B., L€offler, J.,
2009. Species-specific climate sensitivity of tree growth in Central-West Germany.
Trees (Berl.) 23 (4), 729–739. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-009-0315-2.

Gabadinho, A., Ritschard, G., Müller, N.S., Studer, M., 2011. Analyzing and visualizing
state sequences in R with TraMineR. J. Stat. Software 40 (4), 1–37. https://doi.org/
10.18637/jss.v040.i04.

Hacket-Pain, A.J., Ascoli, D., Vacchiano, G., Biondi, F., Cavin, L., Conedera, M.,
Drobyshev, I., Li~n�an, I.D., Friend, A.D., Grabner, M., Hartl, C., Kreyling, J.,
Lebourgeois, F., Levanic, T., Menzel, A., van der Maaten, E., van der Maaten-
Theunissen, M., Muffler, L., Motta, R., Roibu, C.C., Popa, I., Scharnweber, T.,
Weigel, R., Wilmking, M., Zang, C.S., 2018. Climatically controlled reproduction

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fecs.2024.100217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fecs.2024.100217
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2016.04.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2016.04.038
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES15-00203.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15263
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-004-0373-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-004-0373-4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref6
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1471-8286.2003.00583.x
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref9
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13655
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141794
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141794
https://doi.org/10.3188/szf.2020.0270
https://doi.org/10.2478/sg-2022-0003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2004.02328.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-008-0235-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-022-03107-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2007.01747.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2007.01747.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-022-02369-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-022-02369-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(01)00816-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(01)00816-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-016-1499-x
https://doi.org/10.1086/657992
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref22
https://doi.org/10.2307/2261262
https://doi.org/10.2307/2261262
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref24
https://doi.org/10.1086/669153
https://doi.org/10.1086/669153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/11263500701625897
https://doi.org/10.1080/11263500701625897
https://doi.org/10.1139/X10-022
https://doi.org/10.1139/X10-022
https://doi.org/10.1071/SR22218
https://doi.org/10.1071/SR22218
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21399-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-009-0315-2
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v040.i04
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v040.i04


A.S. Lwila et al. Forest Ecosystems 11 (2024) 100217
drives interannual growth variability in a temperate tree species. Ecol. Lett. 21 (12),
1833–1844. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13158.

Haling, R.E., Simpson, R.J., McKay, A.C., Hartley, D., Lambers, H., Ophel-Keller, K.,
Wiebkin, S., Herdina, Riley, I.T., Richardson, A.E., 2011. Direct measurement of roots
in soil for single and mixed species using a quantitative DNA-based method. Plant
Soil 348 (1–2), 123–137. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-011-0846-3.

Hendricks, J.J., Hendrick, R.L., Wilson, C.A., Mitchell, R.J., Pecot, S.D., Guo, D.L., 2006.
Assessing the patterns and controls of fine root dynamics: an empirical test and
methodological review. J. Ecol. 94 (1), 40–57. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2745.2005.01067.x.

Hertel, D., Leuschner, C., 2002. A comparison of four different fine root production
estimates with ecosystem carbon balance data in a Fagus–Quercus mixed forest. Plant
Soil 239 (2), 237–251. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015030320845.

Hertel, D., Strecker, T., Müller-Haubold, H., Leuschner, C., 2013. Fine root biomass and
dynamics in beech forests across a precipitation gradient - is optimal resource
partitioning theory applicable to water-limited mature trees? J. Ecol. 101 (5),
1183–1200. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12124.

Hiiesalu, I., Opik, M., Metsis, M., Lilje, L., Davison, J., Vasar, M., Moora, M., Zobel, M.,
Wilson, S.D., P€artel, M., 2012. Plant species richness belowground: higher richness
and new patterns revealed by next-generation sequencing. Mol. Ecol. 21 (8),
2004–2016. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2011.05390.x.

H€olscher, D., Hertel, D., Leuschner, D., Hottkowitz, M., 2002. Tree species diversity and
soil patchiness in a temperate broad-leaved forest with limited rooting space. Flora
197 (2), 118–125. https://doi.org/10.1078/0367-2530-00021.

Hothorn, T., Bretz, F., Westfall, P., 2008. Simultaneous inference in general parametric
models. Biom. J. 50 (3), 346–363. https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810425.

Hutchings, M.J., John, E.A., 2010. Distribution of roots in soil, and root foraging activity.
In: de Kroon, H., Visser, E.J.W. (Eds.), Ecological Studies, 168. Springer, Berlin,
Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-09784-7_2.

Jacob, A., Hertel, D., Leuschner, C., 2013. On the significance of belowground
overyielding in temperate mixed forests: separating species identity and species
diversity effects. Oikos 122 (3), 463–473. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-
0706.2012.20476.x.

Jones, F.A., Erickson, D.L., Bernal, M.A., Bermingham, E., Kress, W.J., Herre, E.A., Muller-
Landau, H.C., Turner, B.L., 2011. The roots of diversity: below ground species
richness and rooting distributions in a tropical forest revealed by DNA barcodes and
inverse modeling. PLoS One 6 (9), e24506. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0024506.

Lang, C., Dolynska, A., Finkeldey, R., Polle, A., 2010. Are beech (Fagus sylvatica) roots
territorial? For. Ecol. Manag. 260 (7), 1212–1217. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.foreco.2010.07.014.

Lebourgeois, F., Br�eda, N., Ulrich, E., Granier, A., 2005. Climate-tree-growth relationships
of European beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) in the French permanent plot network
(RENECOFOR). Trees (Berl.) 19 (4), 385–401. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-004-
0397-9.

Leuschner, C., 2020. Drought response of European beech (Fagus sylvatica L.)—a review.
Perspect. Plant Ecol. Evol. Systemat. 47, 125576. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ppees.2020.125576.

Leuschner, C., Backes, K., Hertel, D., Schipka, F., Schmitt, U., Terborg, O., Runge, M.,
2001a. Drought responses at leaf, stem and fine root levels of competitive Fagus
sylvatica L. and Quercus petraea (Matt.) Liebl. trees in dry and wet years. For. Ecol.
Manag. 149 (1–3), 33–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(00)00543-0.

Leuschner, C., Hertel, D., Coners, H., Büttner, V., 2001b. Root competition between beech
and oak: a hypothesis. Oecologia 126 (2), 276–284. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s004420000507.

Leuschner, C., Jungkunst, H.F., Fleck, S., 2009. Functional role of forest diversity: pros
and cons of synthetic stands and across-site comparisons in established forests. Basic
Appl. Ecol. 10 (1), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2008.06.001.

Leuschner, C., Sutcliffe, L., Ellenberg, H., 2017. Vegetation ecology of central Europe.
Volume 1, ecology of central European forests. In: Revised and Extended Version of
the 6th German Edition/Translated by Laura Sutcliffe. Springer, Cham, Switzerland.

Leuschner, C., Weithmann, G., Bat-Enerel, B., Weigel, R., 2023. The future of European
beech in Northern Germany—climate change vulnerability and adaptation potential.
Forests 14 (7), 1448. https://doi.org/10.3390/f14071448.

Lwila, A.S., Mund, M., Ammer, C., Glatthorn, J., 2021. Site conditions more than species
identity drive fine root biomass, morphology and spatial distribution in temperate
pure and mixed forests. For. Ecol. Manag. 499 (3), 119581. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.foreco.2021.119581.

Lwila, A.S., Post-Leon, A., Ammer, C., Mund, M., 2023. Site properties, species identity,
and species mixture affect fine root production, mortality, and turnover rate in pure
and mixed forests of European Beech, Norway spruce, and Douglas-fir. Ecol. Indicat.
147, 109975. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2023.109975.

Martínez-Sancho, E., Sl�amov�a, L., Morganti, S., Grefen, C., Carvalho, B., Dauphin, B.,
Rellstab, C., Gugerli, F., Opgenoorth, L., Heer, K., Knutzen, F., von Arx, G.,
Valladares, F., Cavers, S., Fady, B., Alía, R., Aravanopoulos, F., Avanzi, C., Bagnoli, F.,
Barbas, E., Bastien, C., Benavides, R., Bernier, F., Bodineau, G., Bastias, C.C.,
Charpentier, J.P., Climent, J.M., Corr�eard, M., Courdier, F., Danusevicius, D.,
Farsakoglou, A.M., del Barrio, J.M.G., Gilg, O., Gonz�alez-Martínez, S.C., Gray, A.,
Hartleitner, C., Hurel, A., Jouineau, A., K€arkk€ainen, K., Kujala, S.T., Labriola, M.,
Lascoux, M., Lefebvre, M., Lejeune, V., Liesebach, M., Malliarou, E., Mariotte, N.,
Matesanz, S., Myking, T., Notivol, E., Pakull, B., Piotti, A., Pringarbe, M.,
Pyh€aj€arvi, T., Raffin, A., Ramírez-Valiente, J.A., Ramskogler, K., Robledo-
Arnuncio, J.J., Savolainen, O., Schueler, S., Semerikov, V., Spanu, I., Th�evenet, J.,
Mette Tollefsrud, M., Turion, N., Veisse, D., Vendramin, G.G., Villar, M., Westin, J.,
Fonti, P., 2020. The GenTree Dendroecological Collection, tree-ring and wood
11
density data from seven tree species across Europe. Sci. Data 7 (1), 1. https://doi.org/
10.1038/s41597-019-0340-y.

Mathes, T., Seidel, D., Annigh€ofer, P., 2023. Response to extreme events: do
morphological differences affect the ability of beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) to resist
drought stress? Forestry 96 (3), 355–371.

Mccarthy, M.C., Enquist, B.J., 2007. Consistency between an allometric approach and
optimal partitioning theory in global patterns of plant biomass allocation. Funct.
Ecol. 21 (4), 713–720. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2007.01276.x.

McConnaughay, K.D.M., Coleman, J.S., 1999. Biomass allocation in plants: ontogeny or
optimality? A test along three resource gradients. Ecology 80 (8), 2581–2593.
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080[2581:BAIPOO]2.0.CO,2.

Meier, I.C., Knutzen, F., Eder, L.M., Müller-Haubold, H., Goebel, M., Bachmann, J.,
Hertel, D., Leuschner, C., 2018. The deep root system of Fagus sylvatica on sandy soil:
structure and variation across a precipitation gradient. Ecosystems 21 (2), 280–296.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0148-6.

Meier, I.C., Leuschner, C., 2008. Belowground drought response of European beech: fine
root biomass and carbon partitioning in 14 mature stands across a precipitation
gradient. Glob. Chang. Biol. 14 (9), 2081–2095. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2008.01634.x.

Meinen, C., Hertel, D., Leuschner, C., 2009. Biomass and morphology of fine roots in
temperate broad-leaved forests differing in tree species diversity. Is there evidence of
below-ground overyielding? Oecologia 161 (1), 99–111. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00442-009-1352-7.

Mendiburu, F., 2009. Una herramienta de analisis estadistico para la investigacion
agricola. Universidad Nacional de Ingenieria (UNI-PERU), Tesis.

Meyer, P., Spînu, A.P., M€older, A., Bauhus, J., 2022. Management alters drought-induced
mortality patterns in European beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) forests. Plant Biol. 24 (7),
1157–1170.

Mund, M., Kutsch, W.L., Wirth, C., Kahl, T., Knohl, A., Skomarkova, M.V., Schulze, E.-D.,
2010. The influence of climate and fructification on the inter-annual variability of
stem growth and net primary productivity in an old-growth, mixed beech forest. Tree
Physiol. 30, 689–704. https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpq027.

O'Brien, M.J., Engelbrecht, B.M.J., Joswig, J., Pereyra, G., Schuldt, B., Jansen, S.,
Kattge, J., Landh€ausser, S.M., Levick, S.R., Preisler, Y., V€a€an€anen, P., Macinnis-Ng, C.,
2017. A synthesis of tree functional traits related to drought-induced mortality in
forests across climatic zones. J. Appl. Ecol. 54 (6), 1669–1686. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1365-2664.12874.

Piovesan, G., Biondi, F., Di Filippo, A., Alessandrini, A., Maugeri, M., 2008. Drought-
driven growth reduction in old beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) forests of the central
Apennines, Italy. Glob. Chang. Biol. 14 (6), 1265–1281. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1365-2486.2008.01570.x.

Pregitzer, K.S., DeForest, J.L., Burton, A.J., Allen, M.F., Ruess, R.W., Hendrick, R.L., 2002.
Fine root architecture of nine North American trees. Ecol. Monogr. 72 (2), 293.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3100029.

Prescott, C.E., Grayston, S.J., Helmisaari, H.S., Ka�stovsk�a, E., K€orner, C., Lambers, H.,
Meier, I.C., Millard, P., Ostonen, I., 2020. Surplus carbon drives allocation and plant-
soil interactions. Trends Ecol. Evol. 35, 1110–1118. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.tree.2020.08.007.

Pretzsch, H., Schütze, G., Biber, P., 2018. Drought can favour the growth of small in
relation to tall trees in mature stands of Norway spruce and European beech. For.
Ecosyst. 5 (1), 227. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40663-018-0139-x.

R Core Team, 2018. R: a Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R
Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna. https://scholar.google.com/citations?
user¼yvs1queaaaaj&hl¼de&oi¼sra. (Accessed 13 January 2024).

Rewald, B., Leuschner, C., 2009. Belowground competition in a broad-leaved temperate
mixed forest. Pattern analysis and experiments in a four-species stand. Eur. J. For.
Res. 128 (4), 387–398. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-009-0276-4.

Rukh, S., Sanders, T.G.M., Krüger, I., Schad, T., Bolte, A., 2023. Distinct responses of
European Beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) to drought intensity and length—a review of the
impacts of the 2003 and 2018–2019 drought events in Central Europe. Forests 14 (2),
248. https://doi.org/10.3390/f14020248.

Schall, P., L€odige, C., Beck, M., Ammer, C., 2012. Biomass allocation to roots and shoots is
more sensitive to shade and drought in European beech than in Norway spruce
seedlings. For. Ecol. Manag. 266, 246–253. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.foreco.2011.11.017.

Scharnweber, T., Manthey, M., Criegee, C., Bauwe, A., Schr€oder, C., Wilmking, M., 2011.
Drought matters – declining precipitation influences growth of Fagus sylvatica L. and
Quercus robur L. in north-eastern Germany. For. Ecol. Manag. 262 (6), 947–961.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.05.026.

Schenk, H.J., 2006. Root competition. Beyond resource depletion. J. Ecol. 94 (4),
725–739. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2006.01124.x.

Schenk, H.J., Callaway, R.M., Mahall, B.E., 1999. Spatial root segregation: are plants
territorial? Adv. Ecol. Res. 28, 145–180. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2504(08)
60032-X.

Schimel, J.P., Bennett, J., 2004. Nitrogen mineralization: challenges of a changing
paradigm. Ecology 85 (3), 591–602. https://doi.org/10.1890/03-8002.

Schnabel, F., Purrucker, S., Schmitt, L., Engelmann, R.A., Kahl, A., Richter, R., Seele-
Dilbat, C., Skiadaresis, G., Wirth, C., 2022. Cumulative growth and stress responses to
the 2018-2019 drought in a European floodplain forest. Glob. Chang. Biol. 28 (5),
1870–1883. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16028.

Schuldt, B., Buras, A., Arend, M., Vitasse, Y., Beierkuhnlein, C., Damm, A., Gharun, M.,
Grams, T.E.E., Hauck, M., Hajek, P., Hartmann, H., Hiltbrunner, E., Hoch, G.,
Holloway-Phillips, M., K€orner, C., Larysch, E., Lübbe, T., Nelson, D.B., Rammig, A.,
Rigling, A., Rose, L., Ruehr, N.K., Schumann, K., Weiser, F., Werner, C.,
Wohlgemuth, T., Zang, C.S., Kahmen, A., 2020. A first assessment of the impact of the

https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13158
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-011-0846-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2005.01067.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2005.01067.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015030320845
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12124
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2011.05390.x
https://doi.org/10.1078/0367-2530-00021
https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810425
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-09784-7_2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2012.20476.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2012.20476.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024506
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-004-0397-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-004-0397-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2020.125576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2020.125576
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(00)00543-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420000507
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420000507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2008.06.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref51
https://doi.org/10.3390/f14071448
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119581
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119581
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2023.109975
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-019-0340-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-019-0340-y
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref55
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2007.01276.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080[2581:BAIPOO]2.0.CO,2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0148-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01634.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01634.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-009-1352-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-009-1352-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref62
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpq027
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12874
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12874
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01570.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01570.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/3100029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2020.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2020.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40663-018-0139-x
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=yvs1queaaaaj&amp;hl=de&amp;oi=sra
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-009-0276-4
https://doi.org/10.3390/f14020248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2006.01124.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2504(08)60032-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2504(08)60032-X
https://doi.org/10.1890/03-8002
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16028


A.S. Lwila et al. Forest Ecosystems 11 (2024) 100217
extreme 2018 summer drought on Central European forests. Basic Appl. Ecol. 45,
86–103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2020.04.003.

Stolz, J., van der Maaten, E., Kalanke, H., Martin, J., Wilmking, M., van der Maaten-
Theunissen, M., 2021. Increasing climate sensitivity of beech and pine is not
mediated by adaptation and soil characteristics along a precipitation gradient in
northeastern Germany. Dendrochronologia 67, 125834. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.dendro.2021.125834.

Valverde-Barrantes, O.J., Smemo, K.A., Feinstein, L.M., Kershner, M.W., Blackwood, C.B.,
2015. Aggregated and complementary: symmetric proliferation, overyielding, and
mass effects explain fine-root biomass in soil patches in a diverse temperate
deciduous forest landscape. New Phytol. 205 (2), 731–742. https://doi.org/10.1111/
nph.13179.

Weemstra, M., Sterck, F.J., Visser, E.J.W., Kuyper, T.W., Goudzaard, L., Mommer, L.,
2017. Fine-root trait plasticity of beech (Fagus sylvatica) and spruce (Picea abies)
forests on two contrasting soils. Plant Soil 415 (1), 175–188. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11104-016-3148-y.

Weigel, R., Bat-Enerel, B., Dulamsuren, C., Muffler, L., Weithmann, G., Leuschner, C.,
2023. Summer drought exposure, stand structure, and soil properties jointly control
the growth of European beech along a steep precipitation gradient in northern
Germany. Glob. Chang. Biol. 29 (3), 763–779. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16506.

Wijesinghe, D.K., John, E.A., Hutchings, M.J., 2005. Does pattern of soil resource
heterogeneity determine plant community structure? An experimental investigation.
J. Ecol. 93 (1), 99–112.
12
Wutzler, T., Wirth, C., Schumacher, J., 2008. Generic biomass functions for Common
beech (Fagus sylvatica) in Central Europe: predictions and components of uncertainty.
Can. J. For. Res. 38 (6), 1661–1675. https://doi.org/10.1139/X07-194.

Yuan, Z.Y., Chen, H.Y.H., 2013. Simplifying the decision matrix for estimating fine root
production by the sequential soil coring approach. Acta Oecol. 48, 54–61. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.actao.2013.01.009.

Zang, U., Goisser, M., H€aberle, K., Matyssek, R., Matzner, E., Borken, W., 2014. Effects of
drought stress on photosynthesis, rhizosphere respiration, and fine-root
characteristics of beech saplings: a rhizotron field study. Z. Pflanzenernaehr. Bodenk.
177 (2), 168–177. https://doi.org/10.1002/jpln.201300196.

Zeng, W., Xiang, W., Zhou, B., Ouyang, S., Zeng, Y., Chen, L., Freschet, G.T., Valverde-
Barrantes, O.J., Milcu, A., 2021. Positive tree diversity effect on fine root biomass: via
density dependence rather than spatial root partitioning. Oikos 130 (1), 1–14.

Zimmermann, J., Hauck, M., Dulamsuren, C., Leuschner, C., 2015. Climate warming-
related growth decline affects Fagus sylvatica, but not other broad-leaved tree species
in Central European mixed forests. Ecosystems 18 (4), 560–572. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10021-015-9849-x.

Zwetsloot, M.J., Goebel, M., Paya, A., Grams, T.E., Bauerle, T.L., 2019. Specific spatio-
temporal dynamics of absorptive fine roots in response to neighbor species identity in
a mixed beech–spruce forest. Tree Physiol. 39 (11), 1867–1879.

Zwetsloot, M.J., Bauerle, T.L., 2021. Repetitive seasonal drought causes substantial
species-specific shifts in fine-root longevity and spatio-temporal production patterns
in mature temperate forest trees. New Phytol. 231 (3), 974–986. https://doi.org/
10.1111/nph.17432.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2020.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dendro.2021.125834
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dendro.2021.125834
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13179
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-016-3148-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-016-3148-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16506
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref84
https://doi.org/10.1139/X07-194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actao.2013.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actao.2013.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/jpln.201300196
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref88
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-015-9849-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-015-9849-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2197-5620(24)00053-8/sref90
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.17432
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.17432

	Root overlap and allocation of above- and belowground growth of European beech in pure and mixed stands of Douglas fir and  ...
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Study sites
	2.2. Experimental design and soil sampling
	2.3. Fine root sampling
	2.4. Root processing and genotyping
	2.5. Aboveground net primary productivity of wood (wood NPP)
	2.6. Statistical analyses

	3. Results
	3.1. Comparison of fine root overlap of beech between sites and stand types
	3.2. Site effect on seasonal stem diameter increment
	3.3. Linking seasonal wood and fine root NPP
	3.4. Linking annual wood and fine root NPP

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Fine root overlap
	4.2. Linking annual diameter increment with root growth
	4.3. Linking seasonal above- and belowground growth
	4.4. Growth partitioning between above- and belowground as a response to site conditions
	4.5. Indications for the potential to deal with increasing drought

	5. Conclusions
	Declaration of competing interest
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	References


