Earth-Science Reviews 140 (2015) 1-13

EARTH-SCIENCE

5

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

REVIEWS

Earth-Science Reviews o

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/earscirev

Methods for measuring arctic and alpine shrub growth: A review @CmssMark

Isla H. Myers-Smith ¢, Martin Hallinger ™9, Daan Blok ¢, Ute Sass-Klaassen ¢, Shelly A. Rayback ¢, Stef Weijers /,
Andrew J. Trant &, Ken D. Tape ", Adam T. Naito !, Sonja Wipf’, Christian Rixen’, Melissa A. Dawes’,

Julia A. Wheeler’, Agata Buchwal k Claudia Baittinger ! Marc Macias-Fauria ™, Bruce C. Forbes ",

Esther Lévesque °, Noémie Boulanger-Lapointe !, Ilka Beil ®, Virve Ravolainen P, Martin Wilmking >*

@ School of GeoSciences, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh EH9 3JW, United Kingdom

b Institute of Botany and Landscape Ecology, Emnst-Moritz-Amdt University Greifswald, D-17487 Greifswald, Germany

¢ Center for Permafrost (CENPERM), University of Copenhagen, @ster Voldgade 10, DK-1350 Copenhagen, Denmark

4 Forest Ecology and Management Group, Wageningen University, PO 47, NL-6700 AA Wageningen, Netherlands

€ Department of Geography, University of Vermont, 213 Old Mill Building, 94 University Place, Burlington, VT 05405, USA

f Climatology and Landscape Ecology, Department of Geography, University of Bonn, Meckenheimer Allee 166, D-53115 Bonn, Germany

& School of Environmental Studies, University of Victoria, PO Box 3060 STN CSC, Victoria, British Columbia V8W 3R4, Canada

" Institute of Northern Engineering, University of Alaska Fairbanks, Fairbanks, AK, 99775, USA

! Department of Geography, Texas A&M University, 810 Eller O&M Building, Mailstop 3147 TAMU, College Station, TX 77843-3147, USA

I WSL Institute for Snow and Avalanche Research SLF, Fluelastrasse 11, CH-7260 Davos Dorf, Switzerland

K Institute of Geoecology and Geoinformation, Adam Mickiewicz University, Dziegielowa 27, 61-680 Poznan, Poland

! Environmental Archaeology and Materials Science, National Museum of Denmark, Frederiksholms Kanal 12, DK-1220 Copenhagen, Denmark
™ Long-term Ecology Laboratory, Biodiversity Institute, Oxford Martin School & Department of Zoology, University of Oxford, Tinbergen Building, South Parks Road, Oxford OX1 3PS, UK
™ Arctic Centre, University of Lapland, Box 122, FI-96101 Rovaniemi, Finland

© Département des sciences de I'environnement, Université du Québec a Trois-Riviéres, C.P. 500, Trois-Riviéres, Québec G9A 5H7, Canada

P Department of Arctic and Marine Biology, University of Tromse, N-9037 Tromse, Norway

9 Department of Ecology, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, 75651 Uppsala, Sweden

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Article history: Shrubs have increased in abundance and dominance in arctic and alpine regions in recent decades. This often dra-
Received 8 April 2014 matic change, likely due to climate warming, has the potential to alter both the structure and function of tundra
Accepted 16 October 2014 ecosystems. The analysis of shrub growth is improving our understanding of tundra vegetation dynamics and en-

Available online 22 October 2014 vironmental changes. However, dendrochronological methods developed for trees, need to be adapted for the

morphology and growth eccentricity of shrubs. Here, we review current and developing methods to measure ra-

gﬁmoms' dial and axial growth, estimate age, and assess growth dynamics in relation to environmental variables. Recent
Dendroecology advances in sampling methods, analysis and applications have improved our ability to investigate growth and re-
Dendrochronology cruitment dynamics of shrubs. However, to extrapolate findings to the biome scale, future dendroecological work
Growth rings will require improved approaches that better address variation in growth within parts of the plant, among indi-
Stem increments viduals within populations and between species.
Tundra © 2014 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The recent observed increases in the growth and abundance of
shrubs are one of the most prominent ecological changes currently oc-
curring in many tundra ecosystems (Sturm et al., 2001; Tape et al.,
2006; Post et al., 2009; Naito and Cairns, 2011; Myers-Smith et al.,
2011a; Elmendorf et al., 2012; Macias-Fauria et al.,, 2012). Shrubs form
canopies that alter litter inputs to the soil, the tundra microclimate
and therefore soil and permafrost temperatures (Myers-Smith et al.,
2011a); in addition, they provide important habitat and food sources
for other organisms (Kitti et al., 2009; Tape et al., 2010; Ehrich et al.,
2012; Ims and Henden, 2012; Li et al.,, 2013). Therefore, increases in
shrub cover, abundance and canopy height will alter biodiversity, soil
nutrient cycling, carbon storage, water and energy exchange (Eugster
et al.,, 2000; Sturm et al., 2001; Liston et al., 2002; Chapin et al., 2005;
Sturm, 2005; Wookey et al., 2009; Blok et al., 2010). Consequently,
there is a growing need to better understand the drivers of arctic and al-
pine shrub growth and population dynamics to improve projections of
tundra vegetation change.

Shrubs provide a multi-decadal record of environmental changes in
tundra ecosystems. Shrub dendrochronology, the dating of annual
growth rings, has been used to reconstruct climate (e.g., Schmidt et al.,
2006; Weijers et al., 2010; Rayback et al., 2012a), measure landscape-
level responses to climate and disturbance (Forbes et al., 2010;
Hallinger et al., 2010; Blok et al., 2011; Macias-Fauria et al.,, 2012; Tape
et al.,, 2012), date landslides (Gers et al., 2001) and permafrost distur-
bances (Gartner-Roer et al., 2013; Leibman et al., 2014), reconstruct gla-
cial history (e.g., Roer et al., 2007; Owczarek, 2010; Buras et al., 2012),
describe rates of isostatic rebound of shorelines (von Mors and Bégin,
1993), assess land-use history and human impacts in tundra ecosystems
(Rixen et al., 2004; Speed et al., 2011) and more. By analyzing
growth over time, growth—climate relationships, aging individuals, or
examining wood anatomy or wood scarring, both the timing and extent
of landscape-level vegetation change or geomorphic disturbances
can be determined. Much of the current shrub dendroecological
literature focuses on vegetation dynamics in relation to climate, but
like with treering research, dendroecology extends far beyond
dendroclimatology to applications across the Earth Sciences (Stoffel
and Bollschweiler, 2008).

The application of dendrochronological methods requires adapta-
tion of the standard techniques developed for tree-ring analyses
(Fritts, 1976; Cook and Kairitikstis, 1990; Schweingruber, 1996) to the

specific morphology and ecology of shrubs. Like trees, shrubs typically
add a layer of wood each year, which leads to shoot and root elongation
and is visible as growth rings in the cross-sections of wood. However,
unlike many tree species, tundra shrubs: (1) exhibit prostrate or
multi-stemmed growth forms; (2) can reproduce clonally; (3) have
below-ground connections among individuals; and (4) can allocate
growth to different stems both above and belowground in complex
ways (reviewed below). These physiological and ecological characteris-
tics of shrubs often confound age determination and analyses of radial
and axial growth. Modified or novel approaches are thus needed for
sample collection, processing, analysis, and interpretation of shrub
growth from annual rings and stem increments (Fig. 1).

Shrub growth measurements have been used to: (1) quantify
climate-sensitivity of growth; (2) reconstruct climate; (3) establish
linkages to satellite-derived vegetation greening; (4) document
advances of the shrubline ecotone; and (5) investigate landscape-level
disturbances (Table 1).

The application of dendroecological analysis to shrub species is a rel-
atively recent advance of the last three decades (Woodcock and Bradley,
1994; Schweingruber and Poschlod, 2005). As the number of studies
using shrub growth measurements increases, so too, does the need for
better coordination of methods to promote inter-study comparisons
and the integration of data among sites and species. In this paper, we re-
view the dendrochronological methods for the measurement and anal-
ysis of shrub growth (Fig. 2). We hope that this review can serve as a
guide for future dendroecological research on tundra shrub species,
stimulating further advances in this field.

2. Important botanical considerations of shrub species
2.1. Growth form

Shrubs exhibit varied growth forms as a result of genetic differences
or phenotypic plasticity in response to the growing environment
(e.g., extreme cold, shade; snow cover, soil accumulation, and soil
movement), which influences the interpretation of radial and axial
growth measurements. Reduced apical dominance in shrubs may lead
to the development of multiple stems and large clonal patches and
competition or facilitation among species (interspecific), individuals of
the same species (intraspecific), and stems within the same plant
(e.g., self-shading; Carlsson and Callaghan, 1991; Pajunen, 2009;
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