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Abstract Incorporating trees into agricultural 
systems, including grasslands, increases the soil 
organic carbon sequestration and contributes to cli-
mate change mitigation. Site preparation for tree 
establishment is a common practice that can involve 
a variety of techniques and agricultural implements 
such as subsoiling. This study aimed to evaluate the 
long-term effects of subsoiling on soil organic carbon 
(SOC) concentrations and stocks in a Mediterranean 
grassland afforested with holm oaks 22 years ago and 
now converted into a Dehesa agroforestry system. 
The study was conducted in a dehesa farm in South-
west Spain. Soil samples were taken at six depths 
under 10 tree canopies within and outside the origi-
nal subsoiling line. Subsoiling significantly decreased 
SOC concentration. Mean SOC concentration in the 
first 20 cm was 30% lower at the subsoiling line. SOC 
stocks for the first 60 cm were 2660 g  m−2 within the 

subsoiling line and 4320 g  m−2 outside the line. There 
was a clear reduction in SOC concentration and stock 
with increasing depth. Root abundance and deeper 
rooting increased with subsoiling but did not translate 
into sufficient carbon accumulation in the soil, which 
is moderate even after 22  years. This study reveals 
that, in the long term, there is a trade-off in  CO2 
sequestration between tree planting and soil subsoil-
ing, highlighting the need for further research into the 
potential benefits and detriments of subsoiling.
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Introduction

Soils can be a sink or source for atmospheric  CO2, 
and therefore changes in soil organic carbon (SOC) 
stocks have profound implications for the exacerba-
tion or mitigation of climate change (Feng et al. 2020; 
Francaviglia et al. 2017). Minasmy et al. (2017), sur-
veying 20 regions worldwide, found that, with the 
best management practices, soil C sequestration rates 
could exceed 4 per thousand. This finding makes the 
"4 per mille Soils for Food Security and Climate" 
initiative, launched at COP21 to offset global anthro-
pogenic greenhouse gas emissions, feasible. These 
authors also stated that the potential to increase SOC 
mostly hinges on topsoil within agricultural lands, 
given that they may have a low initial SOC stock and 
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are more responsive to agronomic practices. There-
fore, finding the best management practices that can 
increase SOC stocks on agricultural land is a chal-
lenge for both farmers and policymakers.

The conversion of agricultural systems to agrofor-
estry systems through the incorporation of trees on 
croplands and grassland could play an important role 
in mitigating climate change (De Stefano and Jacob-
son 2018; Shibu 2009). Tree planting encourages car-
bon sequestration in above- and below-ground woody 
biomass (Feliciano et  al. 2018). Moreover, decom-
position of leaves, branches and fine roots of the tree 
together with root exudates constitute an important 
input of organic matter into the soil (Cardinael et al. 
2017).

Site preparation for tree establishment is a com-
mon practice that can involve a variety of techniques 
and agricultural implements. One of these techniques 
is subsoiling. Subsoiling is a non-inversion tillage 
of the soil below depths of 30–45 cm. Some authors 
indicate that this is the most suitable technique for 
tree planting on agricultural land (Querejeta et  al. 
2008; Smal et  al. 2019). Normally, deep soil tillage 
aims to reduce soil compaction, break up the plow 
pan and reduce the bulk density of the soil, conditions 
that can hamper successful tree establishment by 
slowing down root penetration (Iglesias Ranz 2004). 
Reduced soil strength, and improved aeration, water 
infiltration and nutrient availability (Raper and Berg-
told 2007; Zhang et al. 2020) enhance plant survival 
and overall growth (Sun et  al. 2017) and encourage 
deeper rooting of plants (Schneider et  al. 2017). In 
Mediterranean agroforestry systems, subsoiling has 
been shown to improve tree establishment and growth 
(Iglesias Ranz 2004; Ovalle et  al. 2020; Querejeta 
et al. 2008).

Increased root and tree growth due to deep tillage 
could result in an increase of SOC. Feng et al. (2020), 
in a meta-analysis based on global data from 43 stud-
ies, found that deep tillage of arable land enhanced 
SOC, especially when the soil was subsoiled. How-
ever, the response of SOC to deep tillage for planting 
trees is highly dependent on site-specific conditions, 
related agronomic practices for tree maintenance (Feng 
et  al. 2020), time elapsed since tree planting (Pardon 
et al. 2017; Reyna-Bowen et al. 2020) and the tree spe-
cies planted (Shaojun et al. 2016). On the other hand, 
several studies have shown that, in the short term, till-
age can cause SOC losses due to due to a decrease in 

physical protection of SOC and an increase in soil aera-
tion and microbial activity that enhances soil organic 
matter decomposition, especially when implements 
such as ploughs or disc harrows are used (Cid et  al. 
2013; Rutkowska et al. 2018; Sithole et al. 2019).

Carbon sequestration in Mediterranean grasslands 
can be enhanced by integrating oak trees (Quercus 
ilex L. and Quercus suber L.). These practices have 
been promoted in Spain within the context of the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) through different 
afforestation programmes (EU 1992), turning grass-
lands into Dehesa system. In many cases, the incor-
poration of trees has been done by subsoiling, work-
ing the subsoiler implement along a line or at isolated 
points. Dehesa is one of the most representative and 
important agroforestry systems of the Iberian Pen-
insula, also known as Montado in Portugal (Pinto-
Correia et  al. 2011). Dehesa is a savanna-like sys-
tem composed of scattered oak trees over grassland 
and devoted to extensive livestock farming (Moreno 
and Pulido 2009). Furthermore, Dehesas supports 
traditional livelihoods and rural economies, while 
maintaining a high biodiversity and key ecosystem 
services such as soil and water conservation or the 
reduction of risk of forest fires (Plieninger et al. 2021; 
Surová et  al. 2018; Torralba et  al. 2018). Despite 
there being many studies demonstrating how subsoil-
ing modifies SOC in arable land of different world 
regions, there is a gap of knowledge on its effects 
on SOC of Mediterranean grasslands when used as 
site preparation method for conversion into agrofor-
estry systems. Therefore, the objective of this study 
was to determine the long-term impact of subsoil-
ing on SOC in a Mediterranean grassland afforested 
with holm oaks 22 years ago and now transformed 
into a Dehesa agroforestry system. We hypothesized 
that soil in subsoiled areas show higher concentra-
tions and stocks of SOC, since subsoiling should have 
facilitated tree root growth, leading to higher carbon 
accumulation after 22 years from root decomposition 
and root exudates.

Materials and methods

Study site

The study was conducted on an experimental farm at 
Hinojosa del Duque, Los Pedroches, Cordoba, Spain 
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(38°29′46″N, 05°06′55″′′W). The area has a mean 
annual rainfall of 437  mm and an average annual 
temperature of 15.1 °C (average for 2010–2017 at the 
meteorological experimental station in Hinojosa del 
Duque). The area is located at 543 m above sea level. 
According to the FAO soil classification system, the 
soil is classified as a Eutric Cambisol with a shallow 
depth and rocky outcrops (CSIC-IARA 1989).

The site is a dehesa with Holm oaks (Q. ilex) 
planted in 1995 with a 12  m × 12  m spacing and a 
density of 70 trees  ha−1. Planting included soil prepa-
ration by subsoiling with a three-legged curved sub-
soiler, 50  cm apart, on a V-shaped frame, working 
to a depth of 60  cm. Growth of herbaceous vegeta-
tion was controlled with a disc plough in the first five 
years after tree planting. Prior to 1995, the manage-
ment of the area involved the cultivation of vetch 
and oats for hay in a three-year cycle, where the soil 
was fertilised with 20 t  ha−1 of dairy manure prior to 
sowing, and where a chisel plough was used for soil 
tillage. Since 2000, the area was grazed by Merino 
sheep at a stocking rate of 3 sheep  ha−1. Grazing is 
rotational, with at least four grazing periods per year, 
adding up to an average of six months a year. In 
2016, natural pastures were fertilized with 40  kg of 
 P2O5  ha−1 using a centrifugal spreader. The amount 
of fertilisation was equal both within and outside the 
subsoiling line. At the time of soil sampling in March 
2017, trees showed a mean diameter at breast height 
(DBH) of 17.2 cm and canopy cover of around 10%.

Soil characterisation and sampling

Soil profiles and their main characteristics were 
described by establishing two soil trenches. One 
trench was located along the subsoiling line axis, and 
the other was perpendicular to the subsoiling line, in 
different trees (see Fig. S1). The trenches started near 
the tree trunk and crossed beyond the tree crown pro-
jection area. Profiles were described according to the 
National Resource Conservation Services (NRCS) 
guidelines (Soil Survey Staff 2012). The main soil 
properties for each horizon within and outside the 
subsoiling line are shown in Table  1. Root density 
by root size (fine < 2  mm; medium 2–5  mm; coarse 
5–10  mm and very coarse > 10  mm) was visually 
assessed in four representative units at each horizon 
within each trench. The unit area required for root 
density assessment changes according to root size: 1 

 cm2 for fine roots, 1  dm2 for medium and coarse roots, 
and 1  m2 for very coarse roots. Further information 
on the assessment method and quantity classes can 
be found in the NCRS guidelines (Soil Survey Staff 
2012).

Soil bulk density (BD) was assessed at four points 
(two below and two outside the tree canopy) in each 
trench. At each point, undisturbed soil samples were 
taken at four depths (0–5  cm, 20–40  cm, 40–60  cm 
and 60–100 cm) using a hand-held soil bulk density 
sampler. The samples were oven-dried at 105 °C for 
72 h to a constant mass. Soil bulk density was calcu-
lated by dividing the dry mass of the soil by the 98.2 
 cm3 volume of the soil sampler (Hao et al. 2008). At 
each point, bulk density at different depth layers (the 
same as core soil samples) was estimated by interpo-
lation using mass-conserving splines (Malone et  al. 
2017).

Soil samples were collected across the study site 
at ten random trees (Fig.  1) for SOC and stoniness 
assessment. Soil was collected at two points below 
the tree canopy: one within the subsoiling line, and 
another point outside the line. Soil samples were 
taken at six different depth intervals at each sample 
point (0–2, 2–5, 5–10, 10–20, 20–40, 40–60  cm), 
based on the strong, surface-skewed stratification of 
soil organic carbon in Mediterranean grassland sys-
tems (Francaviglia et  al. 2017; Lozano-García and 
Parras-Álcantata 2013; Lozano-García et  al. 2016). 
Grass and mulch surfaces were previously removed. 
Soil samples were taken manually (for the three top-
soil layers) and using a hydraulic soil sampler with a 
38.1 mm diameter soil core (Giddings®; see Fig. S1). 
A total of 120 soil samples were taken. Samples out-
side and within the subsoiling line were collected in 
March 2017 and June 2018. After the analysis of the 
soil samples, data from the first two soil layers were 
combined, showing the results at five depths (0–5, 
5–10, 10–20, 20–40, 40–60 cm).

Soil analysis

The soil samples were separated into coarse and fine 
particles using a 2 mm sieve. Clods were mechani-
cally separated. Both fractions were weighed to 
determine stoniness, which was defined as the per-
centage weight of coarse material whose diam-
eter is greater than 2  mm. SOC concentration was 
estimated by Vis-NIRS spectroscopy. Once coarse 
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particles were removed, Vis-NIRS spectra of each 
soil sample was recorded using a LabSpec 5,000 
spectrometer (ASD Inc., Boulder, Colorado, USA) 
and IndicoPro 6.0 spectrum acquisition software. 
This equipment has a nominal spectral resolu-
tion of 3  nm at 700  nm (visible and near-infrared 
region) and 10  nm at 1,400 and 2,100  nm (short-
wavelength infrared region). The internal data sam-
pling rate of spectrometer varies between 1.4  nm 
at 350–1000  nm and 2.2  nm at 1001–2500  nm, 
although it interpolates to 1  nm over the entire 
spectral range (350–2500  nm). Soil samples were 
scanned using a Contact Probe device, model 
A122317 (ASD Inc.). Soil samples were placed in 
plastic bottles and scanned from overhead. Three 
replicates of each soil sample were scanned (each 
being an average of 50 internal scans). The final 
spectrum was obtained by averaging the three com-
posite scans. White reference scans (Spectralon 
panel) were taken between every soil sample scan. 
SOC concentration was predicted using Vis-NIRS 
equations which were previously calibrated using 
data from 440 spectra. These spectra belonged to 
soil samples from the same study area analysed 
for SOC by Walkley–Black method (Reyna-Bowen 
et  al. 2020; Walkley 1947). A sub-sample of soil 
was also analysed by Walkley–Black method. 
Comparisons between chemically analysed SOC 
and NIRS-predicted SOC revealed the Vis-NIRS 
equations predicted SOC concentration accurately 
 (R2 = 0.94, RMSE = 0.168).

Soil organic carbon stocks for each soil depth 
interval and for the whole soil profile, were calculated 
following the procedure described by Penman et  al. 
(2003):

where  SOCstock i is the total soil organic carbon in a 
given layer (g  m−2).  SOCi is the organic carbon con-
centration (g  g−1),  BDi is the bulk density of the soil 
layer (g  cm−3), d is the thickness of the depth inter-
val (cm), δ is the fraction coarse particles within the 
layer (0–1), and n is the number of soil layers. Thus, 
Eq. (2) gives the total soil organic carbon stock in the 
whole soil profile, discounting the effect of stoniness.

(1)SOCstock i = 10, 000 SOCi ⋅ BDi ⋅ d ⋅ (1 − �)

(2)SOCstock =

i=n
∑

i=1

SOC
stocki

Ta
bl

e 
1 

 S
oi

l p
ro

pe
rti

es
 o

ut
si

de
 a

nd
 w

ith
in

 th
e 

su
bs

oi
lin

g 
lin

e

Pl
ea

se
 n

ot
e 

da
ta

 fo
r t

he
 B

C
 h

or
iz

on
 in

di
ca

te
s t

he
 d

ep
th

 a
t w

hi
ch

 th
is

 h
or

iz
on

 b
eg

in
s

O
M

: O
rg

an
ic

 m
at

te
r; 

N
: O

rg
an

ic
 N

itr
og

en
; K

: A
va

ila
bl

e 
Po

ta
ss

iu
m

 p
pm

; P
: A

va
ila

bl
e 

Ph
os

ph
or

us
 (O

ls
en

) p
pm

; C
EC

: C
at

io
n 

ex
ch

an
ge

 c
ap

ac
ity

; S
.T

.C
: S

oi
l T

ex
tu

ra
l C

la
ss

Po
si

tio
n

H
or

iz
on

D
ep

th
 (m

)
pH

1/
2′

5
O

M
%

N
%

K
P

C
EC

C
a

M
g

N
a

C
la

y
Sa

nd
Si

lt
S.

T.
C

(m
eq

/1
00

 g
)

(%
)

O
ut

si
de

 su
bs

oi
lin

g 
lin

e
A

35
.0

6.
68

0.
94

0.
05

1
11

5
51

.6
10

.5
2

7.
07

2.
63

0.
47

13
.2

75
.6

11
.2

Sa
nd

y 
lo

am
B

57
.0

7.
26

0.
40

0.
02

4
13

7
33

.7
12

.0
7

7.
32

3.
94

0.
51

12
.4

80
.6

7.
0

Sa
nd

y 
lo

am
B

C
 >

 57
.0

8.
29

0.
14

0.
00

8
98

12
.4

7.
73

4.
12

2.
88

0.
52

6.
4

89
.4

4.
2

Sa
nd

W
ith

in
 su

bs
oi

lin
g 

lin
e

A
38

.3
6.

41
0.

61
0.

03
3

80
35

.2
5.

25
1.

63
2.

96
0.

43
2.

7
80

.4
16

.9
Lo

am
y 

sa
nd

B
68

.3
7.

12
0.

48
0.

03
0

13
6

30
.3

21
.9

7
17

.3
4

3.
73

0.
63

30
.4

59
.9

9.
7

Sa
nd

y 
cl

ay
 lo

am
B

C
 >

 68
.3

7.
66

0.
05

0.
00

7
55

8.
4

9.
76

6.
13

2.
89

0.
62

5.
3

87
.9

6.
9

Sa
nd



703Agroforest Syst (2023) 97:699–710 

1 3
Vol.: (0123456789)

Statistical data analysis

Non-parametric Kruskal–Wallis Tests were con-
ducted to examine differences in stoniness across soil 
depth and position with respect to the subsoiling line. 
Overall effects of depth and position on stoniness 
were evaluated using separate tests. Depth’s effect on 
stoniness was then separately evaluated at each posi-
tion. Bulk density and root density were analysed 
descriptively due to the small sample size per depth 
and size classes in the case of root (n = 4).

Linear mixed models (LMMs) were used to 
describe variation in SOC concentration and stock 
across the depth categories and position with respect 
to the subsoiling line. Three models were con-
structed for each response variable. The first model 
just included depth as a fixed explanatory variable. 
A second model included depth and position (within/
outside the subsoiling line) as fixed effects with an 
additive effect. The third model incorporated both 
depth and position and acknowledged an interaction 
between them. Tree identity was always included 
as a random effect to account for non-independence 
between same-tree samples. The models were evalu-
ated using information criteria (AIC, Akaike’s Infor-
mation Criterion; AICc, second order AIC; and BIC, 
Bayesian Information Criterion), and the best-quality 

model was subsequently selected. Normality of 
residuals was checked using the Shapiro–Wilk test, 
and the Bartlett test was used to verify variance was 
homogeneous across all depth and position catego-
ries. SOC concentration and SOC stock variables 
were log transformed −  log10(SOCconcentration + 0.1) 
and  log10(SOCstock + 1) − to meet the requirements of 
linear models. A post-hoc comparison between the 
model categories was performed using the Tukey 
HSD test to determine which soil layers within each 
position showed significantly different levels of SOC 
stock and concentration. Statistical analyses were 
undertaking using R Statistical Software (version 
4.2.1), and specific R packages ‘eemeans’ (1.8.3) and 
‘lme4’ (1.1–31).

Results

Stoniness, bulk density and root distribution

Stoniness showed an average value of 6.8% across 
all profiles and positions (Table  2). Non-parametric 
Kruskal–Wallis Tests were conducted to examine 
differences in stoniness across soil depth and posi-
tion with respect to the subsoiling line. No significant 
differences were found among the general soil depth 

1m

1m

~12m

WSL

OSL

A B

Fig. 1  Location of the soil core sampling points used to deter-
mine SOC concentration, stock and stoniness. a Distribution of 
the sampled trees across the pastured dehesa field. b Location 

of the sampling points with respect to the individual tree. Note 
samples were taken both within the subsoiling line (WSL) and 
outside the subsoiling line (OSL)
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(χ2 = 2.11, DF = 5, p = 0.7158) or position categories 
(χ2 = 0.344, DF = 1, p = 0.5573), or among soil depth 
categories at each of the separate positions (outside 
subsoiling line: χ2 = 7.05, DF = 4, p = 0.1332; within 
subsoiling line: χ2 = 7.78, DF = 5, p = 0.0998). It is 
important to note that stoniness outside the subsoiling 
line was much more variable, both within and among 
soil depth categories. There were smaller bulk densi-
ties for profiles within the subsoiling line (Table 2). 
On average, bulk density within the subsoiling line 
was 14% smaller than outside the line. Bulk density 
within the subsoiling line appears to increase with 
depth by about 13%, from 1.42 g  cm−3 at 0–5 cm to 
1.61 g  cm−3 at 40–60 cm. There was no evident trend 
of change in bulk density across soil depth for sam-
ples outside the subsoiling line.

Roots were concentrated within the A horizon (see 
Table 1, Fig. 2). Very fine roots in the A horizon were 
common throughout all soil profiles. Within tree can-
opy, medium, coarse and very coarse roots were also 
common, although very coarse roots were less com-
mon within the subsoiling line. Beyond-canopy, very 
coarse roots were not present, and medium and coarse 
roots were only found within the subsoiling line. 
Very fine roots were common within the B horizon 
although they were found in low abundance under 
the canopy outside the subsoiling line. Medium-
sized and coarse roots were scarce in this horizon. No 
roots were found in the BC horizon (more than 60 cm 
approximately) at any of the profiles (Fig. 2).

SOC concentration

Several LMMs describing the change in SOC concen-
tration were comparatively evaluated (Table  3). The 

best model incorporated both the depth and position 
variables (subsoiling line, not subsoiling line) but did 
not acknowledge an interaction between them. All the 
coefficients in the model were statistically significant 
(see Table S1). SOC concentrations were significantly 
lower at the subsoiling line (Fig. 3). Depth-weighted 
mean value of SOC concentration in the first 20 cm 
was 30% lower at the subsoiling line (0.54% in sub-
soiled line and 0.78% for profiles not subsoiled). SOC 
concentration followed a negatively exponential dis-
tribution with depth, with an approximate fivefold 
decrease from 0–5 cm to 40–60 cm depths (Fig.  3). 
This decrease is concentrated at the first 10 cm. SOC 
concentration remains below 0.5% beyond 10  cm 
depths.

SOC stock

Overall, SOC stocks for the first 60  cm were 
2660 g  m−2 within the subsoiling line and 4320 g  m−2 
outside the line (Fig.  4). The best LMM that 
describes cumulative variation in SOC stocks across 
soil depth included both depth and position with an 
additive effect (Table  3). This model revealed that 
log-transformed SOC stocks within the subsoiling 
line were 0.258 smaller than across profiles outside 
the line (Table  S2). SOC stocks were also heavily 
stratified and showed evident cumulative increases 
with increasing depth (Fig.  4). Outside the subsoil-
ing line, SOC stock within the first 20 cm was about 
three times as large as the stock at the last 20  cm 
(2415 g   m−2 at 0–20  cm compared to 874 g   m−2 at 
40–60  cm depth; Fig.  4, Table  S2). This difference 
was reduced to twice as large for profiles within the 

Table 2  Mean values and standard error for soil bulk density and stoniness across soil depth, both within and outside the subsoiling 
line

Bulk density includes below and outside tree canopy data. Bulk density values were not taken at all of the soil layers, and some were 
instead derived via interpolation (see Methods for more information)

Depth (cm) Bulk density (g  cm−3) Stoniness (%)

Outside subsoiling line Within subsoiling line Outside subsoiling line Within subsoiling line

0–5 1.73 ± 0.03 1.42 ± 0.10 7.30 ± 0.67 7.01 ± 0.26
5–10 1.69 ± 0.03 1.41 ± 0.07 4.65 ± 2.06 7.45 ± 0.46
10–20 1.64 ± 0.04 1.39 ± 0.10 5.31 ± 1.52 7.53 ± 0.62
20–40 1.61 ± 0.07 1.42 ± 0.17 7.41 ± 1.36 5.99 ± 0.56
40–60 1.70 ± 0.06 1.61 ± 0.22 8.31 ± 1.28 6.02 ± 0.74
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subsoiling line (1363 g  m−2 at 0–20 cm compared to 
756 g  m−2 at 40–60 cm depth; Fig. 4, Table S2).

Discussion

SOC concentration

Contrary to expectation, SOC concentration was 
lower in the subsoiling line. Subsoiling appears to 
have encouraged a higher presence of roots in the A 

and B horizon when compared to the non-subsoiled 
area, which is in line with the expected effect of deep 
tillage on root distribution. Indeed, Madeira et  al. 
(1989) observed that shallow tillage caused the con-
centration of tree roots in the 0–20 cm layer and deep 
tillage caused increased root distribution to shift to 
the 20–75  cm layer of the soil. However, observed 
changes in root growth and distribution have not been 
matched by increases in soil carbon concentration, 
as reported by some authors (Shaojun et  al. 2016; 
Upson and Burgess 2013). This result suggests that 
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Fig. 2  Mean root abundance by size across the soil horizons. Abundance was assessed visually following the National Resource 
Conservation Services (NRCS) guidelines (Soil Survey Staff 2012)

Table 3  Information criteria values for the linear mixed models (LMMs) used to describe the distribution of SOC concentration and 
SOC stock across soil depth (and at different positions with respect to the subsoiling line)

AIC Akaike’s Information Criterion, AICc second order AIC, BIC Bayesian Criterion Models with the highest quality (best fit and 
least complexity) are presented in bold. ‘(1|tree)’ indicates tree is treated as a random factor to account for non-independence

Model variables AIC AICc BIC

concentration ~ depth + (1|tree) 10.78 11.80 30.18
concentration ~ depth + position + (1|tree) 0.69 2.02 22.86
concentration ~ depth * position + (1|tree) 16.01 18.98 49.26
stock ~ depth + (1|tree) 4.25 5.41 14.56
stock ~ depth + position + (1|tree) ‑23.74 ‑22.09 ‑11.38
stock ~ depth * position + (1|tree) -13.97 -11.03 2.51
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a significant reduction in SOC concentration may 
have occurred following mechanical soil prepara-
tion by subsoiling 22  years ago, and that the input 
of organic carbon from holm oak litter and fine root 
decomposition during this time did not counteract the 
effects of soil disturbance. Tilling modifies the soil 
structure and aerates the soil profile, leading to the 
release of organic soil carbon due to the respiration 

of heterotroph microorganisms (Balesdent et al. 2000; 
Rutkowska et  al. 2018; Sithole et  al. 2019). Indeed, 
some studies show one immediate effect of tillage 
is to induce an abrupt loss of  CO2 (Álvaro-Fuentes 
et al. 2007; Cid et al. 2013), although subsoiling may 
have a less pronounced effect than tillage with other 
types of implements, such as ploughs or disc harrows 
(Feng et al. 2020). On the other hand, tree influence 
on soil variables in agroforestry systems is depend-
ent on tree age and size (Howlett et al. 2011). Pardon 
et  al. (2017) found no significant variation in SOC 
concentration with distance to trees in young alley 
cropping fields, but observed higher SOC concentra-
tion in the vicinity of mature trees at field boundaries. 
Similarly, Reyna-Bowen et al. (2020) in Dehesa sys-
tem found a higher SOC concentration under old oak 
canopies and no effect when soil was assessed under 
young oaks. Some authors argue that tree influence 
on SOC concentration is expected to occur at least 5 
to 10 years after establishment, requiring more time 
to achieve a more homogeneous tree influence in the 
intercrop zone (Oelbermann et al. 2006; Pardon et al. 
2017). In our case, 22-year-old holm oaks have not 
yet been able to significantly increase SOC concen-
tration under their canopy and counteract the previous 
effects of soil tilling.

We found a clear reduction in SOC concentration 
as soil depth increases. These patterns are consist-
ent with trends observed in the literature since expo-
nential decreases in SOC concentration across depth 

Fig. 3  Distribution of SOC concentration across soil depth 
within and outside the subsoiling line (mean ± standard error). 
Different letters indicate a significant difference in SOC con-
centration between the depth categories in the same position 
according to mixed effect model. Upper case letters: outside 
subsoiling line; lower case letters: inside subsoiling line

Fig. 4  SOC stock across 
different depths for profiles 
within and outside the 
subsoiling line. The depth 
categories represent cumu-
lative layers of increas-
ing thickness. Boxplots 
represent the data distribu-
tion (median, interquartile 
range and typical range). 
Rhombuses represent the 
categorical means. Different 
letters indicate a significant 
difference in SOC stock 
between the categories, 
which take into account 
both depth and position
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have been observed in agricultural-ecological sys-
tems within the Mediterranean region (Francaviglia 
et  al. 2017; González-González et  al. 2012; Pulido-
Fernández et  al. 2013). Depth distribution of SOC 
was in accordance with the observed distribution of 
root density since higher root growth in the A horizon 
corresponded to higher values of carbon within the 
soil (Shaojun et al. 2016; Upson and Burgess 2013). 
Absolute values in SOC concentration are also par-
tially consistent with values reported by other stud-
ies in dehesas and Mediterranean agroecosystems. 
Our study revealed that SOC concentrations in the 
topmost layers (on average 1.5% at the first 5 cm) are 
roughly similar to those reported by Pulido-Fernán-
dez et  al. (2013), who respectively measured SOC 
concentrations of 2.3% and 1.1% within the first 5 cm 
of Leptosols and Luvisols dehesas. However, our 
mean SOC concentrations at the first 20  cm (0.78% 
outside the subsoiling line and 0.54% within the line) 
are generally smaller than those observed at related 
systems (Lozano-García and Parras-Alcantara 2013; 
Lozano-García et  al. 2016). For example, González-
González et al. (2012) evaluated 36 different dehesas 
in Mainland Spain, reporting a mean SOC concentra-
tion of 1.6% in the first 20  cm of soil. Lower SOC 
concentration values within the first 20 cm could be 
explained by processes relating to soil texture, vegeta-
tion type and previous land use management. Thus, 
our site held particularly sandy soils, which could 
explain lower carbon content since carbon is posi-
tively correlated with the proportion of soil composed 
by clay (Cai et  al. 2016; Kong et  al. 2009; O’Brien 
et  al. 2015). Additionally, the study site had been 
previously cultivated in a three-year rotation cycle, 
meaning regular soil disturbance could have reduced 
the overall organic matter due to aeration and release 
of stored carbon (Álvaro-Fuentes et  al. 2007; Bales-
dent et al. 2000; Cid et al. 2013).

SOC stocks

The most evident pattern emerging from the results 
is the difference in SOC stocks within and outside 
the subsoiling line, where soils within the subsoil-
ing line only hold about 60% of the organic carbon 
outside the line. This result is a consequence of the 
differences in SOC concentration discussed above, 
as well as other factors, including bulk density, 

which also play a role in stock accounting. For 
example, Penman et  al. (2003) observed that SOC 
stock, bulk density and stoniness vary proportion-
ally. In our study, soil bulk density was lower in the 
subsoiling line (14% smaller than outside the line), 
which is consistent with the expected effects of sub-
soiling on soil structure (Raper and Bergtold 2007), 
contributing to a lower SOC stock computation. 
Stoniness also influences SOC stock, but it should 
not have affected the observed stock values since 
it did not vary significantly from one position to 
another. Our stoniness and bulk density results also 
reveal how subsoiling creates long-lasting effects 
within the soil profile, even 22 years after soil prep-
aration (Evans 2009). Subsoiling appears to reduce 
bulk density within the first 60  cm and to modify 
the distribution of coarse particles, since stoniness 
within the subsoiling line samples is much more 
homogeneous, probably because subsoiling mixed 
and overturned the soil particles (Fonseca and 
Figueiredo 2016). However, the difference in bulk 
density could also be related to mechanical weed 
removal strategies, since recurrent tilling along the 
tree rows could have further compacted the soil out-
side the subsoiling line (Raper and Bergtold 2007; 
Upson and Burgess 2013).

Previous evaluations of SOC stocks in Dehesa 
system show similar values, especially those out-
side the subsoiling line, although many of them 
have been estimated far from the tree canopy. For 
example, Lozano-García and Parras-Alcántara 
(2013) found stocks for the first 100 cm under con-
ventional tilling and organic farming were 5840 and 
4870  g   m−2. Corral-Fernández et  al. (2013) found 
a mean total SOC stock (up to about 1  m depth) 
from 7670 to 5800  g   m−2 depending on soil type 
(Cambisol/Leptosol). Under the influence of mature 
oaks, Howlett et  al. (2011) recorded mean SOC 
stock of 5020 g   m−2 up to 1 m depth. SOC stocks 
have shown a clear stratification that is consist-
ent with other research in this agroforestry system. 
For example, Corral-Fernández et  al. (2013) found 
in Cambisol that the surface horizons held 50% 
more SOC than lower horizons. Reyna-Bowen et al. 
(2020), calculating SOC stock for the first 100 cm, 
found that only 4.6% of the stock was found beyond 
60  cm. Despite the apparent low contribution of 
deeper layers to the total organic carbon in Dehesa, 
in agroforestry systems it is still necessary to assess 
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deeper soil layers (Upson and Burgess 2013), due to 
the impact of planting operations and trees on soil 
carbon at depth.

Implications towards management

The study’s results have important management 
implications, given that subsoiling has the potential to 
significantly reduce the SOC concentration and stock 
of Dehesa soils within the subsoiling line. However, 
it is also important to acknowledge that the extent 
of subsoiling is constrained in space and time, since 
subsoiling only took place prior to planting and only 
affected the soil within the planting rows. In our case, 
subsoiling lines were about 1 m wide and tree rows 
spacing was 12 m, so that subsoiling only affected 8% 
of the total afforested area. Therefore, afforested land 
that was subsoiled hold only 30  g   m−2 less carbon 
than non-subsoiled areas that evolved to grassland 
(see Fig. S2 in supplementary material). It is worth 
noting that, at the time of sampling, the decrease in 
SOC stock due to the initial tillage for planting was 
of a smaller magnitude than the carbon stored above-
ground. Indeed, carbon stock in the woody structures 
of trees of our study site (accounting carbon in the 
biomass of branches and roots), is estimated to be 
around 698 g  m−2, an amount that far exceeds the loss 
of organic carbon due to tillage. On the other hand, 
SOC stock is related to the growth of the tree compo-
nent and is therefore expected a continuous evolution 
in SOC status as trees mature.

Given that subsoiling has proved to enhance oak 
seedling survival and growth in Mediterranean envi-
ronments (Iglesias Ranz 2004; Ovalle et  al. 2020; 
Querejeta et al. 2008), it can be considered a suitable 
soil preparation method to shift grassland and arable 
land toward agroforestry system as part of a policy 
of increasing tree cover to foster  CO2 sequestration. 
However, this management practice requires careful 
consideration when implemented in order to reduce 
undesirable impacts on soil, understanding both opti-
mal field condition and basic mechanics involved.

In conclusion, our results showed that planting 
preparation via subsoiling decreased SOC concentra-
tion and stock within the subsoiling lines. Root abun-
dance and deeper rooting appears to be enhanced by 
subsoiling, but increased root density did not translate 
into a sufficient carbon accumulation in soil, which 
is moderate even after 22 years. The current state of 

knowledge derived from the findings of this study 
reveals that subsoiling represents a trade-off between 
 CO2 sequestration and increased seedling establish-
ment and growth, highlighting the need for further 
research into its potential benefits and detriments.

Acknowledgements This work was supported by European 
Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme, 
Grant Agreement 774124, project SUPER-G (Sustainable 
Permanent Grassland Systems and Policies) and Grant Agree-
ment 773903, project SHui (Soil Hydrology research platform 
underpinning innovation to manage water scarcity in Euro-
pean and Chinese cropping systems). The authors would like 
to thank Mª Dolores Carbonero from the IFAPA experimental 
farm at Hinojosa del Duque for her support in the fieldwork. 
The authors would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for 
providing insightful suggestions and constructive comments 
that have helped to significantly improve the manuscript.

Funding Open Access funding provided by Universidad de 
Córdoba/CBUA  thanks to the CRUE-CSIC agreement with 
Springer Nature.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Com-
mons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits 
use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any 
medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the 
original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Crea-
tive Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The 
images or other third party material in this article are included 
in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your 
intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds 
the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit 
http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Álvaro-Fuentes J, Cantero-Martínez C, López MV, Arrúe JL 
(2007) Soil carbon dioxide fluxes following tillage in sem-
iarid Mediterranean agroecosystems. Soil till Res 96:331–
341. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. still. 2007. 08. 003

Balesdent J, Chenu C, Balabane M (2000) Relationship of soil 
organic matter dynamics to physical protection and tillage. 
Soil till Res 53:215–230. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0167- 
1987(99) 00107-5

Cai A, Feng W, Zhang W, Xu M (2016) Climate, soil texture, 
and soil types affect the contributions of fine-fraction-sta-
bilized carbon to total soil organic carbon in different land 
uses across China. J Environ Manag 172:2–9. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. jenvm an. 2016. 02. 009

Cardinael R, Chevallier T, Cambou A, Béral C, Barthès BG, 
Dupraz C, Durand C, Kouakoua E, Chenu C (2017) 
Increased soil organic carbon stocks under agroforestry: 
a survey of six different sites in France. Agric Ecosyst 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2007.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(99)00107-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(99)00107-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.02.009


709Agroforest Syst (2023) 97:699–710 

1 3
Vol.: (0123456789)

Environ 236:243–255. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. agee. 
2016. 12. 011

Cid P, Pérez-Priego O, Orgaz F, Gómez-Macpherson H (2013) 
Short-and mid-term tillage-induced soil CO2 efflux on 
irrigated permanent-and conventional-bed planting sys-
tems with controlled traffic in southern Spain. Soil Res 
51:447–458. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1071/ SR130 82

Corral-Fernández R, Parras-Alcántara L, Lozano-García B 
(2013) Stratification ratio of soil organic C, N and C: N in 
Mediterranean evergreen oak woodland with conventional 
and organic tillage. Agric Ecosyst Environ 164:252–259. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. agee. 2012. 11. 002

CSIC-IARA (1989) Mapa de suelos de Andalucía (1:400.000). 
In: Mudarra JL, Barahona E, Baños C, Iriarte A, Santos F 
(eds) Consejería de Agricultura y Pesca, Junta de Andalu-
cía, Sevilla, Spain

De Stefano A, Jacobson MG (2018) Soil carbon sequestration 
in agroforestry systems: a meta-analysis. Agrofor Syst 
92:285–299. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10457- 017- 0147-9

EU (1992) Council Regulation (EEC) No 2080/92 of 30 June 
1992 instituting a community aid scheme for forestry 
measures in agriculture Farmside. Off J Eur Communi-
ties 2080:96–99

Evans J (2009). Sustainable silviculture and management. 
In: Evans J (ed),Planted forests: uses, impacts and sus-
tainability. FAO, Roma, CABI, Wallingford, Oxon, pp 
113–140

Feliciano D, Ledo A, Hiller J, Nayak DR (2018) Which agro-
forestry options give the greatest soil and above ground 
carbon benefits in different world regions? Agric Eco-
syst Environ 254:117–129. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. agee. 
2017. 11. 032

Feng Q, An C, Chen Z, Wang Z (2020) Can deep tillage 
enhance carbon sequestration in soils? A meta-analysis 
towards GHG mitigation and sustainable agricultural 
management. Renew Sust Energy Rev 133:110293. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rser. 2020. 110293

Fonseca F, Figueiredo TD (2016) Effects of site preparation on 
physical and chemical properties as indicators of forest 
soil quality. Gaia Sci 10:38–46. https:// doi. org/ 10. 21707/ 
gs. v10. n02a04

Francaviglia R, Renzi G, Doro L, Parras-Alcántara L, Lozano-
García B, Ledda L (2017) Soil sampling approaches in 
Mediterranean agro-ecosystems. Influence on soil organic 
carbon stocks. CATENA 158:113–120. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. catena. 2017. 06. 014

González González I, Grau Corbi JM, Fernández Cancio A, 
Jiménez Ballesta R, González Cascón MR (2012) Soil 
carbon stocks and soil solution chemistry in Quercus ilex 
stands in Mainland Spain. Eur J Forest Res 131:1653–
1667. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10342- 012- 0623-8

Hao X, Ball BC, Culley JLB, Carter MR, Parkin GW (2008) 
Soil density and porosity. In: Carte MR, Gregorich EG 
(eds) Soil sampling and methods of analysis. Canadian 
Society of Soil Science, CRC Press, Boca Raton, pp 
743–759

Howlett DS, Moreno G, Mosquera Losada MR, Nair PKR, 
Nair VD (2011) Soil carbon storage as influenced by tree 
cover in the Dehesa cork oak silvopasture of central-west-
ern Spain. J Environ Monit 13:1897–1904. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1039/ c1em1 0059a

Iglesias Ranz AI (2004) Repoblaciones con Quercus ilex L. en 
zonas degradadas de la provincia de Ávila. Técnicas para 
mejorar su supervivencia. Doctoral dissertation, Universi-
dad Politécnica de Madrid

Kong X, Dao TH, Qin J, Qin H, Li C, Zhang F (2009) Effects 
of soil texture and land use interactions on organic carbon 
in soils in North China cities’ urban fringe. Geoderma 
154:86–92. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. geode rma. 2009. 09. 
016

Lozano-García B, Parras-Alcántara L (2013) Land use and 
management effects on carbon and nitrogen in Mediter-
ranean Cambisols. Agric Ecosyst Environ 179:208–214. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. agee. 2013. 07. 009

Lozano-García B, Parras-Alcántara L, Cantudo-Pérez M 
(2016) Land use change effects on stratification and stor-
age of soil carbon and nitrogen: application to a Mediter-
ranean nature reserve. Agric Ecosyst Environt 231:105–
113. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. agee. 2016. 06. 030

Madeira MVA, Melo MG, Alexandre CA, Steen E (1989) 
Effects of deep ploughing and superficial disc harrow-
ing on physical and chemical soil properties and biomass 
in a new plantation of Eucalyptus globulus. Soil till Res 
14:163–175

Malone BP, Minasny B, McBratney AB (2017) Using R for 
digital soil mapping. Springer, Basel

Minasny B, Malone BP, McBratney AB, Angers DA, Arrouays 
D, Chambers A, Chaplot V, Chen ZS, Cheng K, Das BS, 
Field DJ, Gimona A, Hedley CB, Hong SY, Mandal B, 
Marchant BP, Martin M, McConkey BG, Mulder VL, 
O’Rourke S, Richer-de-Forges AC, Odeh I, Padarian J, 
Paustian K, Pan G, Poggio L, Savin I, Stolbovoy V, Stock-
mann U, Sulaeman Y, Tsui CC, Vågen TG, vanWesemael 
B, Winowiecki L (2017) Soil carbon 4 per mille. Geo-
derma 292:59–86. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. geode rma. 
2017. 01. 002

Moreno G, Pulido F (2009) The functioning, management and 
persistence of dehesas. In: Agroforestry in Europe, vol 6, 
pp 127–160. Springer, Dordrecht. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
978-1- 4020- 8272-6

O’Brien SL, Jastrow JD, Grimley DA, Gonzalez-Meler MA 
(2015) Edaphic controls on soil organic carbon stocks in 
restored grasslands. Geoderma 251:117–123. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. geode rma. 2015. 03. 023

Oelbermann M, Voroney RP, Thevathasan NV, Gordon AM, 
Kass DCL, Schlönvoigt AM (2006) Soil carbon dynam-
ics and residue stabilization in a Costa Rican and southern 
Canadian alley cropping system. Agrofor Syst 68:27–36. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10457- 005- 5963-7

Ovalle C, Martínez I, Uribe H, Prat C, Pozo AD, Valderrama 
N, Ruíz G (2020) Effects of soil and water conservation 
technologies on the establishment, growth and survival of 
three tree species. Chil J Agric Res 80:640–649. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 4067/ S0718- 58392 02000 04006 40

Pardon P, Reubens B, Reheul D, Mertens J, De Frenne P, Cous-
sement T, Janssens P, Verheyen K (2017) Trees increase 
soil organic carbon and nutrient availability in temperate 
agroforestry systems. Agr Ecosyst Environ 247:98–111. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. agee. 2017. 06. 018

Penman J, Gytarsky M, Hiraishi T, Krug T, Kruger D, Pipatti 
R, Buendia L, Miwa K, Ngara T, Tanabe K,Wagner F 
(2003) Good practice guidance for land use, land-use 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1071/SR13082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-017-0147-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.11.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.11.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2020.110293
https://doi.org/10.21707/gs.v10.n02a04
https://doi.org/10.21707/gs.v10.n02a04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2017.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2017.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-012-0623-8
https://doi.org/10.1039/c1em10059a
https://doi.org/10.1039/c1em10059a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2009.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2009.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.06.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2017.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2017.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8272-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8272-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2015.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2015.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-005-5963-7
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-58392020000400640
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-58392020000400640
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.06.018


710 Agroforest Syst (2023) 97:699–710

1 3
Vol:. (1234567890)

change and forestry. IPCC National Greenhouse Gas 
Inventories Programme and Institute for Global Environ-
mental Strategies, Kanagawa, Japan

Pinto-Correia T, Ribeiro N, Sá-Sousa P (2011) Introducing the 
montado, the cork and holm oak agroforestry system of 
Southern Portugal. Agrofor Syst 82:99–104. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10457- 011- 9388-1

Plieninger T, Flinzberger L, Hetman M, Horstmannshoff I, 
Reinhard-Kolempas M, Topp E, Moreno G, Huntsinger 
L (2021) Dehesas as high nature value farming systems: 
a social-ecological synthesis of drivers, pressures, state, 
impacts, and responses. Ecol Soc 26:23. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 5751/ ES- 12647- 260323

Pulido-Fernández M, Schnabel S, Lavado-Contador JF, 
Miralles Mellado I, Ortega Pérez R (2013) Soil organic 
matter of Iberian open woodland rangelands as influenced 
by vegetation cover and land management. CATENA 
109:13–24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. catena. 2013. 05. 002

Querejeta JI, Barberá GG, Granados A, Castillo VM (2008) 
Afforestation method affects the isotopic composition of 
planted Pinus halepensis in a semiarid region of Spain. 
Forest Ecol Manag 254:56–64. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
foreco. 2007. 07. 026

Raper RL, Bergtold JS (2007) In-row subsoiling: a review and 
suggestions for reducing cost of this conservation tillage 
operation. Appl Eng Agric 23:463–471. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
13031/ 2013. 23485

Reyna-Bowen L, Fernández-Rebollo P, Fernández-Habas J, 
Gómez JA (2020) The influence of tree and soil manage-
ment on soil organic carbon stock and pools in dehesa 
systems. CATENA. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. catena. 2020. 
104511

Rutkowska B, Szulc W, Sosulski T, Skowrońska M, Szczepa-
niak J (2018) Impact of reduced tillage on CO2 emission 
from soil under maize cultivation. Soil till Res 180:21–28. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. still. 2018. 02. 012

Schneider F, Don A, Hennings I, Schmittmann O, Seidel SJ 
(2017) The effect of deep tillage on crop yield. What do 
we really know? Soil till Res 174:193–204. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. still. 2017. 07. 005

Shaojun W, Hong W, Jihang L (2016) Does tree species com-
position affect soil  CO2 emission and soil organic carbon 
storage in plantations? Trees 30:2071–2080. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s00468- 016- 1434-1

Shen X, Wan L, Yang Q, Xiu W, Li G, Zhao J, Zhang G (2021) 
Dynamics of soil organic carbon and labile carbon frac-
tions in soil aggregates affected by different tillage man-
agements. Sustainability. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ su130 
31541

Shibu J (2009) Agroforestry for ecosystem services and envi-
ronmental benefits: an overview. Agrofor Syst 76:1–10. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10457- 009- 9229-7

Sithole NJ, Magwaza LS, Thibaud GR (2019) Long-term 
impact of no-till conservation agriculture and N-fertilizer 
on soil aggregate stability, infiltration and distribution of 
C in different size fractions. Soil till Res 190:147–156. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. still. 2019. 03. 004

Smal H, Ligęza S, Pranagal J, Urban D, Pietruczyk-Popławska 
D (2019) Changes in the stocks of soil organic carbon, 
total nitrogen and phosphorus following afforestation 
of post-arable soils: a chronosequence study. For Ecol 
Manag 451:117536. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. foreco. 2019. 
117536

Soil Survey Staff (2012) Field book for describing and sam-
pling soils—version 3.0, National Soil Survey Handbook 
(NSSH). National Soil Survey Center, Lincoln, NE

Sun X, Ding Z, Wang X, Hou H, Zhou B, Yue Y, Ma W, Ge J, 
Wang Z, Zhao M (2017) Subsoiling practices change root 
distribution and increase post-anthesis dry matter accumu-
lation and yield in summer maize. PLoS ONE. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 01749 52

Surová D, Ravera F, Guiomar N, Sastre RM, Pinto-Correia T 
(2018) Contributions of iberian silvo-pastoral landscapes 
to the well-being of contemporary society. Rangel Ecol 
Manag 71:560–570. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rama. 2017. 
12. 005

Torralba M, Oteros-Rozas E, Moreno G, Plieninger T (2018) 
Exploring the role of management in the coproduction 
of ecosystem services from Spanish wooded rangelands. 
Rangel Ecol Manag 71:549–559. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. rama. 2017. 09. 001

Upson MA, Burgess PJ (2013) Soil organic carbon and root 
distribution in a temperate arable agroforestry sys-
tem. Plant Soil 373:43–58. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11104- 013- 1733-x

Walkley A (1947) A critical examination of a rapid method for 
determining organic carbon in soils—effect of variations 
in digestion conditions and of inorganic soil constituents. 
Soil Sci 63:251–264. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00010 694- 
19470 4000- 00001

Zhang W, Li S, Xu Y, Wang Y, Liu X, Peng C, Wang J (2020) 
Residue incorporation enhances the effect of subsoil-
ing on soil structure and increases SOC accumulation. J 
Soil Sediment 20:3537–3547. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11368- 020- 02680-6

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard 
to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional 
affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-011-9388-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-011-9388-1
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12647-260323
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12647-260323
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2013.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.07.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.07.026
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.23485
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.23485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2020.104511
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2020.104511
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2018.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2017.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2017.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-016-1434-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-016-1434-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031541
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031541
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-009-9229-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.117536
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.117536
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174952
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-013-1733-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-013-1733-x
https://doi.org/10.1097/00010694-194704000-00001
https://doi.org/10.1097/00010694-194704000-00001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-020-02680-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-020-02680-6

	Subsoiling for planting trees in dehesa system: long-term effects on soil organic carbon
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study site
	Soil characterisation and sampling
	Soil analysis
	Statistical data analysis

	Results
	Stoniness, bulk density and root distribution
	SOC concentration
	SOC stock

	Discussion
	SOC concentration
	SOC stocks
	Implications towards management

	Acknowledgements 
	Anchor 18
	References




