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Abstract. The climate in the Amazon region is particularly
sensitive to surface processes and properties such as heat
fluxes and vegetation coverage. Rainfall is a key expression
of the land surface–atmosphere interactions in the region due
to its strong dependence on forest transpiration. While a large
number of past studies have shown the impacts of large-scale
deforestation on annual rainfall, studies on the isolated ef-
fects of elevated atmospheric CO2 concentrations (eCO2) on
canopy transpiration and rainfall are scarcer. Here, for the
first time, we systematically compare the plant physiologi-
cal effects of eCO2 and deforestation on Amazon rainfall.
We use the CPTEC Brazilian Atmospheric Model (BAM)
with dynamic vegetation under a 1.5×CO2 experiment and
a 100 % substitution of the forest by pasture grasslands, with
all other conditions held similar between the two scenarios.
We find that both scenarios result in equivalent average an-
nual rainfall reductions (Physiology: −257 mm, −12 %; De-
forestation: −183 mm, −9 %) that are above the observed
Amazon rainfall interannual variability of 5 %. The rainfall
decreases predicted in the two scenarios are linked to a re-
duction of approximately 20 % in canopy transpiration but
for different reasons: the eCO2-driven reduction of stomatal
conductance drives the change in the Physiology experiment,
and the smaller leaf area index of pasturelands (−72 % com-
pared to tropical forest) causes the result in the Deforestation
experiment. The Walker circulation is modified in the two

scenarios: in Physiology due to a humidity-enriched free tro-
posphere with decreased deep convection due to the height-
ening of a drier and warmer (+2.1 ◦C) boundary layer, and
in Deforestation due to enhanced convection over the An-
des and a subsidence branch over the eastern Amazon with-
out considerable changes in temperature (−0.2 ◦C in 2 m
air temperature and +0.4 ◦C in surface temperature). But
again, these changes occur through different mechanisms:
strengthened west winds from the Pacific and reduced east-
erlies entering the basin affect the Physiology experiment,
and strongly increased easterlies influence the result of the
Deforestation experiment. Although our results for the De-
forestation scenario agree with the results of previous obser-
vational and modelling studies, the lack of direct field-based
ecosystem-level experimental evidence regarding the effect
of eCO2 on moisture fluxes in tropical forests confers a con-
siderable level of uncertainty to any projections of the phys-
iological effect of eCO2 on Amazon rainfall. Furthermore,
our results highlight the responsibilities of both Amazonian
and non-Amazonian countries to mitigate potential future cli-
matic change and its impacts in the region, driven either by
local deforestation or global CO2 emissions.
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1 Introduction

Despite the agreed upon increase in temperature projected
for the tropics in the next decades, future precipitation pat-
terns for the region are still highly uncertain, even regarding
anomaly signals (IPCC, 2013). Such uncertainties are par-
ticularly relevant for the Amazon region, given not only its
dependence on small-scale convection but also the strong de-
pendence of the region’s climate on surface processes (Koop-
erman et al., 2018). It is long known that moisture recycling
is a key process in the functioning of the Amazonian system
(Eltahir and Bras, 1994), with recycled precipitation reaching
values up to 80 % in the western part of the basin (Spracklen
et al., 2012; Zemp et al., 2017). As such, alterations in the
land surface cover, properties and dynamics are expected to
drive changes in regional climatic patterns.

Past modelling exercises have shown that large-scale clear-
cut deforestation of the Amazon and the substitution of
forested lands with pasture or soybean cultivation are as-
sociated with substantial changes in the surface Bowen ra-
tio and in the surface temperature, from −0.5 to +3.1 ◦C,
with an accompanying reduction in the provision of humid-
ity to the atmosphere through evapotranspiration and changes
in regional atmospheric circulation and convection, with a
rainfall reduction of approximately 25 % (in the projections
where 100 % of the forest is substituted by pastures) (Fed-
dema et al., 2005; Lawrence and Vandecar, 2015; Lejeune et
al., 2015; Nobre et al., 1991; Sampaio et al., 2007; Spracklen
and Garcia-Carreras, 2015). The study conducted by Lorenz
et al. (2016) shows the importance of the considered scale of
deforestation and whether adjacent areas – which experience
increases in horizontal moisture advection – are considered
or not. Other studies have covered the multidirectional dy-
namic feedbacks between the climate and the resilience of
the forest, showing the importance of determining the role
of the background climate in which deforestation occurs (Li
et al., 2016) and the oceanic circulation patterns (Cox et al.,
2004; Nobre et al., 2009) when assessing any changes in the
vegetation–climate equilibrium in the Amazon region. There
is now modelling evidence even regarding the teleconnec-
tions of such a climate change caused by Amazon defor-
estation that results, for example, in reduced precipitation in
the northwest US through the propagation of Rossby waves
(Lawrence and Vandecar, 2015; Medvigy et al., 2013).

Recent studies are now focusing on how more subtle
changes in forest dynamics can potentially affect the climate
in the Amazon region and elsewhere. Splitting up the effects
of increased atmospheric CO2 (eCO2) into its physiological
effects on vegetation (the so-called β sensitivity factor) and
the sensitivity of the climate to eCO2 (α) and, thereafter, the
impact of the climate on vegetation (γ ), unveils the extent to
which the future climate in the Amazon will be controlled by
ecophysiological processes or by physical processes (Betts
et al., 2007; Cao et al., 2010; Kooperman et al., 2018). The
work by Kooperman et al. (2018), for example, shows that

the β effect alone drives a stronger reduction in precipitation
in the Amazon region (12 %) than the γ effect alone (5 %).
Such a precipitation reduction associated with the β effect is
driven primarily by the reduced stomatal conductance result-
ing from eCO2 in the employed Earth system model (CESM;
Lindsay et al., 2014). Therefore, despite the persistence of
Amazon forest vegetation in these simulations, the flux of
moisture from the land surface to the atmosphere is consider-
ably altered, as in the large-scale deforestation modelling ex-
ercises. Nevertheless, there is no set of coupled land surface–
atmosphere simulations that have assessed both the isolated
β and large-scale deforestation effects on climate using the
same model(s) with identical boundary conditions.

Here, we perform and systematically compare coupled
model simulations on the feedbacks between Amazon for-
est vegetation and the regional climate, driven either by the
physiological effects of eCO2 on vegetation or by large-scale
Amazon deforestation with substitution by pastures. Such an
exercise allows the timely comparison of the ecophysiolog-
ical and physical mechanisms involved in the resulting cli-
matic changes predicted in both land surface change scenar-
ios, considering that these mechanisms have thus far been
assessed separately in the literature (e.g. Langenbrunner et
al., 2019). Moreover, the present study also provides baseline
hypotheses to be tested in the upcoming free-air CO2 enrich-
ment (FACE) experiment in the central Amazon (Norby et
al., 2016). Furthermore, it ultimately draws a timely com-
parison between the climatic impacts of local direct anthro-
pogenic disturbances such as deforestation, which is of well-
determined responsibility and is thus more feasible to resolve
(Nepstad et al., 2014), and a global indirect “disturbance”
such as eCO2, which has diffuse responsibility and is prov-
ing much harder to abate.

2 Methods

2.1 Climate models

This study is focused mostly on the application and analy-
sis of results obtained from the CPTEC-BAM coupled dy-
namic vegetation–atmosphere model. The CESM model is
employed as a parallel model to specifically test the effects of
deforestation and compare its results to those of other stud-
ies that employed this model to evaluate the physiological
effects of eCO2 on Amazon rainfall (e.g. Kooperman et al.,
2018).

CPTEC-BAM is a global atmospheric model created
by the Centre for Weather Forecast and Climatic Studies
(CPTEC) from Brazil’s National Institute for Space Re-
search (INPE), with a horizontal spectral grid T62 (∼ 1.875◦

lat× 1.875◦ long) and 28 vertical levels (hybrid sigma-
pressure coordinates, with sigma close to the surface and
pressure at the top of the atmosphere). Previous studies (e.g.
Cavalcanti et al., 2002; Marengo et al., 2003) showed that
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this model was able to simulate the main climatic features of
South America, although some systematic errors still remain,
such as wet biases over the Andes. The land surface compo-
nent of CPTEC-BAM is the Integrated Biosphere Simulator
(IBIS) (Foley et al., 1996; Kucharik et al., 2000). The model
simulates the coexistence of both grass and tree plant func-
tional types (PFTs) in grid cells, and disturbances such as
fires are represented by a fixed percentage of the biomass of
all PFTs that is reduced each year. The estimation of stom-
atal conductance (gs) in IBIS is based on the model by Ball
and Berry (1982) with an equation (Eq. 1) that describes the
response of gs to the carbon assimilation rate (An), relative
humidity (hs) and atmospheric CO2 concentration (cs) (Col-
latz et al., 1991):

gs =m
Anhs

cs
+ b, (1)

where m and b are the slope and intercept coefficients, re-
spectively, and are obtained by analysing the linear regres-
sion of leaf gas exchange data in an environment with con-
trolled ventilation and temperature (Ball et al., 1987). The
coefficient m has values of 11 and 4 for tropical evergreen
forest and tropical (C4) grasslands, respectively. The coeffi-
cient b has a value of 0.01 for tropical evergreen forest and
a value of 0.04 for C4 grass. Hydraulic stress control over
stomatal conductance is considered through the incorpora-
tion of a multiplying parameter based on soil water moisture,
ranging from 0 to 1.

CESM is an Earth system model developed by the USA’s
National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) that pro-
vides simulations of the Earth’s climate (Hurrell et al., 2013).
CESM is composed of five separate models representing
the Earth’s atmosphere (Community Atmosphere Model ver-
sion 5-CAM5), ocean (Parallel Ocean Program-POP version
2), land (Community Land Model 4.5-CLM4.5), land-ice
(Glimmer ice sheet model-G-CISM) and sea-ice (Commu-
nity Ice CodE-CICE4) systems. These components commu-
nicate with each other through a central coupler component.
The CESM system allows several resolution configurations
and combinations of components and includes the potential
for making simulations with only the surface component or
with the surface component coupled with the atmospheric
model, among many other combinations. The spatial reso-
lution used is 0.9◦ lat× 1.25◦ long or approximately 100 km.

2.2 Modelling protocol

The numerical experiments employed here include simula-
tions that consider the increase in the concentration of at-
mospheric CO2 affecting plant physiology as well as experi-
ments that consider deforestation in the Amazon, as follows
(Table 1):

– Control. These are control runs with an atmospheric
CO2 concentration of 388 ppmv, one with a dynamic

and another with a static geographical distribution of
vegetation types (for comparison with the Physiology
and Deforestation scenarios, respectively).

– Physiology. This is a sensitivity run with a CO2 concen-
tration of+200 ppmv, equivalent to an increase of 1.5×
from the control CO2 value. This concentration affects
only plant physiology and not the radiative balance of
the atmosphere.

– Deforestation. This is a sensitivity run with deforesta-
tion of the Amazon, wherein the original forest cover is
100 % replaced by C4 grass pasturelands (Fig. 1).

– RCP8.5+Def. This is a sensitivity run using RCP8.5’s
CO2 increase trajectory affecting both plant physiology
and the atmospheric radiative balance, with concomi-
tant replacement of 100 % of forest cover by C4 grass
pasturelands (the results of which are shown in the Sup-
plement).

The selection of such scenarios starts with the intention of
understanding the impacts on moisture fluxes and rainfall in
the Amazon that are driven by the target concentration to be
used in the AmazonFACE experiment in the central Ama-
zon (Norby et al., 2016). Second, we also wanted to know
how the results obtained in the Physiology scenario com-
pared to the changes expected due to extreme deforestation
in the region. Rather than representing realistic projections
of the future of the Amazon, this systematic separation of cli-
matic forcing types allows us to better understand how each
forcing contributes to future changes in the region. Never-
theless, an atmospheric CO2 concentration of+200 ppm (i.e.
588 ppm) is projected to be reached shortly after 2050 under
the IPCC RCP8.5 scenario and in 2080 under the RCP6.0
scenario (Vuuren et al., 2011). Complete deforestation of the
Amazon basin, following a business-as-usual deforestation-
rate scenario – with deforestation rates typical of the late
1990s – could possibly be reached in approximately 2100
(Soares-Filho et al., 2006).

For all model runs, sea surface temperature was considered
the climatological mean annual cycle for the 1981–2010 pe-
riod. In the experiments with increasing CO2, the dynamic
vegetation scheme was turned on, meaning that the geo-
graphical distribution of vegetation types could vary through-
out each model run according to the variations in the climatic
variables (given that our analysis is focused on precipitation
patterns over the Amazon region, the dynamic vegetation
changes are not analysed here, especially because there are
no significant changes from broadleaf forest to other vege-
tation types in the eCO2 runs). On the other hand, dynamic
vegetation is disabled and C4 grass vegetation was prescribed
and held constant until the end of the integration in the ex-
periments representing the deforestation of the Amazon rain-
forest. The numerical experiments with dynamic vegetation
were integrated for a period of 100 years, with constant CO2
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Table 1. Numerical experiments performed with CPTEC-BAM.

Experiment Vegetation CO2 concentration (ppmv) Deforestation

Atmosphere Land surface

Control Dynamic/statica 388 388 No
Physiology Dynamic 388 588 No
Deforestation Static 388 388 Yes
RCP8.5+Defb Dynamic 588 588 Yes

a Control run with static vegetation was used for comparison with the Deforestation run. b Results presented in
the Supplement.

Figure 1. Vegetation maps used in the (a) Physiology and (b) Deforestation modelling scenarios. The vegetation type of grass steppe in the
Amazon region is composed of C4 grass, representing tropical pasturelands.

concentrations as prescribed in Table 1. Both the control and
sensitivity runs for the Deforestation scenario were run for
a period of 30 years, given that these runs employed static
vegetation. All control and experimental simulations were
carried out using three different initial conditions derived
from three distinct days (1 January 2003; 10 October 2007;
17 December 2017) of the USA’s National Centers for Envi-
ronmental Prediction (NCEP) reanalysis. The analysis of all
scenarios relied on averaged results over the last 10 years of
each simulation.

Similar “Control” and “Deforestation” experiments were
carried out using the CESM model for a comparison with the
“Physiology” runs conducted using this model in other stud-
ies (Cao et al., 2010; Kooperman et al., 2018). These CESM
simulations were configured with only the atmospheric and
land surface components enabled to produce simulations that
could be comparable with those of CPTEC-BAM.

3 Results

Figure 2 shows that both eCO2 and deforestation are associ-
ated with considerable reductions in precipitation across the
Amazon region, especially in the eastern and central Ama-
zon regions in the Physiology and Deforestation scenarios
conducted with CPTEC-BAM. Two remarkable differences
between the Physiology and Deforestation runs regarding
the spatial patterns of precipitation changes are the exten-
sion of the reduction area over Bolivia and south Peru in the
latter model run and the strong localized precipitation in-
crease over Colombia and Venezuela in the former model
scenario. In fact, the average precipitation reduction esti-
mated with CPTEC-BAM is stronger in the Physiology run
than in the Deforestation scenario, with decreases of −0.70
and −0.50 mm d−1, respectively, which represent 12 % and
9 % of the region mean annual precipitation; however, the
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Figure 2. Annual mean precipitation changes relative to control
simulations obtained using CPTEC-BAM in tropical South Amer-
ica (a) under an atmospheric CO2 concentration of +200 ppmv
(1.5×CO2) affecting solely surface vegetation physiology (Physi-
ology) and (b) with the complete substitution of the Amazon forest
by pasture grasslands and a control CO2 concentration of 388 ppm
(Deforestation).

ranges of variation of the anomalies in both scenarios do not
indicate a significant difference between the two mean values
(Fig. 3a).

As expected for a tropical region where variations in pre-
cipitation and temperature are tightly coupled, reductions
in evaporative cooling and changes in atmospheric circula-
tion are combined with changes in the regional near-surface
air temperature: +2.1 ◦C in the Physiology scenario and
−0.2 ◦C in the Deforestation scenario (Fig. 3b). Although
the predicted changes in the moisture budget are similar be-
tween these two scenarios (Table 2), we attribute the mod-
erate change in the near-surface atmospheric temperature
and the decrease in the sensible heat observed in the Defor-
estation scenario as the results of a strong increase in near-
surface atmospheric advection (see Sect. 3.2). Part of the ob-
served evapotranspiration decrease in the Deforestation sce-
nario is also a result of the increase in albedo (from 0.13 to
0.19). Nevertheless, the substitution of forest by pastures re-
duces the transference of humidity from the surface to the
atmosphere, driving a decrease in latent heat that is compa-
rable to that also observed in the Physiology run. The reduc-
tions in evapotranspiration (Physiology: −0.35 mm d−1; De-

forestation: −0.28 mm d−1) are associated with reductions
in moisture convergence (precipitation minus evapotranspi-
ration; Banacos and Schultz, 2005) alongside decreased pre-
cipitation in both the Physiology and Deforestation model
scenarios. The reduction in moisture convergence is 59 %
more pronounced in the Physiology scenario (Fig. 3a) than
in the Deforestation scenario due to the strong reduction in
the horizontal transport of humidity by easterly winds. The
mechanisms associated with these changes are explained in
the next sections.

3.1 Provision of humidity

The similarity of the changes in average precipitation, evapo-
transpiration and moisture convergence between the Physiol-
ogy and Deforestation scenarios reveals the strength of the
forest’s ecophysiological (i.e. stomatal) control on the re-
gional climate (Fig. 4). The effect that a higher CO2 con-
centration has on reducing gs (Eq. 1) overcomes the pos-
itive effect of increased gross primary productivity (GPP)
(Physiology: +7.0 µmol CO2 m−2 s−1 (+58 %); Deforesta-
tion: −1.0 µmol CO2 m−2 s−1 (−16 %)) on gs, resulting in
a net reduction in stomatal conductance in the Physiology
run of −0.10 mol m−2 s−1 (−26 %), related to a decrease of
−0.35 mm d−1 (−18 %) in canopy transpiration (Table 2).
On the other hand, the decreases in precipitation and evap-
otranspiration obtained in the Deforestation run (Fig. 4) do
not result in the considerably lower gs that is generally main-
tained by C4 grasses (−0.02 mol m−2 s−1; −4 %). However,
the considerable reduction in the leaf area index (−72 %) and
a slightly decreased GPP are associated with an average de-
crease in transpiration (−0.42 mm d−1;−22 %) in the Defor-
estation scenario. Nevertheless, a counterintuitive increase
in specific moisture along the vertical atmospheric profile
above the planetary boundary layer is found in the Physiol-
ogy model run with CPTEC-BAM (+0.32 g kg−1), whereas
the same model shows a decrease in specific humidity in the
Deforestation run (−0.07 g kg−1) (Fig. 5b and d).

3.2 Atmospheric circulation

As previously modelled in the study by Kooperman et
al. (2018) using CESM, eCO2 is related to convective heat-
ing over Central Africa that drives anomalous eastward flows
across the tropical Atlantic Ocean, ultimately affecting the
flow of humidity into the Amazon basin (Fig. 5). In fact,
there is also a strengthening of the Walker cell observed in
CPTEC-BAM over the Amazon region, with increased mois-
ture convergence in northern South America (also helped by
stronger westerlies from the Pacific in this region) that is not
as strong as that observed in CESM but is sufficient to result
in a precipitation increase in the north Andes and an atmo-
spheric stabilization with precipitation decreases across most
of the Amazon.
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Figure 3. Mean annual changes in (a) the moisture budget, (b) the 2 m air temperature and (c) the energy balance from the CPTEC-BAM
over the Amazon region (black line square area in Fig. 5) under an atmospheric concentration of +200 ppmv (1.5×CO2) affecting solely
surface vegetation physiology (Physiology) and with the complete substitution of the Amazon forest by pasture grasslands (Deforestation).
Solid lines indicate the interquartile range (25th, 50th and 75th percentile values) obtained based on the spatial variability of the grid points
used to determine the regional average.

Table 2. Mean annual changes and interquartile ranges (25th, 50th and 75th percentile values in parentheses) of the moisture budget, 2 m
air temperature, energy balance, GPP, gs and LAI from the CPTEC-BAM over the Amazon region (black line square area in Fig. 5) under
an atmospheric concentration of +200 ppmv (1.5×CO2) affecting solely surface vegetation physiology (Physiology) and with the complete
substitution of the Amazon forest by pasture grasslands (Deforestation).

Variable Scenario

Physiology Deforestation

Precipitation (mm d−1) −0.70 (−1.18; −0.70; −0.13) −0.50 (−1.05; −0.37; −0.15)
Evapotranspiration (mm d−1) −0.35 (−0.52; −0.33; −0.17) −0.28 (−0.51; −0.29; −0.02)
Transpiration (mm d−1) −0.35 (−0.53; −0.35; −0.19) −0.42 (−0.66; −0.43; −0.19)
Moisture convergence (mm d−1) −0.35 (−0.37; −0.32; +0.04) −0.22 (−0.41; −0.13; −0.08)
2 m temperature (◦C) +2.07 (+1.80; +2.16; +2.40) −0.20 (−0.45; −0.17; +0.08)
Sensible heat flux at surface (W m−2) +3.96 (−0.32; +3.46; +7.17) −1.34 (−2.91; +0.23; +2.44)
Latent heat flux at surface (W m−2) −10.23 (−14.98; −9.60; −4.98) −8.00 (−14.72; −8.27; −0.63)
Shortwave radiation at surface∗ (W m−2) +1.94 (+0.59; +2.23; +3.90) +3.88 (+3.91; +5.08; +3.88)
Longwave radiation at surface* (W m−2) +2.75 (+2.24; +3.11; +3.85) +6.9 (+4.84; +6.98; +9.26)
Net radiation (W m−2) −1.58 (−9.16; −0.79; +6.63) +1.36 (−8.88; +4.02;+16.17)
Cloud cover (%) −1.4 (−2.1; −1.4; −0.6) −2.2 (−2.9; −2.3; −1.7)
Gross primary productivity (µmol CO2 m−2 s−1) +7.0 (+5.0; +9.0; +9.0) −1.0 (−2.0; −1.0; 0.0)
Stomatal conductance (mol H2O m−2 s−1) −0.10 (−0.10; −0.07; −0.05) −0.02 (−0.02; +0.001; +0.003)
Leaf area index +10.0 (+7.0; +12.2; +13.2) −4.1 (−5.5; −5.5; −2.7)

∗ Balance between incoming/absorbed and reflected/emitted radiation.

The atmospheric circulation changes are completely dif-
ferent in the Deforestation scenario (Fig. 5c), in which there
is a pronounced increase in easterlies across the entire Ama-
zon region as a result of decreased roughness length of
surface vegetation (2.65 m in tropical evergreen forest and
0.08 m in C4 grass; Sampaio et al., 2007) and the reduced
pumping of deep soil moisture to the atmosphere, especially
in the dry season (June to October) (Fig. 6d). Figure S5
shows the meridional mean planetary boundary layer height
at the Equator over the Amazon under the different scenarios.
In the Deforestation scenario, there is an average decrease of
10 % in the boundary layer height, attributable to the consid-

erably lower surface roughness length of pastures compared
to that of tropical forests. On the other hand, there is an av-
erage increase of 21 % in the boundary layer height in the
Physiology run, associated with the increased heating of the
surface. As a result, eCO2 causes a higher, drier and warmer
boundary layer over the Amazon that acts as a barrier to a
humidity-enriched, though shallower, simulated free tropo-
sphere with less deep convection (see Langenbrunner et al.,
2019). On the other hand, the strong increase in westward
moisture advection, aligned with the increased albedo and
decreased vertical mixing (Fig. S5) seems to best explain
the nearly unchanged surface temperature seen in the De-
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Figure 4. Annual mean changes in evapotranspiration in trop-
ical South America (a) under an atmospheric concentration of
+200 ppmv (1.5×CO2) affecting solely surface vegetation physi-
ology and (b) with the complete substitution of the Amazon forest
by pasture grasslands.

forestation scenario. The superposition of the spatial pattern
of changes in moisture convergence over the 850 hPa atmo-
spheric circulation anomalies shows that different circulation
patterns produce similar changes in the region’s atmospheric
moisture budget (Fig. 5a and c).

The reduction in latent heat flux in our simulations (Fig. 3c
and Table 2) also helps reduce convection over the Amazon
region, tending to cool the upper atmosphere and reinforce
atmospheric stabilization.

These changes in horizontal circulation imply, in the Phys-
iology scenario, that less moisture enters the Amazon region
from the Atlantic (−4.9 kg m−1 s−1) and less moisture leaves
the regions towards the Andes (−2.6 kg m−1 s−1) (this lat-
ter is somewhat compensated by a stronger moisture conver-
gence from the Pacific to the Andes, as shown in Fig. 5b).
In the Deforestation scenario, there is an increase in the in-
put of humidity to the Andes at the surface level (on the or-
der of 3.0 kg m−1 s−1), which is also perceptible in the west-
ern part of the vertical humidity profile near the surface lev-
els (Fig. 5d). The lower evapotranspiration capacity, aligned
with the lower vertical mixing due to pasture’s lower rough-
ness length (than that of forests), results in an atmospheric
volume that is depleted of moisture and shows a decreased

uplifting of air masses. In the Physiology scenario, despite
the decreased evapotranspiration capacity, the increased sur-
face heating increases vertical mixing at low levels (up to
700 hPa), associated with a deeper boundary layer and higher
mixing layer, which is, in turn, connected to the increase in
humidity throughout the free tropospheric volume (above the
boundary layer) over the region. However, after such atmo-
spheric heights, there are strong subsidence anomalies seen
in the Physiology run (Fig. 5b), which decrease deep con-
vection that is ultimately associated with lower rainfall rates.
The same vertical circulation patterns have been demon-
strated well in previous (separate) studies that modelled the
large-scale deforestation of the Amazon and, more recently,
the isolated physiological effects of eCO2 on the region’s cli-
mate (see Langenbrunner et al., 2019).

3.3 Radiative balance

A decrease in the surface sensible heat (−1.34 W m−2) in
the Deforestation run (Fig. 3c), alongside a decrease in the
latent heat, results in a negative net surface radiation bal-
ance in the Deforestation run, associated with a small de-
crease in the average 2 m air temperature (−0.2 ◦C) (Table 2)
(but also with an increase of +0.4 ◦C in surface tempera-
ture). On the other hand, in the Physiology scenario, an in-
crease in sensible heat (+3.96 W m−2) is observed, associ-
ated with an average increase in the 2 m air temperature of
+2.1 ◦C. While the decrease in latent heat is also directly
connected to a lower evapotranspiration capacity, the oppo-
site results shown in each scenario regarding sensible heat are
also associated with opposite changes in near-surface atmo-
spheric circulation patterns: in the Deforestation run, there is
an increase in near-surface atmospheric advection, whereas
in the Physiology scenario, this advection is considerably de-
creased (as explained in Sect. 3.2, Atmospheric circulation).
Shortwave radiation is increased due to decreased nebulos-
ity in both model scenarios (Physiology: −1.4 %; Deforesta-
tion: −2.2 %), but such an increase in the shortwave radi-
ation balance is stronger in the Deforestation scenario due
to the albedo change. The same pattern is also obtained for
the surface balance of longwave radiation, which increases in
both scenarios but increases more strongly in the Deforesta-
tion run (Physiology: 2.7 W m−2; Deforestation: 6.9 W m−2),
which is probably a combination of the lower evapotranspira-
tion capacity and increased horizontal advection in the latter
scenario.

3.4 Seasonality

Precipitation is consistently below the control values year-
round in the Physiology and Deforestation experimental
model runs (Figs. 6a and S4a). However, differences regard-
ing monthly precipitation between the Physiology and De-
forestation scenarios are evident at the end of the dry season
and at the onset of the rainy season (August to December). In
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Figure 5. Annual mean changes in the 850 hPa horizontal wind (a, c) and the vertical profile of zonal circulation over the Equator superposed
on a meridional mean specific humidity vertical profile (with pressure in hPa as vertical coordinate) (b, d) in tropical South America under
an atmospheric concentration of +200 ppmv (1.5×CO2) (a, b) affecting solely surface vegetation physiology and (c, d) with the complete
substitution of the Amazon forest by pasture grasslands. The black square depicts the region over the Amazon for which changes in the spe-
cific humidity flux balance (kg m−1 s−1, integrated up to 500 hPa) are calculated. The red and blue arrows and numbers represent decreases
and increases, respectively, of the given variable.

this regard, precipitation seasonality is stronger in the Defor-
estation scenario than in the Physiology model run. This is
closely linked to changes in evapotranspiration given that the
permanence of the forest in the Physiology scenario supports
a higher evapotranspiration flux during the dry season com-
pared to that in the Deforestation run (Fig. 6c). On the other
hand, the evaporation values in the Deforestation run are, for
most of the year, above the control values, which explains
the higher evapotranspiration observed during the rainy sea-
son in comparison to that seen in the Physiology scenario
(although evapotranspiration is reduced in comparison to the
control run, following the reduction in precipitation).

As shown, for example, by Kooperman et al. (2018), the
physiological effects of eCO2 on the region’s climate take
place, namely, in the wet season, when GPP is higher and
transpiration is lower (see Fig. 6d and h), even though our re-
sults also show a considerable rainfall reduction during the
dry season. Conversely, it has been demonstrated (e.g. by
Lawrence and Vandecar, 2015) that large-scale deforestation
causes climatic changes specifically during the dry season,

when transpiration is particularly reduced, as was also shown
in our results (Fig. 6a and d).

These seasonal variations in evapotranspiration are at least
partly explained by the opposing seasonal patterns of canopy
transpiration in the Physiology and Deforestation scenarios
(Fig. 6d). On the one hand, the highest values of this variable
in the Physiology run occur during the dry season, when a
high vapour pressure deficit increases the evapotranspiration
demand that trees can fulfil (at least partially) even under the
given eCO2. On the other hand, the lowest canopy transpi-
ration values in the Deforestation run occur during the dry
season as a result of seasonal decreases in the pasture leaf
area index and root depth in this scenario.

Stomatal closure driven by eCO2 is related to higher water
use efficiency (the amount of water used (in transpiration) per
unit of carbon assimilated through photosynthesis), but even
so, the net effect is a small decrease (∼ 2 %) in the available
soil water in the Physiology scenario due to the simulated
decrease in precipitation. This decrease is more pronounced
in the Deforestation run (reaching a reduction of 30 % at the
peak of the dry season in September) because the GPP is
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Figure 6. Mean monthly precipitation (a), 2 m temperature (b), evapotranspiration (c), transpiration (d), evaporation (e), topsoil water
content (f), net radiation (g) and gross primary productivity (h) in the Amazon region (black line square area in Fig. 5) in the Control,
Physiology and Deforestation modelling scenarios.

considerably lower at this time of year in pasture grasslands,
which, together with the lower evapotranspiration and the de-
creased input of rainwater, acts to decrease the soil water in
the dry season in the Deforestation scenario (Fig. 6f).

4 Discussion

Our results show that the modelled responses to eCO2 and
large-scale deforestation are associated with equivalent re-
ductions in the annual average precipitation and evapotran-
spiration in the Amazon region. The simulated decreases in
precipitation (Physiology: 12 %; Deforestation: 9 %) are be-

yond the Amazon region rainfall interannual variability of
5 % (Spracklen and Garcia-Carreras, 2015). Both scenarios
have one mechanism behind the precipitation reduction in
common: the reduced flux of moisture from surface vegeta-
tion to the atmosphere. The difference, however, is that in the
Physiology scenario it is due to an eCO2-driven reduction in
the gs of forest vegetation, whereas in the Deforestation sce-
nario it is due to a decrease in the leaf area index. Another
similar mechanism of change in both scenarios is the alter-
ation of the Walker cell over the Amazon: in the Physiology
scenario, this occurs through a humidity-enriched free tro-
posphere with decreased deep convection due to the height-
ening of a drier and warmer boundary layer, and in the De-
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forestation scenario, it occurs through a strengthened mois-
ture convergence in the west–northwest Amazon and a sub-
sidence branch over the east Amazon. On the other hand, dif-
ferent patterns of change in near-surface horizontal circula-
tion imply substantial differences between the two scenarios
with respect to the free-troposphere moisture content and 2 m
temperature over the Amazon region.

In fact, the changes in the Walker circulation in the two
scenarios take place for different reasons. In the deforesta-
tion scenario, the change is due to the strong intensification
of the easterlies (Hadley Cell) across the Amazon and up to
the Andes, driven specifically by the lower surface rough-
ness length. In the Physiology scenario, two atmospheric
circulation changes take place: on the one hand, the west
winds from the Pacific are intensified, increasing precipita-
tion over the Andes, especially in northern South America;
on the other hand, the trade winds decrease (weakening of the
Hadley Cell), which is apparently linked to a combination of
a regional redistribution of convection and moisture conver-
gence/divergence, changes in the boundary layer depth and
temperature, and, to a smaller extent, a teleconnection with
eCO2-driven climatic changes in tropical Africa, the latter of
which was also shown by Kooperman et al. (2018). These
results are corroborated by previous studies on the mod-
elled effects of eCO2 and deforestation on climate, though
these previous studies used different models and model se-
tups (i.e. they did not systematically compare the effects of
both drivers using the same model(s) or followed a single
modelling protocol). The combination of eCO2 and defor-
estation (see Figs. S1 to S4 in the Supplement) results in
patterns for most of the variables that are similar to those
obtained in the Deforestation scenario, except for the spa-
tial pattern of rainfall change, which is less pronounced in
the west Amazon, and for the circulation change pattern, in
which the increase in easterlies in the west Amazon is not as
strong as that in the Deforestation run, apparently due to the
influence of β on atmospheric circulation over this region.

The Deforestation run using CESM results in an equiv-
alent precipitation reduction (−0.7 mm d−1; −12 %) com-
pared to other studies that employed CESM/CLM to test the
effects of eCO2 on Amazon rainfall (Cao et al., 2010; Koop-
erman et al., 2018). However, the CESM simulation yields
a different spatial pattern of rainfall change compared to the
CPTEC-BAM run, with a stronger reduction or increase in
precipitation in the east–west Amazon (Fig. S6), associated
with a more pronounced strengthening of the Walker cir-
culation and the cooling of the Amazon atmospheric col-
umn, as explained previously in the study by Badger and
Dirmeyer (2016) using CESM. The rainfall change mecha-
nisms are therefore similar between the CPTEC-BAM and
CESM runs.

4.1 Deforestation and rainfall in the Amazon

There is a long-known and overwhelming agreement among
models that the whole-basin deforestation of the Amazon is
associated with a warmer (average of 1.9 ◦C (±1.8 ◦C) vs.
−0.2 ◦C in 2 m air temperature (+0.4 ◦C in surface tempera-
ture) in the current simulation with CPTEC-BAM) and drier
(average −15 % vs. −9 % from CPTEC-BAM) climate over
the region, driven namely by an increase in trade winds due
to the considerably smaller roughness length of pastures than
that of forests (Lawrence and Vandecar, 2015; Sampaio et
al., 2007; Spracklen and Garcia-Carreras, 2015; Sud et al.,
1996). Fully interactive coupling between the atmosphere
and oceans results in twice the rainfall reduction in compar-
ison to that output by non-coupled simulation such as those
conducted in the present study (Nobre et al., 2009). Although
previous modelling and observational studies (e.g. Saad et
al., 2010; Silva Dias et al., 2002) have shown that small-
scale deforestation is combined with a localized increase in
rainfall, there is now modelling and observational evidence
that widespread and large-scale deforestation in the Ama-
zon drives rainfall reductions (Lawrence and Vandecar, 2015;
Nobre et al., 2016; Sampaio et al., 2007) and/or the lengthen-
ing of the dry season (Dubreuil et al., 2012; Fu et al., 2013).
This latter effect is also in line with our results (Fig. 6a).

While the conceptual model proposed and reviewed by
Lawrence and Vandecar (2015) suggests that whole-basin
deforestation should lead to rainfall reductions of > 30 %,
we argue that the longitudinal gradient in rainfall recycling
should be considered in these estimates: the rainfall reduc-
tions observed with CPTEC-BAM in both the Deforesta-
tion and Physiology scenarios are within the estimated range
of precipitation recycling in the east Amazon (10 %–30 %,
Zemp et al., 2017), which is the region where the subsidence
branch of the Walker cell acts most strongly in these simula-
tions.

4.2 CO2 fertilization effect and moisture fluxes in the
tropics

In contrast to the effect of deforestation on Amazon rain-
fall, observational or experimental evidence on the effects of
eCO2 on water fluxes in tropical forests is scarce. Most of the
knowledge on the ecosystem-scale effects of eCO2 comes
from low-diversity temperate forests (Ainsworth and Long,
2005; Ainsworth and Rogers, 2007; De Kauwe et al., 2013),
laboratory studies with seedlings or saplings (e.g. Aidar et
al., 2002), or growth rings obtained from trees at the fringes
of tropical forests (van der Sleen et al., 2014). For example,
the +150 ppm Oak Ridge free-air CO2 enrichment (FACE)
experiment conducted in a broadleaf temperate forest re-
sulted in an average reduction in transpiration of 17 % (De
Kauwe et al., 2013). A reduction of 20 % in gs was found in
the +150 ppm, single-species, eucalyptus FACE (EucFACE)
experiment conducted in woodlands in New South Wales,

Biogeosciences, 18, 2511–2525, 2021 https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021



G. Sampaio et al.: CO2 physiological effect vs. deforestation rainfall decrease 2521

Australia (Gimeno et al., 2016). Both results are comparable
to the 18 % reduction in gs and the 20 % reduction in transpi-
ration found in the Physiology scenario. However, water-use
efficiency (calculated here as the ratio between GPP and tran-
spiration) increased by 35 % in the 11-year-long Oak Ridge
FACE experiment and by 30 %–35 % in the 1850–2000 pe-
riod, as assessed from growth rings from trees at the fringes
of tropical forests (van der Sleen et al., 2014). Our simulation
yielded a much higher value of 94 % in the Physiology sce-
nario, owing to a stronger increase in GPP in CPTEC-BAM
(+13 % in Oak Ridge FACE; +58 % in CPTEC-BAM). Al-
though the temperature dependence of Rubisco kinetics im-
plies that the effects of eCO2 on GPP and NPP in the tropics
should, in principle, be stronger than those in temperate re-
gions (Hickler et al., 2008), the GPP in CPTEC-BAM seems
to be oversensitive to eCO2, as is the case for other vegeta-
tion models that do not consider nutrient cycling (De Kauwe
et al., 2013). Phosphorus, for example, is a highly limiting
nutrient in Amazon soils, and the consideration of such a
limitation would decrease the expected eCO2-induced gains
in the GPP and NPP simulated by models without nutrient
constraints by 42 % and 50 %, respectively, after 10 years
(Fleischer et al., 2019). Observations from the strongly P-
limited EucFACE site even showed a 12 % increase in the
GPP of mature Eucalyptus tereticornis stands after 4 years of
CO2 fertilization (Jiang et al., 2020). Should our simulations
consider the combined effect of P limitation, gs and there-
fore canopy transpiration would be even lower, and Amazon
rainfall reduction could be even stronger in the Physiology
scenario compared to that in the Deforestation scenario.

One must also consider that in a hyper-diverse ecosystem
such as the Amazon forest, the response to eCO2 in terms
of gs may vary considerably from one tree species to an-
other or from one functional group/strategy of trees to an-
other (Domingues et al., 2014). It is now known that differ-
ent Amazon tree species can have rather different strategies
regarding water usage and saving (Bonal et al., 2000). Such
a variety of responses and more subtle implications of eCO2
on Amazon forest functioning have yet to be incorporated in
vegetation models or surface schemes (Lapola, 2018).

Therefore, even if our results for the Physiology scenario
are aligned with observational results from non-tropical for-
est ecosystems and modelling results (namely, from the stud-
ies by Cao et al., 2010; Kooperman et al., 2018), there is a
considerable level of uncertainty in the Physiology scenario
projection of CPTEC-BAM (and of CESM, Cao et al., 2010;
Kooperman et al., 2018). This level of uncertainty will stay as
such until there are direct field-based data on the ecosystem-
level effects of eCO2 in the Amazon forest (Norby et al.,
2016).

As such, we suggest that future research on this topic
should focus on gathering such field-based experimental ev-
idence on the ecosystem-level effects of eCO2 in the Ama-
zon forest and that the basin-wide effects of eCO2 on Ama-
zon rainfall should be projected with models that consider

the potential limitations of soil phosphorus and interacting
oceans. Additionally, multi-factorial ensemble simulations
with gradual increases in CO2 concentrations and deforesta-
tion levels (sensu Sampaio et al., 2007) could be valuable
for understanding when and how the effects of increasing
CO2 and deforestation dominate the rainfall responses in the
Amazon region. Last, the similarity of the results obtained
for rainfall and evapotranspiration reduction with CPTEC-
BAM under the 1.5×CO2 experiment and the results from
CESM under the 2×CO2 (Cao et al., 2010) and 4×CO2
(Kooperman et al., 2018) scenarios might be a result, first,
of the strong sensitivity of GPP and transpiration to eCO2
in CPTEC-BAM but could also be a consequence of the sat-
uration of eCO2 effects on gs that takes place between 600
and 1000 ppmv, as shown for a variety of plant species with
instantaneous measurements (e.g. Domingues et al., 2014;
Zheng et al., 2019), although the long-term (beyond the ex-
ecution time of the FACE experiments) acclimation changes
of gs to eCO2 are still poorly known (Xu et al., 2016).

4.3 Mitigation perspectives

One should interpret the implications of the results presented
here with care, keeping in mind the different responsibilities
involved in the two anthropogenic disturbances considered
in this modelling exercise: deforestation and elevated atmo-
spheric CO2 concentration. Avoiding the significant rainfall
reductions projected here involves halting deforestation in
the Amazon and reducing global CO2 emissions or actively
removing CO2 from the atmosphere. On the one hand, the
curbing of deforestation in the Amazon is something that in-
variably has to be carried out by different actors within the
nine Amazonian countries (France and French Guyana in-
cluded), although international markets and institutions can
play important roles as well (Nepstad et al., 2014; Rajão et
al., 2020). On the other hand, the increase in atmospheric
CO2 concentration is a global process, the mitigation of
which demands a concerted effort by all countries, espe-
cially the historical and current top emitters (Peters et al.,
2015). In this sense, even if Amazon deforestation is stopped
in the near future, forest functioning and structure can still
be jeopardized by eCO2 and consequent climatic changes.
Therefore, while both anthropogenic disturbances analysed
in this study–deforestation and elevated atmospheric CO2
concentrations–are associated with equivalent reductions in
Amazon rainfall, this result should be interpreted as evidence
that both regional and global responsibilities are at stake to
mitigate potential future climatic change and its impacts in
the region (Lapola et al., 2018).

5 Conclusions

In this study, we have, for the first time, applied a single
coupled climate–vegetation model and standardized mod-
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elling protocols to simulate the comparative impacts of the
physiological (β) effects of eCO2 (1.5×CO2) and large-scale
(100 %) deforestation on precipitation in the Amazon region.
Our results show equivalent decreases in the average annual
precipitation for the two scenarios (Physiology or β: 12 %;
Deforestation: 9 %) that are well above the interannual vari-
ability in precipitation in the Amazon of 5 %. The two sce-
narios also show reductions in the average annual evapotran-
spiration rates (Physiology or β: −0.35 mm d−1; Deforesta-
tion: −0.22 mm d−1). Such a decreased input of moisture to
the atmosphere is caused by an eCO2-driven reduction in
gs that is ultimately related to the 20 % reduction in canopy
transpiration in the Physiology scenario. In the Deforestation
scenario, the reduction in the moisture flux from the vege-
tation to the atmosphere is related to the considerably lower
leaf area index of pastures than that of forests. In both sce-
narios, changes are observed in the Walker circulation over
tropical South America, with a convection zone concentrated
over the Andes and weak subsidence over the east Amazon
in the Deforestation scenario and a reduction in deep con-
vection with high-troposphere subsidence anomalies in the
Physiology scenario. However, the mechanisms driving such
redistributions of convection within the Walker cell are dif-
ferent for each of the two scenarios. In the Physiology run,
this effect is attributed to, on the one hand, the strengthening
of west winds coming from the Pacific that increases rain-
fall in the northwest Amazon and is even associated with
an increase in specific humidity over the free troposphere
profile (this latter also related to a higher, warmer and drier
boundary layer), and, on the other hand, to the weakening of
the Atlantic easterlies entering the Amazon basin due to the
increased convection over Colombia and Venezuela and in
tropical Africa. However, in the Deforestation scenario, this
effect results from the considerable reduction in the surface
roughness length that drives a strong increase in the easterlies
flowing over the Amazon region, which is ultimately com-
bined with the strengthening of Walker circulation. Our re-
sults for the Deforestation model run are in close agreement
with those of previous observational and modelling studies.
However, while our results for the Physiology scenario are at
least partly aligned with observational studies conducted in
non-tropical forests, data on growth rings from tropical trees
and other modelling studies, there is no direct, field-based ex-
perimental evidence on the ecosystem-level effects of eCO2
on moisture fluxes (and other processes) in the Amazon for-
est, which confers a considerable level of uncertainty to these
and other simulations on the β effect of eCO2 in the Amazon
(e.g. Kooperman et al., 2018). Overall, even if deforestation
is completely stopped soon in the world’s largest tropical for-
est, its climate system can still be jeopardized by eCO2, ul-
timately depending on a process occurring in leaf stomata
(Berry et al., 2010). Considering that the curbing of defor-
estation is a local and regional process (though it is tied to
international markets and institutions) and that rising atmo-
spheric CO2 concentration is a global process, the reduction

of which demands a concerted effort by all countries, it is
clear that Amazonian and non-Amazonian countries are re-
sponsible for mitigating the climatic changes projected here.
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(https://doi.org/10.25824/redu/OJMILK, Lapola and Sampaio,
2021). Full-simulation data (100 years in the Physiology scenario
and 30 years in the Deforestation scenario) and CPTEC-BAM
source code are available upon reasonable request to the corre-
sponding author.

Supplement. The supplement related to this article is available on-
line at: https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021-supplement.

Author contributions. GS, MC, CvR, LFCR and DML designed the
study. CAGJ, FA and MG carried out model runs and organized data
curation. MHS helped in the preparation of figures and analysis of
data. MHS, DML and GS prepared the original manuscript draft.
TFD, AR, CvR, LFCR and DML reviewed and edited earlier ver-
sions of the paper. GS and DML acquired funding. DML coordi-
nated the project to which this study is related.

Competing interests. The authors declare that they have no conflict
of interest.

Acknowledgements. The authors would like to thank the two
anonymous reviewers for their valuable suggestions on earlier ver-
sions of this paper.

Financial support. This study is part of the AmazonFACE
∫

ME
project (https://labterra.cpa.unicamp.br/amazonface-me, last ac-
cess: 19 April 2021) and was funded through grants from Sao
Paulo Research Foundation – FAPESP to David M. Lapola
(grant no. 2015/02537-7); Carlos A. Guimarães-Júnior (grant no.
2017/07135-0); Manoel Cardoso and Gilvan Sampaio (grant no.
2015/50122-0); Luiz F. C. Rezende (grant no. 2017/03048-5); and
Celso von Randow, Gilvan Sampaio and Luiz F. C. Rezende (grant
no. 2015/50687-8). Gilvan Sampaio and Luiz F. C. Rezende were
supported by Brazil’s National Council for Scientific and Tech-
nological Development – CNPq (grants no. 308158/2015-6 and
301084/2020-3), and Tomas F. Domingues received USAID fund-
ing via the PEER program (grant no. AID-OAA-A-11-00012).

Review statement. This paper was edited by Trevor Keenan and re-
viewed by two anonymous referees.

Biogeosciences, 18, 2511–2525, 2021 https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021

https://doi.org/10.25824/redu/OJMILK
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021-supplement
https://labterra.cpa.unicamp.br/amazonface-me


G. Sampaio et al.: CO2 physiological effect vs. deforestation rainfall decrease 2523

References

Aidar, M. P. M., Martinez, C. A., Costa, A. C., Costa, P. M.
F., Dietrich, S. M. C., and Buckeridge, M. S.: Effect of at-
mospheric CO2 enrichment on the establishment of seedlings
of Jatobá, Hymenaea Courbaril L. (Leguminosae, Caesalpin-
ioideae), Biota Neotrop., 2, 1–10, https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-
06032002000100008, 2002.

Ainsworth, E. A. and Long, S. P.: What have we learned from
15 years of free-air CO2 enrichment (FACE)? A meta-analytic
review of the responses of photosynthesis, canopy properties
and plant production to rising CO2, New Phytol., 165, 351–372,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2004.01224.x, 2005.

Ainsworth, E. A. and Rogers, A.: The response of photosynthe-
sis and stomatal conductance to rising [CO2]: mechanisms and
environmental interactions, Plant Cell Environ., 30, 258–270,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2007.01641.x, 2007.

Badger, A. M. and Dirmeyer, P. A.: Remote tropical and sub-
tropical responses to Amazon deforestation, Clim. Dynam., 46,
3057–3066, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-015-2752-5, 2016.

Ball, J. and Berry, J. A.: The ci/cs ratio: a basis for predicting stom-
atal control of photosynthesis, in: Carnegie Institute Washington
Yearbook 81, Carnegie Institute Washington, Washington, USA,
88–92, 1982.

Ball, J. T., Woodrow, I. E., and Berry, J. A.: A Model Predict-
ing Stomatal Conductance and its Contribution to the Control
of Photosynthesis under Different Environmental Conditions BT
– Progress in Photosynthesis Research: Volume 4, in: Proceed-
ings of the VIIth International Congress on Photosynthesis Prov-
idence, Rhode Island, USA, 10–15 August 1986, 221–224, 1987.

Banacos, P. C. and Schultz, D. M.: The Use of Moisture Flux
Convergence in Forecasting Convective Initiation: Historical
and Operational Perspectives, Weather Forecast., 20, 351–366,
https://doi.org/10.1175/WAF858.1, 2005.

Berry, J. A., Beerling, D. J., and Franks, P. J.: Stomata: key players
in the earth system, past and present, Curr. Opin. Plant Biol., 13,
232–239, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbi.2010.04.013, 2010.

Betts, R. A., Boucher, O., Collins, M., Cox, P. M., Falloon, P. D.,
Gedney, N., Hemming, D. L., Huntingford, C., Jones, C. D., Sex-
ton, D. M. H., and Webb, M. J.: Projected increase in continen-
tal runoff due to plant responses to increasing carbon dioxide,
Nature, 448, 1037–1041, https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06045,
2007.

Bonal, D., Sabatier, D., Montpied, P., Tremeaux, D., and Guehl, J.
M.: Interspecific variability of δ13C among trees in rainforests
of French Guiana: functional groups and canopy integration,
Oecologia, 124, 454–468, https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00008871,
2000.

Cao, L., Bala, G., Caldeira, K., Nemani, R., and Ban-Weiss, G.:
Importance of carbon dioxide physiological forcing to future
climate change, P. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 107, 9513–9518,
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0913000107, 2010.

Cavalcanti, I. F. A., Marengo, J. A., Satyamurty, P., Nobre,
C. A., Trosnikov, I., Bonatti, J. P., Manzi, A. O., Tarasova,
T., Pezzi, L. P., D’Almeida, C., Sampaio, G., Castro, C. C.,
Sanches, M. B., and Camargo, H.: Global Climatological
Features in a Simulation Using the CPTEC–COLA AGCM,
J. Climate, 15, 2965–2988, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0442(2002)015<2965:GCFIAS>2.0.CO;2, 2002.

Collatz, G. J., Ball, J. T., Grivet, C., and Berry, J. A.: Phys-
iological and environmental regulation of stomatal conduc-
tance, photosynthesis and transpiration: a model that includes
a laminar boundary layer, Agr. Forest Meteorol., 54, 107–136,
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-1923(91)90002-8, 1991.

Cox, P. M., Betts, R. A., Collins, M., Harris, P. P., Huntingford,
C., and Jones, C. D.: Amazonian forest dieback under climate-
carbon cycle projections for the 21st century, Theor. Appl. Cli-
matol., 78, 137–156, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-004-0049-
4, 2004.

De Kauwe, M. G., Medlyn, B. E., Zaehle, S., Walker, A. P., Di-
etze, M. C., Hickler, T., Jain, A. K., Luo, Y., Parton, W. J., Pren-
tice, I. C., Smith, B., Thornton, P. E., Wang, S., Wang, Y.-P.,
Wårlind, D., Weng, E., Crous, K. Y., Ellsworth, D. S., Han-
son, P. J., Seok, H.-K., Warren, J. M., Oren, R., and Norby,
R. J.: Forest water use and water use efficiency at elevated
CO2: a model-data intercomparison at two contrasting temper-
ate forest FACE sites, Global Change Biol., 19, 1759–1779,
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12164, 2013.

Domingues, T. F., Martinelli, L. A., and Ehleringer, J. R.: Sea-
sonal patterns of leaf-level photosynthetic gas exchange in an
eastern Amazonian rain forest, Plant Ecol. Divers., 7, 189–203,
https://doi.org/10.1080/17550874.2012.748849, 2014.

Dubreuil, V., Debortoli, N., Funatsu, B., Nédélec, V., and Durieux,
L.: Impact of land-cover change in the Southern Amazo-
nia climate: a case study for the region of Alta Floresta,
Mato Grosso, Brazil, Environ. Monit. Assess., 184, 877–891,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-011-2006-x, 2012.

Eltahir, E. A. B. and Bras, R. L.: Precipitation recycling in
the Amazon basin, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 120, 861–880,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.49712051806, 1994.

Feddema, J. J., Oleson, K. W., Bonan, G. B., Mearns, L. O., Buja,
L. E., Meehl, G. A., and Washington, W. M.: The Importance
of Land-Cover Change in Simulating Future Climates, Science,
310, 1674–1678, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1118160, 2005.

Fleischer, K., Rammig, A., De Kauwe, M. G., Walker, A. P.,
Domingues, T. F., Fuchslueger, L., Garcia, S., Goll, D. S., Gran-
dis, A., Jiang, M., Haverd, V., Hofhansl, F., Holm, J. A., Kruijt,
B., Leung, F., Medlyn, B. E., Mercado, L. M., Norby, R. J., Pak,
B., von Randow, C., Quesada, C. A., Schaap, K. J., Valverde-
Barrantes, O. J., Wang, Y.-P., Yang, X., Zaehle, S., Zhu, Q., and
Lapola, D. M.: Amazon forest response to CO2 fertilization de-
pendent on plant phosphorus acquisition, Nat. Geosci., 12, 736–
741, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-019-0404-9, 2019.

Foley, J. A., Prentice, I. C., Ramankutty, N., Levis, S., Pol-
lard, D., Sitch, S., and Haxeltine, A.: An integrated biosphere
model of land surface processes, terrestrial carbon balance, and
vegetation dynamics, Global Biogeochem. Cy., 10, 603–628,
https://doi.org/10.1029/96GB02692, 1996.

Fu, R., Yin, L., Li, W., Arias, P. A., Dickinson, R. E., Huang,
L., Chakraborty, S., Fernandes, K., Liebmann, B., Fisher, R.,
and Myneni, R. B.: Increased dry-season length over southern
Amazonia in recent decades and its implication for future cli-
mate projection, P. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 110, 18110–18115,
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302584110, 2013.

Gimeno, T. E., Crous, K. Y., Cooke, J., O’Grady, A. P., Ós-
valdsson, A., Medlyn, B. E., and Ellsworth, D. S.: Conserved
stomatal behaviour under elevated CO2 and varying water

https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021 Biogeosciences, 18, 2511–2525, 2021

https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032002000100008
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032002000100008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2004.01224.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2007.01641.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-015-2752-5
https://doi.org/10.1175/WAF858.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbi.2010.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06045
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00008871
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0913000107
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2002)015<2965:GCFIAS>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2002)015<2965:GCFIAS>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-1923(91)90002-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-004-0049-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-004-0049-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12164
https://doi.org/10.1080/17550874.2012.748849
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-011-2006-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.49712051806
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1118160
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-019-0404-9
https://doi.org/10.1029/96GB02692
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302584110


2524 G. Sampaio et al.: CO2 physiological effect vs. deforestation rainfall decrease

availability in a mature woodland, Funct. Ecol., 30, 700–709,
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12532, 2016.

Hickler, T., Smith, B., Prentice, I. C., Mjöfors, K., Miller, P., Arneth,
A., and Sykes, M. T.: CO2 fertilization in temperate FACE exper-
iments not representative of boreal and tropical forests, Global
Change Biol., 14, 1531–1542, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2008.01598.x, 2008.

Hurrell, J. W., Holland, M. M., Gent, P. R., Ghan, S., Kay, J. E.,
Kushner, P. J., Lamarque, J.-F., Large, W. G., Lawrence, D.,
Lindsay, K., Lipscomb, W. H., Long, M. C., Mahowald, N.,
Marsh, D. R., Neale, R. B., Rasch, P., Vavrus, S., Vertenstein,
M., Bader, D., Collins, W. D., Hack, J. J., Kiehl, J., and Mar-
shall, S.: The Community Earth System Model: A Framework
for Collaborative Research, B. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 94, 1339–
1360, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-12-00121.1, 2013.

IPCC: Summary for Policy Makers, in: Climate Change 2013: The
physical science basis, Contribution of working gorup I to the
Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change, edited by: Stocker, T. F., Qin, D., Plattner, G.-K.,
Tignor, M., and Allen, S. K., Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, United Kingdom and New York, USA, 2013.

Jiang, M., Medlyn, B. E., Drake, J. E., Duursma, R. A., Anderson,
I. C., Barton, C. V. M., Boer, M. M., Carrillo, Y., Castañeda-
Gómez, L., Collins, L., Crous, K. Y., De Kauwe, M. G., dos San-
tos, B. M., Emmerson, K. M., Facey, S. L., Gherlenda, A. N.,
Gimeno, T. E., Hasegawa, S., Johnson, S. N., Kännaste, A., Mac-
donald, C. A., Mahmud, K., Moore, B. D., Nazaries, L., Neilson,
E. H. J., Nielsen, U. N., Niinemets, Ü., Noh, N. J., Ochoa-Hueso,
R., Pathare, V. S., Pendall, E., Pihlblad, J., Piñeiro, J., Powell, J.
R., Power, S. A., Reich, P. B., Renchon, A. A., Riegler, M., Rin-
nan, R., Rymer, P. D., Salomón, R. L., Singh, B. K., Smith, B.,
Tjoelker, M. G., Walker, J. K. M., Wujeska-Klause, A., Yang, J.,
Zaehle, S., and Ellsworth, D. S.: The fate of carbon in a mature
forest under carbon dioxide enrichment, Nature, 580, 227–231,
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2128-9, 2020.

Kooperman, G. J., Chen, Y., Hoffman, F. M., Koven, C. D., Lind-
say, K., Pritchard, M. S., Swann, A. L. S., and Randerson, J. T.:
Forest response to rising CO2 drives zonally asymmetric rain-
fall change over tropical land, Nat. Clim. Change, 8, 434–440,
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0144-7, 2018.

Kucharik, C. J., Foley, J. A., Delire, C., Fisher, V. A., Coe, M.
T., Lenters, J. D., Young-Molling, C., Ramankutty, N., Nor-
man, J. M., and Gower, S. T.: Testing the performance of a dy-
namic global ecosystem model: Water balance, carbon balance,
and vegetation structure, Global Biogeochem. Cy., 14, 795–825,
https://doi.org/10.1029/1999GB001138, 2000.

Langenbrunner, B., Pritchard, M. S., Kooperman, G. J., and Ran-
derson, J. T.: Why Does Amazon Precipitation Decrease When
Tropical Forests Respond to Increasing CO2?, Earth’s Future, 7,
450–468, https://doi.org/10.1029/2018EF001026, 2019.

Lapola, D. M.: Bytes and boots to understand the fu-
ture of the Amazon forest, New Phytol., 219, 845–847,
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15342, 2018.

Lapola, D. M. and Sampaio, G.: Impacts of eCO2 vs. de-
forestation on Amazon climate modelled with the CPTEC-
BAM, Repositório de Dados de Pesquisa da Unicamp, V2,
https://doi.org/10.25824/redu/OJMILK, 2021.

Lapola, D. M., Pinho, P., Quesada, C. A., Strassburg, B. B. N., Ram-
mig, A., Kruijt, B., Brown, F., Ometto, J. P. H. B., Premebida,

A., Marengo, J. A., Vergara, W., and Nobre, C. A.: Limiting the
high impacts of Amazon forest dieback with no-regrets science
and policy action, P. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 115, 11671–11679,
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1721770115, 2018.

Lawrence, D. and Vandecar, K.: Effects of tropical deforesta-
tion on climate and agriculture, Nat. Clim. Change, 5, 27–36,
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2430, 2015.

Lejeune, Q., Davin, E. L., Guillod, B. P., and Seneviratne, S.
I.: Influence of Amazonian deforestation on the future evo-
lution of regional surface fluxes, circulation, surface tem-
perature and precipitation, Clim. Dynam., 44, 2769–2786,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-014-2203-8, 2015.

Li, D., Malyshev, S., and Shevliakova, E.: Exploring histori-
cal and future urban climate in the Earth System Model-
ing framework: 2. Impact of urban land use over the Conti-
nental United States, J. Adv. Model. Earth Sy., 8, 936–953,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015MS000579, 2016.

Lindsay, K., Bonan, G. B., Doney, S. C., Hoffman, F. M., Lawrence,
D. M., Long, M. C., Mahowald, N. M., Keith Moore, J.,
Randerson, J. T., and Thornton, P. E.: Preindustrial-Control
and Twentieth-Century Carbon Cycle Experiments with the
Earth System Model CESM1(BGC), J. Climate, 27, 8981–9005,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00565.1, 2014.

Lorenz, R., Pitman, A. J., and Sisson, S. A.: Does Ama-
zonian deforestation cause global effects, can we
be sure?, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 121, 5567–5584,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JD024357, 2016.

Marengo, J. A., Cavalcanti, I. F. A., Satyamurty, P., Trosnikov, I.,
Nobre, C. A., Bonatti, J. P., Camargo, H., Sampaio, G., Sanches,
M. B., Manzi, A. O., Castro, C. A. C., D’Almeida, C., Pezzi,
L. P., and Candido, L.: Assessment of regional seasonal rain-
fall predictability using the CPTEC/COLA atmospheric GCM,
Clim. Dynam., 21, 459–475, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-
003-0346-0, 2003.

Medvigy, D., Walko, R. L., Otte, M. J., and Avissar, R.: Sim-
ulated Changes in Northwest US, Climate in Response
to Amazon Deforestation, J. Climate, 26, 9115–9136,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00775.1, 2013.

Nepstad, D., McGrath, D., Stickler, C., Alencar, A., Azevedo,
A., Swette, B., Bezerra, T., DiGiano, M., Shimada, J.,
Seroa da Motta, R., Armijo, E., Castello, L., Brando, P., Hansen,
M. C., McGrath-Horn, M., Carvalho, O., and Hess, L.: Slow-
ing Amazon deforestation through public policy and interven-
tions in beef and soy supply chains, Science, 344, 1118–1123,
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1248525, 2014.

Nobre, C. A., Sellers, P. J., and Shukla, J.: Amazo-
nian Deforestation and Regional Climate Change,
J. Climate, 4, 957–988, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0442(1991)004<0957:ADARCC>2.0.CO;2, 1991.

Nobre, C. A., Sampaio, G., Borma, L. S., Castilla-Rubio, J. C.,
Silva, J. S., and Cardoso, M.: Land-use and climate change risks
in the Amazon and the need of a novel sustainable develop-
ment paradigm, P. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 113, 10759–10768,
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1605516113, 2016.

Nobre, P., Malagutti, M., Urbano, D. F., de Almeida, R. A. F.,
and Giarolla, E.: Amazon Deforestation and Climate Change
in a Coupled Model Simulation, J. Climate, 22, 5686–5697,
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009JCLI2757.1, 2009.

Biogeosciences, 18, 2511–2525, 2021 https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021

https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12532
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01598.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01598.x
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-12-00121.1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2128-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0144-7
https://doi.org/10.1029/1999GB001138
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018EF001026
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15342
https://doi.org/10.25824/redu/OJMILK
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1721770115
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2430
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-014-2203-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015MS000579
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00565.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JD024357
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-003-0346-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-003-0346-0
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00775.1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1248525
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1991)004<0957:ADARCC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1991)004<0957:ADARCC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1605516113
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009JCLI2757.1


G. Sampaio et al.: CO2 physiological effect vs. deforestation rainfall decrease 2525

Norby, R. J., De Kauwe, M. G., Domingues, T. F., Duursma, R.
A., Ellsworth, D. S., Goll, D. S., Lapola, D. M., Luus, K. A.,
MacKenzie, A. R., Medlyn, B. E., Pavlick, R., Rammig, A.,
Smith, B., Thomas, R., Thonicke, K., Walker, A. P., Yang, X.,
and Zaehle, S.: Model-data synthesis for the next generation of
forest free-air CO2 enrichment (FACE) experiments, New Phy-
tol., 209, 17–28, https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13593, 2016.

Peters, G. P., Andrew, R. M., Solomon, S., and Friedlingstein,
P.: Measuring a fair and ambitious climate agreement us-
ing cumulative emissions, Environ. Res. Lett., 10, 105004,
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/10/105004, 2015.

Rajão, R., Soares-Filho, B., Nunes, F., Börner, J., Machado, L., As-
sis, D., Oliveira, A., Pinto, L., Ribeiro, V., Rausch, L., Gibbs,
H., and Figueira, D.: The rotten apples of Brazil’s agribusiness,
Science, 369, 246–248, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba6646,
2020.

Saad, S. I., da Rocha, H. R., Silva Dias, M. A. F., and Rosolem, R.:
Can the Deforestation Breeze Change the Rainfall in Amazonia?
A Case Study for the BR-163 Highway Region, Earth Interact.,
14, 1–25, https://doi.org/10.1175/2010EI351.1, 2010.

Sampaio, G., Nobre, C., Costa, M. H., Satyamurty, P., Soares-
Filho, B. S., and Cardoso, M.: Regional climate change
over eastern Amazonia caused by pasture and soybean
cropland expansion, Geophys. Res. Lett., 34, L17709,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL030612, 2007.

Silva Dias, M. A. F., Petersen, W., Silva Dias, P. L., Cifelli, R., Betts,
A. K., Longo, M., Gomes, A. M., Fisch, G. F., Lima, M. A., An-
tonio, M. A., and Albrecht, R. I.: A case study of convective orga-
nization into precipitating lines in the Southwest Amazon during
the WETAMC and TRMM-LBA, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 107,
8078, https://doi.org/10.1029/2001JD000375, 2002.

Soares-Filho, B. S., Nepstad, D. C., Curran, L. M., Cerqueira,
G. C., Garcia, R. A., Ramos, C. A., Voll, E., McDon-
ald, A., Lefebvre, P., and Schlesinger, P.: Modelling con-
servation in the Amazon basin, Nature, 440, 520–523,
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04389, 2006.

Spracklen, D. V. and Garcia-Carreras, L.: The impact of Amazonian
deforestation on Amazon basin rainfall, Geophys. Res. Lett., 42,
9546–9552, https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL066063, 2015.

Spracklen, D. V., Arnold, S. R., and Taylor, C. M.: Observations of
increased tropical rainfall preceded by air passage over forests,
Nature, 489, 282–285, https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11390,
2012.

Sud, Y. C., Lau, W. K.-M., Walker, G. K., Kim, J.-H., Lis-
ton, G. E., and Sellers, P. J.: Biogeophysical Consequences
of a Tropical Deforestation Scenario: A GCM Simulation
Study, J. Climate, 9, 3225–3247, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0442(1996)009<3225:BCOATD>2.0.CO;2, 1996.

van der Sleen, P., Groenendijk, P., Vlam, M., Anten, N. P. R., Boom,
A., Bongers, F., Pons, T. L., Terburg, G., and Zuidema, P. A.: No
growth stimulation of tropical trees by 150 years of CO2 fertil-
ization but water-use efficiency increased, Nat. Geosci., 8, 24–28,
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2313, 2014.

Van Vuuren, D. P., Edmonds, J., Kainuma, M., Riahi, K., Naki-
cenovic, N., Smith, S. J., and Rose, S. K.: The representative
concentration pathways: an overview, Climatic Change, 109, 5,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0148-z, 2011.

Xu, Z., Jiang, Y., Jia, B., and Zhou, G.: Elevated-CO2 Response
of Stomata and Its Dependence on Environmental Factors, Front.
Plant Sci., 7, 657, https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2016.00657, 2016.

Zemp, D. C., Schleussner, C.-F., Barbosa, H. M. J., Hirota,
M., Montade, V., Sampaio, G., Staal, A., Wang-Erlandsson,
L., and Rammig, A.: Self-amplified Amazon forest loss due
to vegetation-atmosphere feedbacks, Nat. Commun., 8, 14681,
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14681, 2017.

Zheng, Y., Li, F., Hao, L., Yu, J., Guo, L., Zhou, H., Ma, C., Zhang,
X., and Xu, M.: Elevated CO2 concentration induces photo-
synthetic down-regulation with changes in leaf structure, non-
structural carbohydrates and nitrogen content of soybean, BMC
Plant Biol., 19, 255, https://doi.org/10.1186/s12870-019-1788-9,
2019.

https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-18-2511-2021 Biogeosciences, 18, 2511–2525, 2021

https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13593
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/10/105004
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba6646
https://doi.org/10.1175/2010EI351.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL030612
https://doi.org/10.1029/2001JD000375
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04389
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL066063
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11390
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1996)009<3225:BCOATD>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1996)009<3225:BCOATD>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2313
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0148-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2016.00657
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14681
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12870-019-1788-9

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Climate models
	Modelling protocol

	Results
	Provision of humidity
	Atmospheric circulation
	Radiative balance
	Seasonality

	Discussion
	Deforestation and rainfall in the Amazon
	CO2 fertilization effect and moisture fluxes in the tropics
	Mitigation perspectives

	Conclusions
	Data availability
	Supplement
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Acknowledgements
	Financial support
	Review statement
	References

