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Advances in quantifying the ratio of transpiration to evapotranspiration (T/ET)

in terrestrial ecosystems and its spatiotemporal heterogeneity

YU Wenying™?, JI Ruipeng™**, JIA Qingyu™?, FENG Rui*?, WU Jinwen"? ZHANG Yushu?

1. Institute of Atmospheric Environment, China Meteorological Administration, Shenyang 110166, China;

2. Key Laboratory of Agrometeorological Disasters, Liaoning Province, Shenyang 110166, China

Abstract: The ratio of transpiration to.evapotranspiration (T/ET) is a key parameter to illustrate the role of
vegetation in. controlling water loss in terrestrial systems. Quantifying evapotranspiration (ET) and its
components is a key to understanding the dynamics and mechanism of evapotranspiration and it is the
basis for studying“the eco-hydrological process. This paper reviewed the research progress of T/ET
quantification methods (measurement methods and model methods), T/ET results in different ecosystems
and their driving mechanisms (climate change and vegetation cover). The methods were introduced in
T/ET observation and simulation developed at home and aboard, and the results of different methods were
compared. The values of T/ET were described in four types of terrestrial ecosystems, including forest,
grassland, wetland and farmland. There were significant differences in T/ET in the same or even in the

different ecosystems, which were mainly due to the differences in ecosystem types, spatial and temporal
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scales, data sources and quantitative methods, the selection of data set, observation or simulation methods.
The main driving mechanisms of T/ET included vegetation type, vegetation cover, climate factors and soil
factors. In the future, uncertainty studies around different quantification methods of T/ET, changing
patterns and driving mechanisms of T/ET in different terrestrial ecosystems will be emphasized.

Key Words: terrestrial ecosystems; ratio of transpiration to evapotranspiration; quantification; simulation;
driving factors

515

Z5H (evapotranspiration, ET) J2/K@id AR CRLIRHEFE. WhE. W, M3k
) AP LUK AU B IR (Fisher et al, 2011) 7 ET 4% — 4> 411
4y MW ZEME (transpiration, T). #F#%% Cintercept evaporation, EI) #1133 7% % “(soil evaporation,
ES). TREYIKTIEBRIVEDILR, EIAES KM N K (evaporation, ED, & /2R I+
BRI R RE (Guetal, 2018). T Al E 433l J WA= A0t Ft 5 B e e 0 A6 = e 5 R A e
FI7K 4% (Wang et al, 2010). &5 7&HILL (the ratio of transpiration to evapotranspiration, T/ET)
B T AE ET i 2 i oiikae, MU R AE S RGUK S BRRIER . TIET fedemnt ET
BANH Gy L HAERT K PERA Th TTER P BEA# (Fatichiand Pappas, 2017).

TS0 R A TR S AR A BLVE T, TIET (P AE 58 I 23 57 53 14 (Méndez-Barroso et al,
2014; Wei et al, 2017), T/ET A3R-FHEN 0.60, 7EXIHUA RS+ TIET ARGy 0.20~0.95
(Berkelhammer et al, 2016), S WASFRALA: A RS0 7 i PR BB SR ASHf 2 . TIET 7EARER
0 Bl A AN [RI R AR il b 2 25 2R e ) 0 22 S I AN GE T T 70 H T T A il S k. AR flid
T ET BN TAETT ez BT T 78 ET HRE R otk 0 ANE, a0 TIET fE2 KR L2 AE ik
P, ABRGUKCPETX ET FISTRER . 2ERVEHI T/ET Z2UHLE] M ATE2E, X TIET KA E
PEDRBELAS T AR A KSR T (Wang et al, 2014; Wei et al, 2015), Kk, #fjse bl A= 25
FYE TIET 23 58 5 44 b H 2 il A SLATL AR 2 =49 BRI 7 A 2 A

SUREAR B AEAF R BRI SCIR IR IR I A R e i 2 3R RO K . 2680, ISR IEIAERE (£
55, 2020) . UEAR R ZE B 7 B AN T RS U A5 I A1 487 (Talsma et al, 2018; Smith et al, 2018),
BT ER IR, W5 TET Msghn, BERBZEEVE M ARk Uik, ik
DLAFRA R I AEY S5t (Frank etal, 20150, BTFLRI, R AR T Ko b SR B R Bl ss, 78
T SR 1 B IR PSS R S BUR T s GAHAESE, 2017), 3R BH XIS HION U AL IR IR 157
R Z AR AR RS TIET 2RI SIEE, A2 AL A T 4= BRAZ IR X /K824 520
WA EAY R, T fE TIET 758 58 U Hb Tl A 4 X< A2 4k ¥ i )% (Wang et al, 2013) . T/ET

2



) A AL ) I A S 7K SO R B FL B AE ML) ) R A, o P 4 BR AR A TS 557 T B /K A0 P4 A2 A 1) R
(Méndez-Barroso et al, 2014; Chang et al, 2018), % T Tl RS 52 NK > FIFHRER, SR
KPR fEN R REE ((T/NINEE, 2019). 54b, TIET XK SRR A0 g 9 348 mT DL Sk fiy & A4
BARGIMWERE S (Chang et al, 2018).
L T/ET RN TTIR S as RE R
1.1 SEMSE

T/ET (I EAL SCIVRIE S AT 0 NS (R 1), —/& ET 414050k, il 283005 28Rk
i IREIAR SRR ZE TR BRSO ET WS, WiRshARSC RGN ET J5 R oKl & ¢ R
THE TIET, S Wl E A0 T e RN =48R THE T/ET (Zhou et al, 2016; Li et al, 2019; Alam et
al, 2019). 20 40 70 4EAX, LIS AR ZER T H BUE E R T M4R 4 O AT e, BiKIE B C R
FERETIE T H5EMHIRAE )1 (GPP) ZIAMFAE — MR E R R ARG E T, A malHEI% ET W
I TIET . (HIXEETEIFAAER AR e, IR R IGVEI, R N e, 208 T S 20

4% (Kool et al, 2014; Aouade et al, 2016; Soubie et al, 2016; Wang et al, 2016 ).

= L TIET 24LsEisE
Table1 Measurement.methods of T/ET

PUNIE-ES T BRI TT i

245 Jiik - ok 2 T/ET #4
Types Methods Me?;gtroegent Nﬁfﬁ Llr:t?giur:fg:ﬁgésor Advantages or disadvantages T/ET calculations
) A Ve S AV R RO ET A%, (A
AHUET BIARR RS TAE B4 T 55 B, SRR L FEA
R HAR ETME, (HZRT F2EE
AERE WREIMR R G WeZEIE,  [A) B Y R TEIE A
ETAUY SRRESIIMM BRI T BT o gyt om
S o T S 7, S IRENAR R 3R TIEroTHT+ESSED
ET e =7 TIET, {ERFERRREAR RS RGUKT A7
TE R
Az ES TR 2B T ZE B LA B AT R A, (3
AEAEAEVEBEAN T R ICE M . FE A /NS
WEER E R B o
ok b FEBLET BN K R4t Al R IR EIH 559 ET 454 GPP {55, B BOKAEE KRR
Yz ARG RN R TEZ AN, B R E A T=a*GPP+b
R a Ju N A Z %
7277 GPP PRy etk (a‘ bjﬂ}ungﬁ)
. ET R AL : " ‘ )
FriE oer e s R L, R R
R Zk Eﬁﬁfﬁﬁ Craig-Gordon B8 R4 B RAG A, 17 7ERa AL iﬁgfﬁg
o . Keeling plot i ZR il i 22 56 1] /5 —=
TRBEAR g b ET 85

R R R A R AR S R 48 TIET A2 H AT i s 261 E A T BT BEAF KRR
PR, HZE R oRIE TR RS IR T I R 5 0 i, — D5t AR MRS 28 %, 5 —T7
7K AR R 2 F 788 (Rothfus et al, 2021 [FIA7 272 FH TR I0A A% ¥ BR il JE vk e 82 e
HNVH—EZBIRE], L5 REEE AL O FIALZO6 S A AR E 1K R 3RS 2 R e, TR
FIE BB R 8 5  (Berkelhammer et al, 20160, FiE AL RBWOL I F MK B RVFEAES RER
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AP LRI FA7 2 20 (Good et al, 2014), el /b RS A K1) i@ (Wei et al, 2015).
5 HAB T EAR L, B AR > RBESR TR @, @SS R RE B TIET WS,
R (I 70 50K B S8 R B B TVET IOANH S METF W 7T, Bttt SR A 50 32 1) S e dis
1.2 #REGE

FE TSI (R A e AR 1 23 [ JRUBE A IR, AR B 5 T (X 30N 42 Bk RUEE TIET [ RE1K
TSR TP R T AR GO (AL S L R T B IR (A VR RS TR AR IE R 0 B A (3R
2). EFIT FIBERAESAET 20 t22 70 454X, Shuttleworth and Wallace T~ 1985 £E 2 Hif) S-W 547,
SCUL T AR BT (RS, BHJE VR 2 BUE AR BT RS SR H B (Kool et al, 2014), W ix #64%
SR AL AL WIS LA A B FT A B T/ET o T A Guma Al () il Sk 3 3t R BE AN IR, H
X AR R 2 MR T B R, I8 X A A A B (I S SR SR B (Chenetal, 2019). 7E
R A AR ARUR SR %A T RLFH AR ISR, HC A5 SR mT R r= A RS (Miralles et al, 2016) ., 3 g
R XA A BRI ET 5 M £ F B, H T ET A2 Guit Al &8 Al ) e misk, 4n TSEB
BUJEAEAY . PT-JPL A AY o R JEAR ALV A A5 45 SR PRI AN X 11 308 5 SRR T W 00 o 1 s P A i R 2 A
Ji% (Miralles et al, 2011a; 2011b). IT4EK, —LGRFSEH @AL B TR RHER) TIET L5058y,
71 Wang et al (2014). Wei etal (2017) #37 F4ERFEML LAl 5 T/ET (55 &85, Sunetal (2019)

BN T IE TR X 1 LALFD T/ET ¢ 2808 T/ET SIS L R B AR T ET 72 L 45 RS 2,

HIRTHRR 4R ET P2, AR A HIH (Weietal, 2017).

2 TIET &A%
Table'2 ' Moldel methods of T/ET
25 R AEETRY Jor & FH AR 5 K
Types Major models Model principle Applicability/Uncertainty Resources
JEF Penman-Monteith 77 72K JE T
Shuttleworth~Wallace } N o vt 2 Shuttleworth and
XU ﬁ;@%ﬁfﬁ%% MR SRR Wallace, 1985
) S S R /8 J FET PR, AR AR B S A R
wrgpnn N e R PR A R e gn AR R Lascanoetal,
fistik e L 1987
v 3ET Penman-Monteith 572, X
FAO-56 X)Z;;E%%iﬁff% VR B 2B B o R Allen et al, 1998
PGS i )
3T Penman-Monteith J5 &A1 B & ET,Z?WE‘QE ’ iﬁﬁwlﬂﬂﬁ%{%'
BB, M o LRI o) LRI HOBOEE e e
TSEB MUY e U2 R 5, 5 e A S P32 0055 i TR RS A A S 1995
TR b gﬁﬂﬁiﬁﬁ’ﬂ%%ﬁ?ﬂdﬂ%%%%
Priestley-Taylor 2T Priestley-Taylor TR, fg;ﬁ%fﬁ@%gﬁ@ﬁ Fisher et al, 2008
3 4 77 PN "W NI — s R S ’
- JPL(PT-JPL)#ELTY B G EH AN R AR A AR SR B) LT
Hiny \k % _ . N = B
i oL s Leiize”ga; D aE s AR RIS BRI, . Lewning etal
: e Hg{#i’;ijT Eﬁfﬁﬁ% EAIT AT BB LA FIRTH R 12450k 2008
e %1 Penman-Monteith 7R, But Ry e % e
v [5]5] NI . AT o . =S == AN
(PM-MODIS) ?T”fu HI MODIS MU AR 2011
HA
GLEAM HUH(&HHE 4 IBISALNEYE, T SET AL 6 DB o
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MR AR :
Amsterdam f57)

HTEM V& & XUFHH 1Y

Priestley-Taylor 75 #2445 T, Gash 1%
RUG AR &, DS SI3RE 0288
KHLE A

TR A BUR T AN B TEHESL
FRAY, B [X 43 i J2 AR MR L 2 R

PR R AR, iyt 8 SR AT LA
PaAN LR 2 B AR B

T AHER . SCBRIIL T E AL
A A K Bk B EAE AL, I

Yang and
Shang, 2013

SRR R A STIEEES. T K s Wang etal, 2014
B TR HF LA TIET TR LAL S TIET SRR, BT aqqe R Rsim), SmER 2 ET )
G EE e LA B ECHURAI AR ETV LA B oy wefi ot (2 ks Wei etal, 2017
fiS¥ TIET BT T R R sun et al, 2019
SRS MRS JE, R
Ball-Berry £l Jarvis ja 2B HT5 &it R — .
Noah-MP [if; T 1 74 e T 5 FE{ O] i 2 WRIE 4. SR, T L& S Niu et al, 2011
SRR R LSRR RIS ot o 12 8, W e 0
G Z AL Tor g A s e s B A AR MR IR 2 [R5y i

CLM Fifi T 5 7Y

TN SR AR S B
AR JREL, R AT )2 B AN e )2 25
U S BT SR R

B AR

Lawrence et al,
2007; 2019

AN, ARt RERG S T/ET, (HIERRAE T/ET, MR BRI U RES ALt K

JEH A RAHENE (Lian etal, 2018), 1T T/ET SCil s po™ Bk =, ARMEE 4 R RS A A
FUSRIGAIE TIET, —Yefff 70T ub SR S IR M O e Y, SRk T/ET X528 DR ) 540 1 Ak
4 (Lawrence et al, 2007; Fatichi and Pappas et al, 2017; Ma et al,; 2020) . Lawrence et al (2007) &<,
Fili 528 CLM3.0 EC Ak ZE 1 15 FH , ad i B SO A R E 387K SC 230, D5 0y 280 S B 40 23 (1) 43 TE B 431
P 1 Rh B Al EAGRE . AHEE Noah #5230, Noah-MP BizUREWEHE = B 2= R A BB EE R (9K
RAE, 2016); RIHGEHIEZE HPTIT S AW I KA 8, 42 Noah-MP R 2B BRI RCR

(rHPHEE, 2017). 305 (20200 T CLMA.5 B R 2 #L, JF 5 GLDAS A1 GLEAM #i#s
FRREAT HUR, R A BRI B R IR 78 A SRV 10 22 S S T A ol e 3 A IR
LR HZSR . Lian et al (2018) RIUMBRA SR ESMs Xt T/ET BUMRAL A th T34 7k J= e BRI
AR AR SRR RS R R AN o DAL, T/ET RIAE A HER RGEAL A BML R, HaT 4
T RESR il TS 2 (R0 SERGIEE , DA TT et e R BRBRE R RRAAs FO F 1 e (Lawrence et al,
2007; Fatichi and Pappas, 2017; Lian etal, 2018).
1.3 FNERIBNRZENERER

SR AN [ i Bl SR AN DR Al S A R RUBE TVET SR3MH, 45 5 7% 57 35 (3£ 3) . Jasechko et al(2013)

FIF R VLGS 43K T/ET 5 0.8~0.9, Coenders-Gerrits et al (2014) NN —ZE@ s 7 T KI5
ik, fRH 4Bk T/ET £ 0.35~0.80, {HJZ Jasechko (2018) FASIAIFIX —45i8. Good et al (2015) j#
T B A I UK MR Bl 3 2 K 2 TRV R 1 2 1E flidt 7K 73[Rz 32 it , #4521 T/ET J9 0.64 20.13.
Schlesinger and Jasechko (2014) - 4Bk I N ©F 81 ML, 153 T/IET °F3{E N 0.61 40.15.
Wei etal (2017) 5:T LAl [RSBEA 5 542 8R T/ET ${E°H 0.57 40.07; Guetal (2018) FIH PT-JPL
TR Al B3 Bk B S R AR R TIET BOZSAGTE R 0.29~0.72. Lian et al (2018) Z5 Gk R G
M CIMP5 5 33 ki il TIET WHME, EH {45 T/ET #4874 0.62 40.06.
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* 3 2KRETRETE TET HELERIEE
Table 3 Comparison of T/ET estimated by different methods from global scale.

TIET 453 HRE ISWIRES ESA
Values of T/ET Data set Study methods Sources
0.80~0.90 RIS AT I 4 BRI 4 [F Az & Jasechko et al, 2013
0.35~0.80 R ALV AT L 4 BRI 4 [F L K9 Coenders-Gerrits et al, 2014
0.64 #0.13 FE T SO AN TR R 7 2 A [EEA 7S Good et al, 2015
>0.70 EEVAS7S
o ‘ Sutanto et al, 2014
>0.50 SCHRI KA
0.50 /247 S BRI AR
0.6140.15 81 AN E AT WBHARSGIS ., ZEIEeS Schlesinger and Jasechko, 2014
0.59 FEF TR S SO ) Kb 4 JKICRETHAEE STEAM Wang-Erlandsson et al, 2014
0.65 #0.19 LT T T R AT AP W A PML 57 Zhang et al, 2016
TR AN R ET {H5EER 64 A COH
0.57 20.07 — FT LA f[a] AR Wei et al, 2017
S S
0.74 FEF AN TR B GLEAM ## 7Y Martens et al, 2017
0.29~0.72 11 MARFIBEE 75 A3k 08 B A%, Priestley-Taylor 7 Gu etal; 2018
33 A TIET MLIEARE A% & G =
0.62 20.06 HER RS CIMPS Lian et al, 2018

CIMPS5 %y tH #f
Rfsi % AR B4, WL AR, TIET 45 Rt R B 2%, 40 Talsma et al (2018) Lh#

PT-JPL. PM-MODIS #! Amsterdam =/ 3B E ET Hor BRI, 380K BN
F0 308 JERA 15 WL PR 2 43 ) A 90%~114% . 62%~181%F!l 54%~114%, & ET fiHEARZE N
35%~49%, 55 ET AHEL, &4 rMfliSvess ok, fERM T, A7 3RS TIET ~F BB 4L
TR TR AN AT S P S 5 SR, Sutanto et al (2014) 18 EATHETT, 3T R E%
0 T/ET (KT 0.7, T T /K E-FAVAR T/ET (KT 0.5, eBRURA (5 TH) TIET 68 05 £ .
AR b T/ET B & LUBIFE 13%~90% (Rothfus et al, 2021).

B THI AR MR8 T AU LS AR TS S H T RA &, TER RN AL
T/ET i 75 A0S RX S AN H e v o R RN 25 & A ANE AL S8 L R DS R 22,
Huetal (2009) X H] Monte Carlo FEHLZ%tk 77 ZO0AL S-W BLAL,  S5Gimsh Al O¢ R gl £ s, 1
U FE AR S RGLET 20 Zhu et al (2015) S54SR ASIE S-W BERY, il
E =AM ARMAE S RS ET A1 T/ET; Wei et al (2018) #f S-W HEA 5ot &S AL SRR 45 4
WG Z 1250, B AES RS T/ET; Niu et al (2019) FIH 2 /NS RS0 IIEHE 258
PT-JPL BEA A 424, RIS AR SO 5 TIET. Sh4h, 280 . B DU 28 R ] S 4
THREL =, ] 7 —LeiE AN (Ershadi et al, 2015).

2 T/ET B 7 5 ik e IR AR 21
2.1 FEESERG TETHR S REMN




ARG TIET BAMRERENE, W HRRAEA R A2 25 22 4t (a) R A DR 200 28 BT ik

211 ZAHRAESZER

FRARAEA RS0 5 R T (1) 30%(FAO, 2012), 2 ki A A& R G b A de ) 2 1 AR AE B RS,
HeE 2, EHAMNEH. Ritkm. SXRmES RS TET MR RR%, 2EREHE MK
WA R4 TIET FIMEAE 0.27~0.84 (£ 4). £ 4 Guit T AR EARNFRHRMARER TIET &S,
RILVE W FE AR TIET ¥ME % R, H T/ET FE344E 40729 0.59 (Gu et al, 2018). 0.61 (Wei et al, 2017)
H10.637(Wang-Erlandsson et al, 2014); H. 72 i Ak, 2L T/ET 43448 7379 2 0.55(Wei et al, 2017;
Schlesinger and Jasechko, 2014). 0.522 (Wang-Erlandsson et al, 2014); 11 % % ba i ARR 3 ZR4ET H- A
B, HEERE AR TIET £3589 5)A 0.48 (Gu et al, 2018). 0.54 (Schlesinger and Jasechko, 2014);
WG TIET SE21E 2> 74 0.48 (Gu et al, 2018). 0.50 (Wang-Erlandsson et al, 2014). {Hj&
Schlesinger and Jasechko (2014) XfAERVEH P CABF AL, HHRMRE ARG AR, vt
MRy B BRMATIR A £ AR, TIET E38{H 7371059 0.70, 0.67. 0.65 1 0.55;  Herfr Fiy My bRy i 2k
W, HT/ET H0.70, & THAMMFTLS

AT, % DX IRk i RO AR AR 7S R4 TIET PPWIUAN 58480 % (5% 4D, 1 Chang et al (2018)
HMHA] CTRL B, LSM RLRLAN [ 3921 SR E SRS ML IX. T/ET SE3MH, 4553707108 0.72. 0.55
A 0.798; AL/NINAE (2019) FIH] PT-JPL Alfl 5 [E 7R ff g AL FE e AR MK AE S R GEM TIET YA
0.64~0.72, T/ET 4E¥JfH 4 0.69; Zhou et al (2016) | FH i &4 AIEE K S FIH R (UWUED
R 3 [ S I BRI I R I AR V) T/ETS, 43 B8 0.59 1 0.52 Aoy s T (2016) SEFHud 1) S-w
BRGSO AT ARG TIET 45809 0.85," Eimithas (2019) X ALt Ll X MMM ZR B AEAT 7 20
RILH N BE KSR AL 2% TIET 435124 0.80~0.90 F1 0.79~0.99. mZW7iH, [Ffi&ik T/ET
BB A 2 SR e v T AR AR VA FIAR A v, RS B R o vy T4 R I A &5

® A BRINETSRG TET ARES
Table 4 T/ET of forest ecosystems

2 I U IR 1) W FHh A ARPRERY TIET 451 W75 PRV
Spatial scale Temporal scale Study sites Forest type Values of T/ET Study methods Sources

AER 4 / / 0.27~0.79

A3k 4 / T R AR 0.49~0.68

) AL Priestley-Taylor
AER 4 / LR R AR 0.15~0.61 . Gu etal, 2018
el

A3k 4 / LR AR 0.30~0.79

AER 4 / TR AEHK 0.40~0.61

AER H / / 0.55~0.61 Wei et al, 2017

i T LA H ]
AER i / TR AR 0.55




L3R i / TEUT FE AR 0.61
L3R i / MEBN 0.55
L3R E / / 0.40~0.84
L3R i / P AR 0.56~0.84
Schlesinger and
L3R i / S R AR 0.53~0.81 SCHRTC AL
Jasechko, 2014
L3R i / Jb 77 ik 0.47~0.83
L3R i / WATER AR 0.40~0.70
L3R E / / 0.50~0.64
L3R i / AR AR 0.50
Wang-Erlandsson et
o 4 / SRR AR 0.54 STEAM #57
al, 2014
L3R i / IR AR 0.522
LFR & / T AR 0.637
X35 & % FARRBR. BT AR 0.72 CTRL #5i#t
X1 as % H FARRMRS ET AR 0.55 LSM-Like f&! Chang et al, 2018
X35 & EE FARRBR. BT AR 0.80 [F) iz 29
FERIME B R, ~ g TR
X 5 4 o A R 0.64~0.72 PT-JPL #5i7Y FE/INAE, 2019
il £ i % H HGRE AR 0.53~0.65
. TAEDAE S -UWUE % Zhou et al, 2016
3 1 & EE AN NN 0.44~0.60
il as I, YLp JNER:RIE 0.85 S=W 7 h354%, 2016
3k A H hE, dbs PNERIILIEEIS 0.80~0.90 KL .
N FIfASE, 2019
3 A H FE, bt N TAWAEAR 0.79~0.99 [/ o7 232

2.1.2 BRAK R %

RS RS R A ) 25% A B (REESE, 2017). eRRFUZRFAES RS TET £
fA7E 0.17~0.81 (£ 5). WAMFFEABRG T RA—BL H I T A FAIFA R4,
B R4y PG S R AR R . 40 Gu et al. (2018) 11 Wang-Erlandsson et al (2014) X A< B J5 1)
TIET SEXMEAG A5 R 0901 79:0.51 A1 0.67; D0 At 5 S )4l 5. 45 2R 7030 09 0.52 A1 0.70; X FE A A
L5 5 0.47 A1 0,61,

S X IS o R R JRAE TS R TIET AT 7 WL IUANAEAL (R 5D, U1 Zhou et al (2016)
FI RS A VRN B R AE T/ET A 5HE N 0.46~0.71; Huetal (2009) i S-W 7 i vy 5 Ei 4] I
RIS R TR ESETIRSY, H T/ET 48449 0.33~0.49; HEHESELE (2018) I XUJSE IR of BT 37
Ik FE B T/ET HEATAGSE, ROUERE L T/ET 4 0.53~0.54, 4 KZFRE 4 0.74~0.79; Scott and
Biederman (2017) | Fimal 77 22 124k Sy 0B RL Ji AiR 5 55 5 H REE T/ET 24 0.54 A1 0.56; Wang et
al (2013) I [FIAL Fy2AG 56 B 0 R 5kl T/ET, 4554 0.65~0.77; Sutanto etal (2012) F|

FH RIS 23281 HYDRUS #8545 H R BEFLAAER) TIET, 4555124 0.78 1 0.64.

x5 HERESRG TETHRER
Table 5 T/ET of grassland ecosystems

) R I e U HFF s F S TIET 4553 IVIWiReS K

Spatial scale Temporal scale Study sites Grassland type Values of T/ET Study methods Sources




Ko 4 / / 0.17~0.71
L3R A / RATE 0.17~0.71
4k Priestley-Taylor 7! Gu etal, 2018
AFR s / b B 5 0.49~0.56
L3R A / A 0.40~0.64
L3R s / FEAAN ;Y 0.65 T LAI f[a] AR Wei et al, 2017
L3R 4 / / 0.38~0.81
SER £ / iy R 0.43~0.81 Schlesinger and
SCHRIC

AFR s / W H R 0.38~0.76 Jasechko, 2014
L3R A / FHEJR 0.36~0.60
L3R 4 / / 0.61~0.70
AER s / KRR 0.67 Wang-Erlandsson et

STEAM H7!
N ko / s B i 0.70 al, 2014
N ko / i 0.61
[X 4k ko % I 0.46~0.71 WRBNARICEHE-UWUE 7% Zhou etal, 2016

SFER ], IR
X3 i [ 0.33~0.49 S-W A Hu et al, 2009
R
X 35k s ] ST 35k [HEAE X 0.53~0.54
) XA HERRAE, 2018

X 35k 4Kz e ] ST 35k [HEAE X 0.74~0.79
[X 45 H EH VORI 0.54 Scott and

B SE
[X 35 H F[H i 0.56 Biederman, 2017
X3 H FEH PR B 0.65~0.77 [T #32: Wang et al, 2013
[X 4k H SN K1 <0.40 XAEY) 25 Alam et al, 2019
X 35k H ff 2% eI 0.64 HYDRUS

‘ Sutanto et al, 2012

X35 H i SEI 0.78 [EEVAESFS

2.1.3 BHABZ%
WS IO ARSI RGE (RO, 2018), I LA = E I M 55 14 A URK
PE, LAt AR 38 R G ESE 5 2 B SR AS 52 (Carter Johnson et al, 2016) . {H 5 HAAER R
GUARLL, TCie R BRREEL 2 W A R B, S THBIAES RS TIET PR RIGMRAD. 2Bk
RGBS RS TETAESMERLZE B AE 0.31~0.61 (% 6). Wang-Erlandsson et al (2014). Wei et
al (2017) FlGuetal (2018) flifF AR AEZS RS T/IET 4E3MEH 5% 0.31. 0.33 F10.61.
oAU R R G TIET (RS A B, T RS S 00 I A A 25 M IR KR R
(£ 5). Bijooretal (2011) | [FIf7 =24l H i A2 T/ET 1€ 0.56+£0.17~0.96 £0.67 Z [H], &
LT AR BB HK R ) E B SkJ5 . Zhang etal (2018b) #11 Zhang et al (2018a) 3 T-[Fl £
RGBSR IR TIET HIOME, CLBERON 3 SRR DL 3508 3 S 0 i T/ET 4353029 0.40
A10.38; Zhang S A1 Zhang J I FCAX A 7 6 H 4 2 RETWINEGE, 6 HIBHUEYE wAb T4 K911,
FE W47 5 FEAR P R B T T (M 5Tk/N T B JEIR B30 = A 350 i T R ET 4 545
CFCAE, 20200 #EAT4e0E, ARG REE T/IET MG 0.82~0.94. ML A4 RS, b

MR ES RS TIET BEAS RIS T /N s H M, KBl s THEREMARE, Hi
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T H IR D, M LAY HL I ) R 5 4 BRIE R0 5 SR k4T LB
* 6 IBMETSRG TET HRER
Table 6 T/ET of wetland ecosystems

ElIIN -3 INIEIN;-3 HIF 50 1 Rt Mg B dit] TIET &% W77 S
Spatial scale Temporal scale Study sites Wetland type Values of T/ET Study methods Sources
AFR 4s / A A 0.61 fRALHY Priestley-Taylor f57%! Gu et al, 2018
4Fk 4s / / 0.33 FF LA (R AR Wei et al, 2017
/ Wang-Erlandsson
EN R /NI 0.31 STEAM #5 %!
etal, 2014
EERE LTSI )
ESEh 0.5640.17~ VA7 N
il g H UIEHRNE, b Bijoor et al, 2011
XA 0.9620.67 ABIAEIRE
B
TR
o A -
Wil A H DIER N, b 0.4040.13 AP Zhang et al, 2018b
SR o
HEH
o 4 4, R ,
gy H 0.3840.18 Al hi i Zhang et al, 2018a
BLBLRGNE DA 9 E
LT o
- EERESLTS: - .
3 1% /N =m0 0.82~0.94 R RS E SR B0 TICHEE, 2020
" 72 AR

2.1.4 REABSZA

SHAAESRGHLL, HouARRNERHES RS TET R RiEdb, Sl sekX R
T T % o« S ERREEAR FAEZS R G0 TIET S B EAL 545 RV FIAE 0.18~0.72 (2 7). Gu et al (2018)
B A AR ZS R 48 TIET 4E191H 50.18~0.47; “Wang-Erlandsson et al (2014) Xf5H. < H. ¥
AR HAKAS TIET SE3(E G 545 B4 504 0,720 0.65. 0.66 1 0.37, A M, MK HEMK,

W C R RE ARG, 315 XSRS s R R AR S R 48 TIET 45 R R K (R 7). Zhou
etal (2016) X KM KEHE TET BIMS(E 27509 0.62~0.75 1 0.53~0.69; F[H &% (20100 #IMH
[ o7 2 A A A /N2 8 1, A K 22 ) 9496~999% ) A& HICIR T 1E 781 s 41 1R 245 (2012)
FIF RIS 35 AN SN AR 6 R G- S SO L R RO R I T/ET, 4544505009 0.81 F1 0.78; %
WIS (2009) FIH ZEWIHEMZBLGES E. T, EEKAEEF YN T/ET N 0.47~0.84; Zhang
etal (2011) FIH R 35X &N 32 TIET HOULN 45 R0 0.60~0.83. i Fufi il REEAR FZAEZR R4t TIET
(KIS AEAE Y AE KT N B SEAN R B, AR T/ET A AN B X 43 Bdi v T

R B AL THE

*® 7 RAESHRSE TET HRER
Table 7 T/ET of farmland ecosystems

ElEING- RGN HIF 78 1 s AR A TIET 455 iSIWaReS HUR

Spatial scale Temporal scale Study sites Farmland type Values of T/ET Study methods Sources
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AFR
AFR
AFR
AFR
AFR
AFR
X 45

X 45

Ut 5l

LI

&S

KEWrBL

e

e

ERZE

H

/
/

eS|

KH

T E AL

bR

T e

bR

e 4

FH
AR
HEBEAR T
KA

ESR S

KN

0.18~0.47
0.66
0.72
0.72
0.65
0.66
0.37

0.62~0.75

0.53~0.69

0.94~0.99

0.81

0.78

047~0.84

0.60~0.83

ALK Priestley-Taylor f5 %
T LAL H el 3£

STEAM # 7Y

RSN A -UWUE 72

iz K ik
[IDASFS
RENARR RGN AR B G
R, FRBO0E

T ZRT%E

Gu et al, 2018
Wei et al, 2017

Wang-Erlandsson et

al, 2014

Zhou et al, 2016

R EEY%, 2010

FARAE, 2012

EAYRIRSE, 2009

Zhang et al, 2011

2.1.5 NEIMERAES RS T/ETbE
AFAZS RGR TIET LR, HarHe 2 CREZ R RIR 1 28 ]S — 24 (Berkelhammer et al, 2016;

Jasechko, 2018). HUHABKRE T/ET FEME K I MG RS TIET R KA R, BIAES R
G AR o AR R G AR AR AR 28 RS0 T/ET FRIIME 4 HIFE 0.27~0.84.0.17~0.81.0.18~0.72,
0.31~0.61. #XIAFEAER RS TIET LA, WAL IFEATE L. Zhou et al (2016) FIHE &
BARYRor E R T, RIVARH TIET Sz, HUGR BRI ST Ak, V4 T B8 b5 : Wei et al (2017)
SRR, B R AR A RS TIET 45391865710 0.55~0.61, 0.65. 0.66. 0.33, Hrf
R B AAL; Guetal(2018) fK# 4Bk FLUXNET $E ARk, BE . & AR T/ET

79108 0.27~0.79. 0.17~0.71. 0.18~047. 0.61, H.hftikm, A HHIK; Lietal (2019) AW

SREFIHAREELS) T/ET s (0.75+£0.17), HUGE#H (0.62+£0.16) Fl&EH (0.56+0.15).
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K1 AFRRAERRSE TET FEXEFAM TR BEski: Guetal, 2018; Wei et al, 2017; Schlesinger and Jasechko, 2014;

Wang-Erlandsson et al, 2014)

Fig.1 Annual T/ET of different terrestrial ecosystems (Data sources: Gu et al, 2018;Wei et al, 2017; Schlesinger and Jasechko, 2014;
Wang-Erlandsson et al, 2014)

FRARIRA AR RGIS, SAEB RGN TIET K2 57 RN FEAE LT =407 . —J71H, R%
WAL R, R R R %, SRR R D, HEBIRE KNI RS Rl 2 D% 5B
=, [ EVE TIET A S R a1 HAh 7% 28 =, AR 45 R LU AR 22 50T o (e U,
TIET FEARKFMERE EMERZREOR, HRERE RS & THERE. B, AR
BRGE TET PAZERNEFGFES RGFRMER. WEZE R WNITHEFBE G FERAE.
JUPE AL B S BT 51 R (¥ 2 S 5 25 TR 3Ot TIET HOsE AR B STk SE R B — & ik
2.2 TETZHRIIRTNE SR
221 MR E

T ARG AL (LAD SR W94 IRBIN TIET 2 [a 480 32 B OK B % (Lian et al, 2018), Wang
et al (2014) I\ LAl BefEREA Bk TIET b 43% M8 k. BN, TIET 24 SHEpE
R EAE G, B SR RN, T/ET K3 . Alam etal (2019) WM KFIEH A4 & 55
2 LAI A O B 484,22 1, T/ET M 0.03 Hin% 0.46. A2 45H, HERAMHIEE (EVD H LAI
TREMR TIET (25, Zhou et al (2016) KIL EVI AT LUER:EE 17 N sl T/ET 25401 75%;
F/NIEEE (2019 AMIEREERN EVI 2 E R AL AR AR AR S R T TIET 799748 57t (¥ OGS (R 7
fif R ek 90% . (HAAA BTN, TIET X LAl ABUE, Fatichi and Pappas (2017) I\ A4k REE T/ET
XF LAL S Z SO, Lietal (2019) YONRERREE LAL K RefifRE TIET A0 20%, HEEFTR
FE L TIET 5 LAl 2ELE MK
2.2.2 A5 R F
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WEFCIN, TIET AR KRR LBk 243 TR AL ATk (Paschalis et al, 2018) . Niu et al (2019)
AR -Sdfa b & 7 AL T 1982—2015 “Frh [ A A R G TIET, B IR A RAR 2
[ T/ET SN 2R, R T TIET A2 AL 1) 57.89%7411 36.84%; Scott and Biederman (2017)
WA TIET FE78 R T RBACI T R X BUE #5; Wang etal (2013) RKILEH T/ET (3603 2
AR5 s Zhang et al (2018) WA T RS E F g AS RS T ivawk/hT E; Burns et al (2015)
FEHTE R K T 2 J5 A RO RIK AEAE S BURM TIET F#K 10%~20%. HAA T FEIN K E ]
T/ET HISZIRAR /N, 40 Lietal (2019) K32 A0S ) RUEE L T/IET 5B /K 8 %A 2% K & . Eichelmann
etal (2018) W7t R IIFFHOUKIE L (ig i, E X ET RITTIRE K, B2 5m MKIE IR sh; 1M
TEBOKIR LB BACH R, 32 BRI sh ABAKIRISENE,  E I TTHRIR AN, T B ST BRE
2.2.3 AR FE

E AT Z (8] AAH LG F E B T IR SR 264 7 2 AN 3825 AP (Wang et al, 2014), JR]I i& 52 i
Yoo HRKEER TR BN (2019) R, ER SRS 250 TET FRMERS T
RIS K; Méndez-Barroso et al (2014) Ay i R X (AR B4 FH < 0sg, (645 T/ET Bl
Maxwell and Condon (2016) AJy Kl REER IR /K i shid 75 T RE KR FERE N T/ET .

3 Ghi 5 R U
AR, E A AR RS RS TIET WIWFge CHUE T — 2 MEEE, (HIEfFEwn i
R S A

(D T/ET H U BR 1) 7 5 T3 vk B 45 FA e o S R R0I 77 2 i 2 JURE (198 BBl A AR BURK
HI T I A A — B, A R A M R 2 5, IR T B A ST i A LU L. WA ok &
PN GRS TIET, b Rkl ekl T/ET, (Hh TR RIERIE D REESRTH R, 5 HAh
MMTEALL, EIEEES RGUE b TET FRELLE. R A E A R e, Wk
TRT RSB, A FAE KM BRI &A% T/ET FIR2MH . Keeling plot S5 40145 ] G877 4=
ST . PRI, SR R A B TIET BOANHA & M T A 72 A2 B A AORF AT 8

(2) TIET BERUAG SRR ZE KR S L BN o A ARG 5 T/ET IN RIVBCR % 57, SR
FILMALL, BEANEA G TIET. FIHAE B E TIET I RHLE % 2 5. BALRZZRIF I A
SEMER AR K TIET B i 8, B T R s =, AR M) e B AR 22 1 SRR
PPN E VAT e SRIR T B S Bl TR %, RIS T/ET I &5 AR 2 2% R X e AN if
ENE, R S EORE RIS E, BTN D BRI S, Bl
SRR R GG R AR TIET BY 5 V2 70 E
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(3) AFERAAES RS TIET 2 WAL . SHEAFAS RSE TET Z 57 1R
WEEG =T, —RKETHESRAENESR, WARESRGEVFREE N ZER: 20
MIPEAER LR AIR 22 R B, WRANE B A ILR ;. =R m T R EAF Tl
KREZES, ARIET A FN 22 RIS . TIET BOHER B2 R AR S R TIET 257
foctt, RAHESIR TIET ZRMRARRA, b b TR R ASE N, iR rEqe
HERA VPG TIET, A REILRAERAEANRZEZS R 48 TIET 2L N AERLH o

(4) RFZEMAET RS TIET MUK . . AUr. HIRERERILmME TET 42
e, ANFEERAEZS RGU 5 TIET LIRS AN, RIMER— 435 R 48 TIET 2L HEREI A 1 v
BRFR WA . Fioh, MEEITERIERG A3 R G0 A i 3 AT B AN [R) 4% J DR J T e 5] AR B 7845 SRAN
— e HATX T TIET F26 PR TSR SIE— B 32 Bk = ERAGF R IR G, 6845 T/IET ALK
NI AN I . O 7 S AP B AR TIET ARAURIAERS . KOO UGS X7 e e R B K 2% A 7
Xt TIET LTk, A LB E TET LSRG A RS0 TIET HEATFREL M AR
AL

225 Ik
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