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Towards (better) fluvial meta-ecosystem ecology: a research
perspective
Lauren Talluto1✉, Rubén del Campo1, Edurne Estévez1, Florian Altermatt2,3, Thibault Datry4 and Gabriel Singer1

Rivers are an important component of the global carbon cycle and contribute to atmospheric carbon exchange disproportionately
to their total surface area. Largely, this is because rivers efficiently mobilize, transport and metabolize terrigenous organic matter
(OM). Notably, our knowledge about the magnitude of globally relevant carbon fluxes strongly contrasts with our lack of
understanding of the underlying processes that transform OM. Ultimately, OM processing en route to the oceans results from a
diverse assemblage of consumers interacting with an equally diverse pool of resources in a spatially complex network of
heterogeneous riverine habitats. To understand this interaction between consumers and OM, we must therefore account for spatial
configuration, connectivity, and landscape context at scales ranging from local ecosystems to entire networks. Building such a
spatially explicit framework of fluvial OM processing across scales may also help us to better predict poorly understood
anthropogenic impacts on fluvial carbon cycling, for instance human-induced fragmentation and changes to flow regimes,
including intermittence. Moreover, this framework must also account for the current unprecedented human-driven loss of
biodiversity. This loss is at least partly due to mechanisms operating across spatial scales, such as interference with migration and
habitat homogenization, and comes with largely unknown functional consequences. We advocate here for a comprehensive
framework for fluvial networks connecting two spatially aware but disparate lines of research on (i) riverine metacommunities and
biodiversity, and (ii) the biogeochemistry of rivers and their contribution to the global carbon cycle. We argue for a research agenda
focusing on the regional scale—that is, of the entire river network—to enable a deeper mechanistic understanding of naturally
arising biodiversity–ecosystem functioning coupling as a major driver of biogeochemically relevant riverine carbon fluxes.
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INTRODUCTION
River networks are unique: they are characterized by a hierarchical
dendritic structure with unidirectional water flow that imposes
constraints on the fluxes of energy, limiting resources, and
organisms1,2. These meta-ecosystems (i.e., collections of local
ecosystems connected by flows of material and organisms;
detailed definitions of bolded terms can be found in the glossary
in Box 1), can only be properly understood in a spatial context. The
spatial structure of rivers contributes to their role in the global
carbon cycle. Rivers metabolize large amounts of terrigenous OM,
producing globally significant carbon fluxes to the atmosphere
and ocean3. Moreover, river networks can never be treated as a
closed system, even as a first approximation. Material and carbon
inputs from the terrestrial environment and from groundwater,
and outflows to the ocean or the atmosphere are likely to be large
relative to flows among locations within the network, especially
among those that are not connected by water flow4. Thus,
understanding terrigenous OM processing in rivers requires
considering both the spatial structure of the river network as well
as the surrounding landscape context.
Respiration in rivers is a heterotrophic ecosystem function (EF)

that results from consumer biodiversity interacting with OM as
the main resource. Theory and empirical work have both
postulated and demonstrated that biodiversity is a key driver of
EF, and that its effects are pervasive and strong5,6. However, OM in
rivers originates from a range of sources and follows a multitude
of transformation pathways while simultaneously being

transported downstream7–9. For consumers, this results in a
chemically complex resource space that changes markedly along a
river network10–12. The importance of the spatial distribution of
consumer biodiversity for the efficiency of OM processing is thus
difficult to assess when either consumers or resources are
considered alone. Indeed, high OM diversity may need consider-
able (functional) biodiversity of consumers for its efficient
processing. Thus, the resource use efficiency for OM, which is a
critical measure of EF underlying biodiversity–ecosystem func-
tion (BEF) relationships13, will likely be tied to the capability of
locally present organisms to metabolize the locally available OM.
Consequently, we expect that while the potential for positive
effects of biodiversity on EF exists in most river networks, the
degree to which this potential is realized will depend on local
conditions, including the abundance and composition of relevant
species, competitive equilibria, and the spatio-temporal match
between the chemical and physical traits of OM and trophic traits
of consumer communities14–17. Understanding such river network-
wide BEF relationships may be the key to unlocking when and
where rivers metabolize OM intensively, thereby supporting fluvial
food webs and potentially feeding back to biodiversity, and when
inefficient processing rather results in the transport of most OM
further downstream (Fig. 1).
OM sources are strongly tied to catchment properties, and OM

processing is often viewed through a biogeochemical lens, where
transport is a purely physical process and specific knowledge of
the local biological community governing OM metabolism is
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abstracted away or unavailable18–21. In contrast, the distribution of
organisms in rivers is well-described using metacommunity
theory, which explains how dispersal interacts with local condi-
tions to produce species assemblages and aquatic food-webs22,23.
Indeed, catchment properties can have a strong imprint on the
dispersal processes shaping metacommunities, since many
organisms disperse with water flow, suggesting that the physical

template of the river network acts as a strong underlying control
on both community composition and OM distribution. Classically,
the river continuum concept24 integrates both of these compo-
nents, describing the dynamics of environmental and biological
changes along a longitudinal continuum. It specifically proposes
that biological communities are structured by changes in the
river’s physical structure and energy sources and availability

Fig. 1 Heterotrophic fluvial meta-ecosystem functioning. A The spatial configuration of the river network interacts with B the abiotic and
physical characteristics of the network, C the spatial context in which the network is embedded and, potentially, with D topological
interruptions to the connectivity of the network. These factors control E the distribution and dispersal of consumer species as well as the input
and transport of organic matter. Taken together at the network scale, F patterns of consumer and resource diversity will emerge. G The degree
to which these two types of diversity are spatially congruous (and the extent to which human influence disrupts this congruity) will determine
meta-ecosystem functioning, and the shape of the BEF relationship.
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moving from upstream to downstream, which in turn shapes how
these communities use available resources. Yet, in many analyses,
a substantial part of the aquatic food web remains unexplained25,
and the distribution of OM can depend on biological in addition to
physical processes11,26. Moreover, recent work has shown that a
more detailed representation of resource flux in a spatial (i.e.,
network) context is key for explaining consumer distributions17,
revealing the limitations of a purely longitudinal view. Importantly,
these concepts rarely recognize the importance of the (e.g.,
chemical) diversity of OM, even though OM represents a critical
limiting resource27–29.
The spatial configuration of river networks thus constrains the

transport of OM and much of the dispersal of organisms, likely
leaving a strong imprint on both OM diversity30,31 and biodiver-
sity32–35 (Fig. 1) because of fundamentally different rules. For
instance, organisms can disperse up- and/or downstream
depending on dispersal traits, whereas resources are largely
transported only downstream. For both, downstream movement
depends on both space and water flow; a distant location may be
variously more or less accessible depending on flow conditions
(e.g., high flow supports fish migration36 and accelerates OM
transport20). Further, the landscape context is key; the composi-
tion of the surrounding terrestrial matrix has a large impact on the
state of the meta-ecosystem, resulting in multi-scale variation in
OM sources, consumer community composition, and the ability of
organisms to disperse laterally37. Headwaters may be especially
sensitive due to their isolation, limited connectivity to other
ecosystems and low flow of water relative to more downstream
locations2,38,39. Downstream regions will further integrate resource
and biological inputs from all upstream regions, and so will be
sensitive both to the surrounding matrix as well as to disruptions
in hydrological connectivity. Anthropogenic influence itself may
have a distinct spatial character: for example, point source
pollution providing unusually high concentrations of OM and
other resources, or fragmentation of the river network by
damming and altered flow regimes that may even include non-
perennial river network sections.

Here, we advocate for unifying research on carbon biogeo-
chemistry in river networks with that on fluvial metacommunities,
focusing on the scale of entire river networks as the primary
spatial unit of interest. We briefly review some key research on
how both OM biogeochemistry and metacommunities are
organized in space, and then argue that future research must
consider both simultaneously, especially at the scale of entire river
networks, if we are to better understand the coupling between
biodiversity and EF and the role of rivers in the global carbon
cycle.

OM AS A SPATIO-TEMPORALLY DYNAMIC RESOURCE SPACE
WITHIN RIVER NETWORKS
Describing how OM forms a multidimensional resource space for
consumers requires advanced capability to describe relevant OM
traits. Conceptually, we can divide OM into two pools consisting of
dissolved organic matter (DOM) and particulate organic matter
(POM), where DOM is <0.45 μm40. Indeed, the integration of
various OM pools across river networks strongly depends on OM
size. DOM moves freely with the water, while for POM particle size
controls retention and thus transport behaviour2 (Fig. 2). Thus,
small particles may have origin points across a larger proportion of
the upstream network than large particles (and may also therefore
represent OM conditions across a greater portion of the upstream
network)2,41. Indeed, particle size must be considered as a master
trait interacting strongly with other dimensions of the resource
space. All environmental, chemical or biological factors involved in
OM processing are conditioned by OM particle size42,43. Particle
size not only mediates how well OM is retained, but also
constrains the target consumer community. Since the degradation
process of POM also continuously provides new resources (i.e., the
formation of smaller detritus fragments), particle size is intrinsi-
cally related to the chemical composition and degradability of
OM44. Thus, the sharp distinction between DOM and POM is
somewhat arbitrary; we can more accurately view these two pools
as extreme ends of an OM continuum defined by particle size40.

Fig. 2 The mixing of river water in confluences draining catchments with contrasting land use or geology can create hotspots of resource
diversity. An evident example for this is the confluence of the rivers Sarantaporos (left) and Aoos (right) in the Vjosa river network on the
border of Albania and Greece (photo left side, taken in April 2018, credit G. Singer). The huge variation in turbidity reflects upstream
differences in geology, and contributes to the diversity in DOM characteristics between the two tributaries. On the right side, a principal
component analysis represents the spatial variation in DOM chemistry in the Vjosa river network based on spectroscopic indices. Each
polygon represents the differentiation of DOM composition among tributaries and their confluence at various points across the network, with
the Aoos–Sarantaporos confluence highlighted in red. The comparison of polygon size gives an idea of the degree of DOM differentiation at
every confluence; the differentiation at this confluence of the Aoos and Sarataporos is among the largest across the entire network.
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Here, we consider OM generally as representing the entire
continuum, but continue to use the DOM and POM distinction
when it is useful for describing different behaviours at opposing
ends of this continuum.
Going beyond particle size to understand OM traits requires an

understanding of OM composition and diversity. Many studies
consider only relatively indirect measures of OM quality. These
measures are derived mostly from absorbance or fluorescence
spectroscopic analyses of DOM45, microscopical identification of
fine POM (e.g., relative proportion of animals, diatoms or vascular
plant residues)46 and selected chemical traits for coarse POM (e.g.,
C, N, P, lignin, tannins and fibre content)47. Novel technology,
however, allows us to move beyond such proxies. Indeed, a
description of OM diversity should rival the resolution of
biodiversity available through molecular biological means and
move towards describing actual functional interactions between a
consumer and a resource unit (i.e., an organic molecule or
particle). For instance, DOM can be described at the level of
molecular species by size-exclusion, liquid or ion chromatography
coupled to mass spectrometry48–50, and POM can be described on
a per-particle basis with regard to physical features and
macromolecular composition using tools like infrared microspec-
troscopy51–53 (Box 2).
To unravel the role of such highly resolved OM diversity on its

processing, we will then need to understand how, where and
when OM diversity arises in river networks. DOM molecules may
travel for long distances with subsurface soil and groundwater
until reaching a headwater stream. DOM begins to degrade along
these paths, making it more recalcitrant, but also diversifying the
OM pool entering river systems through integration of a larger
part of the catchment54. In contrast, abscised leaves, likely the
most important POM fraction, are sourced locally from riparian
vegetation8,55. Local sourcing, resulting in a shorter terrestrial
path, implies a lower OM diversity, yet a fresher stage when
entering the river. Merely given the differences in sourcing
pathways from terrestrial systems, DOM and POM diversities at the
moment of entering the river network likely depend on the
heterogeneity of land cover in the catchment across different
spatial scales. Local OM diversity will reflect a combination of
these inputs with an integration of similar inputs (and processing)
from upstream.
En-route transformation of OM is the final key step to consider

in the diversification of the resource space. Discontinuities in the
transport of OM can be hot moments (and/or hot spots) of OM
processing and therefore, of diversification3. Transport disconti-
nuities can happen in space due to fluvial landscape complexity
(e.g., in different fluvial habitats of a braided river section or across
a floodplain with wetlands), but also in time due to hydrological
variability, ranging from the interruption of transport by drying, to
fast flushing by flooding. When OM is retained under contrasting
environmental conditions, for instance across a transient aquatic-
terrestrial habitat mosaic of an intermittent river, it is subjected to
different degradation pathways; the result is a diversification of
OM without transport, with potential implications for later
downstream decomposition when flow and transport are
resumed9,56,57. The final consequence of these “pulsed”
processing-transport dynamics is that OM diversity is not
continuously transferred across the river network, but subjected
to discrete step changes at confluences.
At large scales this is well conceptualized by the pulse-shunt

concept, a transport-dominated view, which is dynamic but
ignorant to the level of resource-consumer interaction that we
postulate here. In a recent review, Kothawala et al.58 point out that
OM decomposition requires sufficient water residence time to
allow for the interaction of OM and the consumer community59,
but also the absence of environmental constraints hindering this
interaction (e.g., low temperatures or even water availability in
drying rivers). We suggest that the lack of a consumer community

that is well matched to the resource pool can be as important as
the environment for OM decomposition to happen60.

RE-EVALUATING NICHE PARADIGMS IN FLUVIAL CONSUMER
METACOMMUNITIES: SORTING IN THE RESOURCE SPACE
DRIVES CONSUMPTION
The organization of consumer diversity—that of macroinverte-
brates and heterotrophic microbes (bacteria, fungi and protists)—
is paramount for structuring OM processing patterns at the
regional scale. While river-network scale macroinvertebrate
diversity is becoming well documented32,61–63, the spatial
distribution of microbial diversity is less explored (but see64–66).
These studies suggest important differences in the mechanisms
structuring the consumer metacommunities across river networks.
Local-scale consumer diversity is shaped by the interplay of
regional processes (e.g., dispersal) and local processes that define
the niche space and sort consumer species from the regional
species pool63,67 (Box 3). The relative importance of regional vs.
local processes is highly context dependent, with potential
disparities depending the river network structure (including the
fragmentation level, dendritic structure, and geology;17,22,68,69)
and the type of consumer70. For example, while microbes
generally disperse downstream with river flow, some macroinver-
tebrates can additionally disperse upstream or overland, depend-
ing on their dispersal traits. Notably, metacommunity studies
generally suffer from incomplete assessment of the local factors
that define niche space71, potentially leading to a systematic
underestimation of the sorting-driven fraction of community
composition. Much research has focused on habitat hydrody-
namics, sediment properties, and temperature as key local factors
that define niche space, while resources (e.g., OM properties) have
remained under-explored. Novel techniques enabling highly
resolved characterization of molecular OM diversity and POM size
diversity (Box 2) may improve niche space characterization and,
ultimately, advance the assessment of the importance of resource
diversity in determining consumer community sorting and
diversity.
For sorting to be a dominant driver of the consumer

metacommunity structure in which OM properties may play a
relevant role, a stable environment and low to intermediate levels
of dispersal are needed. At high levels of dispersal, regional
competition is too strong for local sorting to overcome inputs
from dispersal, leading to a community structured by “mass
effects” (i.e., the incoming mass of upstream migrants over-
whelms niche-based selection, and the most common migrants
dominate the community)72–74. At low to intermediate levels of
dispersal the community sorting by local properties is favoured,
which can promote greater local consumer specialization, result-
ing in a mosaic of locally well adapted consumers (Box 3). When
confronted with hyper-diverse resources, a poorly adapted
consumer community may be simply unable to process the
majority of OM, resulting in inefficient OM processing and
subsequent OM transport downstream. In contrast, a well-
adapted community might be highly efficient at OM processing
due to the improved match between resource and consumer
traits. Nonetheless, BEF relationships can be saturating75; that is,
beyond a certain threshold, higher consumer diversity may not
lead to higher functionality, as some consumers will have similar
functional roles.
Efficient decomposition of chemically diverse OM will only

happen where and when there is a proper spatio-temporal match
between the features of OM and the traits of local consumers76,77.
Spatially, the idea of OM “spiralling”78 downstream along a
flowing watercourse, i.e., the concept of OM of various lability
being partly locally consumed and also transformed while
simultaneously experiencing downstream transport79–81, suggests
a pre-programmed mismatch: a community passes on a

L. Talluto et al.

4

npj Biodiversity (2024) 3



qualitatively reshaped resource pool that forms the niche space
for downstream communities while at the same time sends now
less optimally adapted propagules for this consumer community.
However, this pre-programmed mismatch may be less relevant for
communities that are more sorted by OM derived from local in-
stream primary production (i.e., autochthonous OM). In particular
for POM, terrigenous inputs can be of low quality, and thus
autochthonous POM can be an important resource for inverte-
brates even when it is not the dominant POM source82,83.
However, this resource might not be relevant for all invertebrate
taxa; shredders (invertebrates that feed by shredding plant
material), for example, often exclusively feed on terrigenous
POM (see, e.g., ref. 84), and are therefore not likely sorted by
autochthonous OM.
Temporally, seasonality in OM inputs (i.e., leaf fall) results in

changes to the nature of the resource space (i.e., OM properties)
over the year. For example, in temperate regions, the majority of
allochthonous OM is derived in autumn from the adjacent
terrestrial ecosystem because of the high input of POM in form
of senescent leaves and the peak of terrestrial DOM washed from
the nearby catchment with increasing flows. In contrast,
autochthonous OM increases in summer, when temperatures
and light availability are highest85. Additionally, hydrological
variability plays a key role in decoupling resources and consumers.
On the one hand, floods enhance terrestrial DOM by washing the
surrounding terrestrial ecosystem and mobilizing in-stream
retained POM (changing the nature of the resource space) while
at the same time scour the communities. In these conditions, most
of the OM is transported downstream (i.e., not processed locally), a
process known as OM “shunting”20. As a result, the OM profile is
“flattened” along the river network (i.e, the profile becomes similar
across all locations, rather than showing different compositions
reflecting variable processing at each location). On the other hand,
drying stops the longitudinal flow of resources and consumers,
promotes the accumulation of poorly processed OM and
impoverishes consumer communities, thereby disconnecting the
resource from their potential consumers and enhancing a
resource–consumer mismatch. These variations in OM properties
interact with the life cycle length/generation time of consumers,
which have time scales of days to weeks for microbes but months
to years for invertebrates. This timing aligns with the faster
variation of DOM, which mostly “goes with the flow”, compared to
the “retained” POM properties; but still suggests that consumers
always lag behind the dynamics of their resource space. Empirical
studies have thus far largely neglected these dynamic
resource–consumer interactions37 (but see ref. 17) and accounting
for this asymmetric spatial and temporal variation of OM and
consumers will advance the understanding of the dynamics of OM
processing at the meta-ecosystem level.

RESEARCH OUTLINE AND PROSPECTUS
We close with a call for research across all scales in fluvial meta-
ecosystems, designed to integrate knowledge from the local to
the regional scale. First, laboratory experiments will provide the
most direct way of manipulating key drivers, such as OM inputs,
the available biodiversity, transport and dispersal. Future experi-
ments should go further, both by manipulating aspects of OM and
biodiversity in tandem, and by increasing the scale (e.g., by using
larger mesocosm facilities, or making manipulations with hyper-
diverse communities). Importantly, such experiments are not
sufficient to fully characterize regional EF, but they can be used to
rule out (or de-emphasize) certain mechanisms in favour of others
and can provide estimates about the effect size of various
mechanisms.
Second, field studies with adequate regional-scale replication

are needed along important natural gradients, especially in
understudied regions (e.g., the global south). These gradients

can be either spatial (e.g., covering a range of natural network
structures, land use gradients, and degrees of human influence),
temporal (e.g., pre- and post-damming, time series capturing
variable discharge, and intermittence), or ideally both. At even
larger scales, we need better efforts to coordinate such studies in
multiple river networks to capture continental- and global-scale
gradients. This can include the obvious climatic gradients, but
should also capture (for example) gradients in human influence
and overall degree of landscape heterogeneity, and gradients of
fragmentation by damming, water abstraction or flow regimes
including drying. Coordinated distributed experiments or global
research networks (e.g., eLTER, GLEON) could facilitate the
implementation of such large research projects where great
sampling effort is unavoidable but unreachable for small research
groups or low-funded institutions or countries.
Finally, models will be necessary to bridge the gap between

what is possible with laboratory and field studies. In many cases,
mechanisms that can be precisely quantified in the laboratory will
be infeasible to study in the field, and the degree to which (and
mechanisms by which) laboratory-scale effects scale to local
ecosystems and regional meta-ecosystems will be unknown or not
quantifiable. An added benefit of models is that, when properly
constructed, they can themselves provide information back to
field studies by generating testable hypotheses and guiding
experimental design (Box 4). Ideally, this crosstalk between
modelling and empirical work is iterative, where testable
hypotheses generated by theory and modelling suggests empiri-
cal work, the results of which are used to refine the models.

CONCLUSION: FLUVIAL META-ECOSYSTEMS IN THE
ANTHROPOCENE
Globally, freshwater ecosystems represent a small fraction of total
land area, but support a disproportionately high fraction of total
biodiversity and are increasingly under threat86,87. We have
argued here that threats to biodiversity in rivers represent threats
to (meta-) ecosystem function that are potentially much greater
than would be predicted under existing frameworks due to the
combination of the unique spatial structure of rivers and the
potential for biodiversity and resource diversity to become de-
coupled in space. These spatial processes include not only the
“classic” spatial effects such as land use, network topology,
connectivity, and flow, but also the complex spatio-temporal
dynamics of organic matter, the biological community, and the
spatio-temporal matching of both. It follows that anthropogenic
changes will have multi-faceted impacts on fluvial meta-
ecosystem functioning, potentially disrupting both consumer
and resource stability in the entire meta-ecosystem88,89. Therefore,
it is essential to understand and integrate mechanisms from local
to river network scales. Without this understanding, neither the
generation of reliable predictions nor the management for
biodiversity and EF in river networks will be possible1.
Thus, we call for research that specifically integrates the

interactions between consumer communities and OM at all
relevant scales in order to properly inform management and
assess potential impacts. In particular, it is not enough to consider
how a proposed development project will impact local ecosys-
tems, especially when the project will impact connectivity (e.g.,
diversion projects, dams). Rather, impact assessments must
properly consider how work will affect the natural movement of
organisms and resources both down- and upstream of the
proposed location, and how these regional impacts will propagate
to functioning of the entire meta-ecosystem. Moreover, human-
induced changes in ecosystem temporal dynamics have the
potential to greatly change how consumer–resource interactions
unfold in space. For example, changes to resource phenology (e.g.,
changing timing of leaf fall) will certainly influence the timing of
OM availability in the network; such changes will likely propagate
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to consumer community composition in both space and time and
may interfere with consumer phenology90–92. Phenological
changes could also interact with other temporal anthropogenic
changes. Increasing intermittency can increase the accumulation
of terrigenous carbon in dry riverbeds, shifting systems away from
steady or predictable OM availability and more towards OM
pulses93,94. The effects of such changes on consumer communities
in space and time is understudied. Thus, we argue that only by
fully considering spatio-temporal context, feedbacks, and the
inter-connected nature of river networks can we close the scale
gap and come to a more complete understanding of how and
why river networks function the way they do.

TEXT BOXES
Box 1. Glossary of bolded terms
Biodiversity: The variety of organisms within a specified location.
Biodiversity can be with respect to taxonomy (e.g., the number of
species), but can also refer to phylogenetic or functional diversity.
In the context of this manuscript, biodiversity of feeding traits is
particularly relevant for understanding OM processing.
Biodiversity–ecosystem functioning relationships: Correla-

tions between the diversity of organisms and the magnitude of
ecosystem functions at a location.
Ecosystem function: Biophysical processes that contribute to

the quantities and fluxes of organisms and materials in an
ecosystem. Examples include dispersal rates, primary and second-
ary production, and nutrient mineralization.
Landscape context: A description of the setting in the

landscape in which a river network is embedded; for example,
the proportion of various land use types, or the geological
substrate within a river’s catchment.
Mass effects: The influence of species due to large population

sizes and/or dispersal fluxes, such that the large number of
propagules overcomes other mechanisms structuring a
community.
Metacommunity: A series of biological communities (i.e.,

collections of organisms in a particular place in time) that are
linked together by dispersal.
Meta-ecosystem: Similar to metacommunities; a collection of

interconnected ecosystems that exchange material (e.g., nutri-
ents), energy, and organisms via spatial linkages.
Niche space: A multidimensional description of the conditions

under which a particular organism is able to maintain positive
population grown.
Organic matter (OM) diversity: The variety of OM in a

particular place and time; includes all aspects of OM that might
be relevant for consumers, including chemical composition,
reactivity, and differences in molecule or particle size.
Regional species pool: The collection of species that can

potentially occur across an entire metacommunity.
Sorting: Community ecology process by which a list of

organisms that arrive at a site are selected, generally based on
having traits matching the local environmental conditions that
allow them to establish and better compete for space and
resources.

Box 2. Measuring relevant niche dimensions: OM diversity
defines the resource space for consumers
Chemical composition of OM has been traditionally considered
the main driver of decomposition. Most common OM character-
ization techniques used so far provide only limited biochemical
information; either because they only inform about a certain
fraction of the OM pool (e.g., chromophoric DOM by spectroscopic
measurements), or because the necessity of combining a great
variety of laborious chemical analyses to quantify different
elements or molecules. This incomplete characterization of OM

has resulted in certain knowledge gaps regarding OM processing,
such as the lack of understanding of OM molecule interactions
controlling priming reactions or non-additive effects of chemical
diversity on decomposition58. Resolving these knowledge gaps
requires that we widen our understanding of OM as forming
various niche dimensions. To this end, we must increase the
analytical resolution of OM characterization, but also consider
additional niche dimensions, e.g., OM physical properties such as
particle size).
Novel techniques enable an in-depth chemical molecular

characterization of complex OM mixtures, and can be easily
applied to OM size gradients. These include nuclear magnetic
resonance spectroscopy (NMR)49, Fourier transform ion cyclotron
mass spectrometry (FT-ICR-MS)48 and Fourier transform infrared
spectroscopy (FTIR)50. However, each of these techniques
describes a different chemical structural level of OM. For example,
FTIR can only characterize functional groups (e.g., COOH, O–H,
C=O); NMR describes chemical bonds (e.g., CH, CH2, NH2),
functional groups and molecules (e.g., carbohydrates, proteins,
lipids); and FT-ICR-MS informs about elemental composition (e.g.,
C, N, O, S) as well as likely macromolecules (e.g., biopolymers,
polysaccharides). This includes also chemical bonds, functional
groups and simple molecules in OM, but has deficits regarding
structural resolution95.
Some techniques, such as fluorescence measurements and size

exclusion chromatography coupled with organic and/or nitrogen
organic detector(s), describe individual molecules and macro-
molecules and are mostly used to characterize DOM51. Although
they can also be used in the POM fraction, they require a liquid
sample and therefore can only be performed on DOM extracted
from the POM, resulting in highly tedious sample processing. On
the contrary, pyrolysis gas chromatography mass spectrometry96,
which describes molecules and macromolecules, is mostly applied
to characterize POM. Although it can also be used for DOM, it
requires large amounts of freeze-dried sample material.
In the case of POM, techniques such as laser diffractometry, flow

cytometry and imaging/photometry are used to additionally
characterize the particle physical properties, particularly size. Laser
diffractometry is based on the fact that particles, when hit with a
light beam, diffract light in a given angle that depends on particle
size (i.e., the angle increases with decreasing particle size)97.
Similarly, flow cytometry detects light scattering after particles
pass one by one through incident light beams from one or more
lasers98. Flow cytometry can be used to measure not only size, but
also surface roughness/granularity or volume. Moreover, it can be
coupled with fluorescence detectors, allowing automatic differ-
entiation of particle types when some particles are fluorescently
stained (e.g., laser in situ scattering and transmissiometry)99.
Imaging/photometrical techniques, which process particle pic-
tures (obtained, e.g., from microscopes, cameras, etc.) using image
processing and particle analysis software (e.g., ImageJ)100, can
obtain multiple parameters including area (a proxy for size),
perimeter, and major and minor axes. While laser diffractometry
and flow cytometry are much faster than imaging/photometry
techniques when many particles need to be measured, the main
advantage of imaging/photometrical techniques is that it can be
combined with other techniques (e.g., FTIR) to assess both
physical and chemical molecular properties of individual particles.

Box 3. Metacommunities in river networks: species sorting by
environmental factors, dispersal limitation, and chance events
Understanding the distribution, abundance and eventual function
of communities is one of the core goals of ecology67,101. While
much work had been done around well-mixed populations or
communities (i.e., single or multi-species assemblages at one site/
locality), most natural systems are spatially structured. Spatial
structure, and spatial heterogeneity in particular, means that not
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all species are at all sites all the time, but that there are differences
in species distribution and abundance. Presence or absence of
species can be due to deterministic factors (e.g., local environ-
mental conditions not allowing a species to survive/persist),
species not yet having colonized a site, or chance events (e.g., a
species going locally extinct due to a stochastic reason)102. In
reality, these different processes concur and can generate
feedbacks, as the presence or absence of a species can for
example trigger the dispersal or survival of another species.
The metacommunity concept describes the processes govern-

ing the emergence and persistence of spatially structure multi-
species assemblages67,101. While environmental factors generally
generate the envelope within which each species can persist,
colonization of specific locations by species is mostly governed by
the interplay of dispersal, persistence, and extinction (due to
deterministic or stochastic reasons). Recent work in metacommu-
nity ecology has shown that non-trivial patterns of species
distribution and community structure in heterogeneous land-
scapes can emerge solely due to a combination of dispersal and
stochasticity, particularly in river networks70,103–105. Importantly,
which species is living where in a network of habitats (e.g., along a
river network) can be the outcome of the network’s structure and
properties, yet also result in feedbacks on community function, for
example the complexity or structure of food-webs17,22.
Understanding the structure and function of ecological com-

munities requires assessing the abundance and traits of many
(potentially thousands) of species across multiple spatial and
temporal scales. For example, for a coherent study of realistic food
webs that fully mechanistically characterizes the transport and
processing of resources, organismal groups including bacteria,
invertebrates and vertebrates need to be covered. Until very
recently, such monitoring has been largely impossible due to
methodological constraints. However, recent advances in the use
of environmental DNA (eDNA) techniques allow the study of many
organisms at a time by the analysis of their DNA present in
water106,107, and the reconstruction of communities and food
webs across space108–111. By doing so, ecology has paralleled (bio)
geochemistry with a tool for high-throughput analysis of
ecological communities, creating the potential to link organismal
composition and diversity to the occurrence and diversity of
chemical molecules covering nutrients to complex organic
compounds. Ultimately, the integration of these two fields in a
spatially explicit perspective may allow understanding of how the
abiotic world, shaped by chemical compounds and physical
properties, is cross-linked to the biological world, generating
feedbacks and ultimately driving the state and properties of both.

Box 4. Building models of fluvial meta-ecosystem functioning
Models should be an essential component of any research
programme studying fluvial meta-ecosystem functioning. In
particular, process-based models can be used to explore the
intersection between theory and empirical observation and allow
for easy scaling from local to regional processes. Models also allow
for manipulations that are impractical or impossible in the field,
and they can be used as a tool for hypothesis generation,
suggesting useful avenues for future field studies. Here, we
elaborate a general framework for how such models could be
formulated.
We propose that meta-ecosystem models begin from two

coupled differential equations, one describing physical state
variables, and one biological. As an example, for the physical
side, we model the change in the concentration of dissolved
organic carbon ( DOM½ �) in a stream reach i using a transport-

reaction equation112:

∂ DOM½ �i
∂t

¼ input� output�
Xs

j¼1

consumptionj ´ abundancej

(1)

where input is the combination of transport of DOM from
upstream reaches and contributions from lateral (e.g., overland or
groundwater) inputs, and output is DOM transported to the next
reach downstream. These terms will necessarily scale with
discharge, and may also be modelled as a function of other
characteristics (e.g., streambed area, leaf production) depending
on the level of detail required. The final term is reaction, summed
across all s species present in the reach, and combines the
consumption rate of a species j and the abundance of that species
in the reach. This equation operates at the local scale; regional
dynamics emerge from the interactions between transport (driven
by connectivity and water flow in the river network) and the
consumption of resources, which is itself determined by
metacommunity dynamics.
For the community side, we can describe the rate of change in

the number of reaches occupied by species j:

∂Pj
∂t

¼ Pj N � Pj
� �

cj DOM½ �ð Þ � Pjmj DOM½ �ð Þ (2)

This is a simple metapopulation model113, but extended to
include all species in a community. The first term in the model
describes colonizations; Pj is the number of reaches occupied by
species j and serves as a dispersal term (i.e., more occupied
reaches results in more colonization). N is the total number of
reaches; we multiply by (N−Pj) because sites must be unoccupied
to be colonized. Finally, c is the colonization rate, which is a
function of the DOM concentration, thereby linking it to the
physical equation. The second term describes extinctions and
follows similar logic; a reach must be occupied to experience
extinction, and the extinction rate m is a function of the DOM
concentration.
Importantly, colonization and extinction rates are hetero-

geneous in space, shifting the focus of the model from the
regional scale to the local scale. Other processes of interest can
also be easily incorporated; for example, competition with other
species can be incorporated in the extinction term114, dispersal
rates can influence colonization115, and habitat/niche dimen-
sions can be made a part of the colonization and extinction
functions116,117.
These two models are strongly linked; the processing term in

the resource equation is dependent on the traits of locally
available species and will be higher when species possess the
ability to process the resource. Conversely, species with high
affinity for the resource will be more likely to colonize a reach
where the resource concentration is high, and more likely to go
extinct when it is low. Meta-ecosystem functioning is an emergent
property in this model that results from the interplay of species
presence–absence across all reaches and the DOM consumption
rates of these species. It can easily be estimated by summing the
resource processing term over all local ecosystems and over a
desired time interval.

Received: 28 June 2023; Accepted: 22 December 2023;
Published online: 07 February 2024

REFERENCES
1. Cid, N. et al. From meta-system theory to the sustainable management of rivers

in the Anthropocene. Front. Ecol. Environment. 20, 49–57 (2022).
2. Battin, T. J. et al. Biophysical controls on organic carbon fluxes in fluvial net-

works. Nat. Geoscience. 1, 95–100 (2008).

L. Talluto et al.

7

npj Biodiversity (2024) 3



3. Battin, T. J. et al. River ecosystem metabolism and carbon biogeochemistry in a
changing world. Nature 613, 449–459 (2023).

4. Gounand, I., Little, C. J., Harvey, E. & Altermatt, F. Cross-ecosystem carbon flows
connecting ecosystems worldwide. Nat. Commun. 9, 4825 (2018).

5. Cardinale, B. J. et al. Biodiversity loss and its impact on humanity. Nature 486,
59–67 (2012).

6. Duffy, J. E., Godwin, C. M. & Cardinale, B. J. Biodiversity effects in the wild are
common and as strong as key drivers of productivity. Nature 549, 261–264
(2017).

7. Hotchkiss, E. R. et al. Sources of and processes controlling CO2 emissions change
with the size of streams and rivers. Nat. Geosci. 8, 696–699 (2015).

8. Datry, T. et al. A global analysis of terrestrial plant litter dynamics in non-
perennial waterways. Nat. Geosci. 11, 497–503 (2018).

9. del Campo, R., Corti, R. & Singer, G. Flow intermittence alters carbon processing
in rivers through chemical diversification of leaf litter. Limnol. Oceanogr. Lett. 6,
232–242 (2021).

10. Bhattacharya, R. & Osburn, C. L. Spatial patterns in dissolved organic matter
composition controlled by watershed characteristics in a coastal river network:
the Neuse River Basin, USA. Water Res. 169, 115248 (2020).

11. Casas-Ruiz, J. P. et al. Delineating the continuum of dissolved organic matter in
temperate river networks. Global Biogeochem. Cycles 34, e2019GB006495 (2020).

12. Roebuck, J. A. J., Seidel, M., Dittmar, T. & Jaffé, R. Controls of land use and the
river continuum concept on dissolved organic matter composition in an
anthropogenically disturbed subtropical watershed. Environ. Sci. Technol. 54,
195–206 (2020).

13. Hodapp, D., Hillebrand, H. & Striebel, M. "Unifying” the concept of resource use
efficiency in ecology. Front. Ecol. Evol. 6, 233 (2019).

14. Andersen, T., Elser, J. J. & Hessen, D. O. Stoichiometry and population dynamics.
Ecol. Lett. 7, 884–900 (2004).

15. Barnes, A. D. et al. Energy flux: the link between multitrophic biodiversity and
ecosystem functioning. Trends Ecol. Evol. 33, 186–197 (2018).

16. Little, C. J., Fronhofer, E. A. & Altermatt, F. Nonlinear effects of intraspecific
competition alter landscape-wide scaling up of ecosystem function. Am. Nat.
195, 432–444 (2020).

17. Jacquet, C., Carraro, L. & Altermatt, F. Meta-ecosystem dynamics drive the spatial
distribution of functional groups in river networks. Oikos 2022, e09372 (2022).

18. Wagner, S. et al. Linking the molecular signature of heteroatomic dissolved
organic matter to watershed characteristics in world rivers. Environ. Sci. Technol.
49, 13798–13806 (2015).

19. Bertuzzo, E., Helton, A. M., Hall, R. O. & Battin, T. J. Scaling of dissolved organic
carbon removal in river networks. Adv. Water Resour. 110, 136–146 (2017).

20. Raymond, P. A., Saiers, J. E. & Sobczak, W. V. Hydrological and biogeochemical
controls on watershed dissolved organic matter transport: pulse-shunt concept.
Ecology 97, 5–16 (2016).

21. Wohl, E., Hall Jr, R. O., Lininger, K. B., Sutfin, N. A. & Walters, D. M. Carbon
dynamics of river corridors and the effects of human alterations. Ecol. Monogr.
87, 379–409 (2017).

22. Harvey, E. & Altermatt, F. Regulation of the functional structure of aquatic
communities across spatial scales in a major river network. Ecology 100, e02633
(2019).

23. Ho, H.-C., Altermatt, F. & Carraro, L. Coupled biological and hydrological pro-
cesses shape spatial food-web structures in riverine metacommunities. Front.
Ecol. Evol. 11, https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2023.1147834 (2023).

24. Vannote, R. L. & Sweeney, B. W. Geographic analysis of thermal equilibria: a
conceptual model for evaluating the effect of natural and modified thermal
regimes on aquatic insect communities. Am. Nat. 115, 667–695 (1980).

25. Heino, J. et al. A comparative analysis reveals weak relationships between
ecological factors and beta diversity of stream insect metacommunities at two
spatial levels. Ecol. Evol. 5, 1235–1248 (2015).

26. Lambert, T., Bouillon, S., Darchambeau, F., Massicotte, P. & Borges, A. V. Shift in
the chemical composition of dissolved organic matter in the Congo River net-
work. Biogeosciences 13, 5405–5420 (2016).

27. Rosi-Marshall, E. J. & Wallace, J. B. Invertebrate food webs along a stream
resource gradient. Freshw. Biol. 47, 129–141 (2002).

28. Sobczak, W. V., Cloern, J. E., Jassby, A. D. & Müller-Solger, A. B. Bioavailability of
organic matter in a highly disturbed estuary: the role of detrital and algal
resources. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 99, 8101–8105 (2002).

29. Subalusky, A. L., Dutton, C. L., Njoroge, L., Rosi, E. J. & Post, D. M. Organic matter
and nutrient inputs from large wildlife influence ecosystem function in the Mara
River, Africa. Ecology 99, 2558–2574 (2018).

30. Anderson, K. E. & Hayes, S. M. The effects of dispersal and river spatial structure
on asynchrony in consumer–resource metacommunities. Freshw. Biol. 63,
100–113 (2018).

31. Helton, A. M., Hall Jr, R. O. & Bertuzzo, E. How network structure can affect
nitrogen removal by streams. Freshw. Biol. 63, 128–140 (2018).

32. Altermatt, F., Seymour, M. & Martinez, N. River network properties shape α-
diversity and community similarity patterns of aquatic insect communities
across major drainage basins. J. Biogeogr. 40, 2249–2260 (2013).

33. Alther, R. & Altermatt, F. Fluvial network topology shapes communities of native
and non-native amphipods. Ecosphere 9, e02102 (2018).

34. Carrara, F., Altermatt, F., Rodriguez-Iturbe, I. & Rinaldo, A. Dendritic connectivity
controls biodiversity patterns in experimental metacommunities. Proc. Natl
Acad. Sci. USA 109, 5761–5766 (2012).

35. Harvey, E., Gounand, I., Fronhofer, E. A. & Altermatt, F. Metaecosystem dynamics
drive community composition in experimental, multi-layered spatial networks.
Oikos 129, 402–412 (2020).

36. Taylor, M. K. & Cooke, S. J. Meta-analyses of the effects of river flow on fish
movement and activity. Environ. Rev. 20, 211–219 (2012).

37. Gounand, I., Harvey, E., Little, C. J. & Altermatt, F. Meta-Ecosystems 2.0: rooting
the theory into the field. Trends Ecol. Evol. 33, 36–46 (2018).

38. Marx, A. et al. A review of CO2 and associated carbon dynamics in headwater
streams: a global perspective. Rev. Geophys. 55, 560–585 (2017).

39. Carraro, L. & Altermatt, F. Optimal Channel Networks accurately model
ecologically-relevant geomorphological features of branching river networks.
Commun. Earth Environ. 3, 1–10 (2022).

40. Wotton, R. S. In The Classification of Particulate and Dissolved Matter 2 edn, (ed.
Wotton, R. S.) The Biology of Particles in Aquatic Systems (Taylor and Francis, Boca
Raton, 1994).

41. Wallace, J. B. et al. Long-term dynamics of coarse particulate organic matter in
three Appalachian Mountain streams. J. N. Am. Benthol. Soc. 14, 217–232 (1995).

42. Suberkropp, K. F. In Microorganisms and organic matter decomposition (eds
Naiman, R. J. & Bilby, R. E.) River Ecology and Management: Lessons from the
Pacific Coastal Ecoregion 120–143 (Springer-Verlag, New York, 1998).

43. Allan, J. D. & Castillio, M. M. In Detrital Energy Sources (eds Allan, J. D. & Castillio,
M. M.) Stream Ecology: Structure and Function of Running Waters 135–161
(Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, 2007).

44. Wipfli, M. S., Richardson, J. S. & Naiman, R. J. Ecological linkages between
headwaters and downstream ecosystems: transport of organic matter, inver-
tebrates, and wood down headwater channels1. J. Am. Water Resour. Assoc. 43,
72–85 (2007).

45. Stedmon, C. A., Markager, S. & Bro, R. Tracing dissolved organic matter in aquatic
environments using a new approach to fluorescence spectroscopy. Mar. Chem.
82, 239–254 (2003).

46. Voshell Jr, J. R. & Parker, C. R. Quantity and quality of seston in an impounded
and a free-flowing river in Virginia, USA. Hydrobiologia 122, 271–280 (1985).

47. Zhang, M. et al. Leaf litter traits predominantly control litter decomposition in
streams worldwide. Global Ecol. Biogeogr. 28, 1469–1486 (2019).

48. Sleighter, R. L. & Hatcher, P. G. The application of electrospray ionization cou-
pled to ultrahigh resolution mass spectrometry for the molecular characteriza-
tion of natural organic matter. J. Mass Spectrom. 42, 559–574 (2007).

49. Hertkorn, N., Harir, M., Koch, B. P., Michalke, B. & Schmitt-Kopplin, P. High-field
NMR spectroscopy and FTICR mass spectrometry: powerful discovery tools for
the molecular level characterization of marine dissolved organic matter. Bio-
geosciences 10, 1583–1624 (2013).

50. Matilainen, A. et al. An overview of the methods used in the characterisation of
natural organic matter (NOM) in relation to drinking water treatment. Chemo-
sphere 83, 1431–1442 (2011).

51. Huber, S. A., Balz, A., Abert, M. & Pronk, W. Characterisation of aquatic humic
and non-humic matter with size-exclusion chromatography–organic carbon
detection– organic nitrogen detection (LC-OCD-OND). Water Res. 45, 879–885
(2011).

52. Sleighter, R. L. & Hatcher, P. G. Molecular characterization of dissolved organic
matter (DOM) along a river to ocean transect of the lower Chesapeake Bay by
ultrahigh resolution electrospray ionization Fourier transform ion cyclotron
resonance mass spectrometry. Mar. Chem. 110, 140–152 (2008).

53. Tremblay, L., Alaoui, G. & Léger, M. N. Characterization of aquatic particles by
direct FTIR analysis of filters and quantification of elemental and molecular
compositions. Environ. Sci. Technol. 45, 9671–9679 (2011).

54. McDonough, L. K. et al. A new conceptual framework for the transformation of
groundwater dissolved organic matter. Nat. Commun. 13, 2153 (2022).

55. Little, C. J. & Altermatt, F. Landscape configuration alters spatial arrangement of
terrestrial-aquatic subsidies in headwater streams. Landsc. Ecol. 33, 1519–1531
(2018).

56. Larned, S. T., Datry, T., Arscott, D. B. & Tockner, K. Emerging concepts in
temporary-river ecology. Freshw. Biol. 55, 717–738 (2010).

57. Lynch, L. M. et al. River channel connectivity shifts metabolite composition and
dissolved organic matter chemistry. Nat. Commun. 10, 459 (2019).

58. Kothawala, D. N., Kellerman, A. M., Catalán, N. & Tranvik, L. J. Organic matter
degradation across ecosystem boundaries: the need for a unified con-
ceptualization. Trends Ecol. Evol. 36, 113–122 (2021).

L. Talluto et al.

8

npj Biodiversity (2024) 3

https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2023.1147834


59. Catalán, N., Marcé, R., Kothawala, D. N. & Tranvik, Lars J. Organic carbon
decomposition rates controlled by water retention time across inland waters.
Nat. Geosci. 9, 501–504 (2016).

60. Graham, E. B. et al. Microbes as engines of ecosystem function: when does
community structure enhance predictions of ecosystem processes?Front.
Microbiol. 7, https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.00214 (2016).

61. Brown, B. L. & Swan, C. M. Dendritic network structure constrains meta-
community properties in riverine ecosystems. J. Anim. Ecol. 79, 571–580 (2010).

62. Göthe, E., Angeler, D. G. & Sandin, L. Metacommunity structure in a small boreal
stream network. J. Anim. Ecol. 82, 449–458 (2013).

63. Gauthier, M. et al. Fragmentation promotes the role of dispersal in determining
10 intermittent headwater stream metacommunities. Freshw. Biol. 65,
2169–2185 (2020).

64. Besemer, K. et al. Headwaters are critical reservoirs of microbial diversity for
fluvial networks. Proc. R. Soc. B: Biol. Sci. 280, 20131760 (2013).

65. Widder, S. et al. Fluvial network organization imprints on microbial co-
occurrence networks. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 111, 12799–12804 (2014).

66. Read, D. S. et al. Catchment-scale biogeography of riverine bacterioplankton.
ISME J. 9, 516–526 (2015).

67. Leibold, M. A. et al. The metacommunity concept: a framework for multi-scale
community ecology. Ecol. Lett. 7, 601–613 (2004).

68. Shao, X., Fang, Y., Jawitz, J. W., Yan, J. & Cui, B. River network connectivity and
fish diversity. Sci. Total Environ. 689, 21–30 (2019).

69. Witteveen, N. H., Freixa, A. & Sabater, S. Local and regional environmental fac-
tors drive the spatial distribution of phototrophic biofilm assemblages in
Mediterranean streams. Hydrobiologia 847, 2321–2336 (2020).

70. Heino, J. et al. Metacommunity organisation, spatial extent and dispersal in
aquatic systems: Patterns, processes and prospects. Freshw. Biol. 60, 845–869
(2015).

71. Vorste, R. V., McElmurray, P., Bell, S., Eliason, K. M. & Brown, B. L. Does stream size
really explain biodiversity patterns in lotic systems? A call for mechanistic
explanations. Diversity 9, 26 (2017).

72. Mouquet, N. & Loreau, M. Community patterns in source–sink metacommu-
nities. Am. Nat. 162, 544–557 (2003).

73. Declerck, S. A. J., Winter, C., Shurin, J. B., Suttle, C. A. & Matthews, B. Effects of
patch connectivity and heterogeneity on metacommunity structure of plank-
tonic bacteria and viruses. ISME J. 7, 533–542 (2013).

74. Horváth, Z., Vad, C. F. & Ptacnik, R. Wind dispersal results in a gradient of
dispersal limitation and environmental match among discrete aquatic habitats.
Ecography 39, 726–732 (2016).

75. Schwartz, M. W. et al. Linking biodiversity to ecosystem function: Implications
for conservation ecology. Oecologia 122, 297–305 (2000).

76. Logue, J. B. et al. Experimental insights into the importance of aquatic bacterial
community composition to the degradation of dissolved organic matter. ISME J.
10, 533–545 (2016).

77. Ruiz-González, C., Niño García, J. P., Lapierre, J.-F. & del Giorgio, P. A. The quality
of organic matter shapes the functional biogeography of bacterioplankton
across boreal freshwater ecosystems: the functional biogeography of bacteria.
Global Ecol. Biogeogr. 24, 1487–1498 (2015).

78. Stream Solute Workshop. Concepts and methods for assessing solute dynamics
in stream ecosystems. J. N. Am. Benthol. Soc. 9, 95–119 (1990).

79. Kaplan, L. A. & Newbold, J. D. In 4 - The Role of Monomers in Stream Ecosystem
Metabolism (eds. Findlay, S. E. G. & Sinsabaugh, R. L.) Aquatic Ecosystems Aquatic
Ecology, 97–119 (Academic Press, Burlington, 2003).

80. Newbold, J. D., Mulholland, P. J., Elwood, J. W. & O’Neill, R. V. Organic carbon
spiralling in stream ecosystems. Oikos 38, 266–272 (1982).

81. Wiegner, T. N., Kaplan, L. A., Newbold, J. D. & Ostrom, P. H. Contribution of
dissolved organic C to stream metabolism: a mesocosm study using 13C-
enriched tree-tissue leachate. J. N. Am. Benthol. Soc. 24, 48–67 (2005).

82. Brett, M. T. et al. How important are terrestrial organic carbon inputs for sec-
ondary production in freshwater ecosystems? Freshw. Biol. 62, 833–853 (2017).

83. Leal, J. S. et al. Global and local drivers of the relative importance of alloch-
thonous and autochthonous energy sources to freshwater food webs. Eco-
graphy 2023, e06612 (2023).

84. Estévez, E. et al. Catchment land cover influences macroinvertebrate food-web
structure and energy flow pathways in mountain streams. Freshw. Biol. 64,
1557–1571 (2019).

85. Wagner, K., Bengtsson, M. M., Findlay, R. H., Battin, T. J. & Ulseth, A. J. High
light intensity mediates a shift from allochthonous to autochthonous carbon
use in phototrophic stream biofilms. J. Geophys. Res.: Biogeosci. 122,
1806–1820 (2017).

86. Albert, J. S. et al. Scientists’ warning to humanity on the freshwater biodiversity
crisis. Ambio 50, 85–94 (2021).

87. Tickner, D. et al. Bending the curve of global freshwater biodiversity loss: an
emergency recovery plan. BioScience 70, 330–342 (2020).

88. Gravel, D., Massol, F. & Leibold, M. A. Stability and complexity in model meta-
ecosystems. Nat. Commun. 7, 12457 (2016).

89. Mougi, A. & Kondoh, M. Food-web complexity, meta-community complexity and
community stability. Sci. Rep. 6, 24478 (2016).

90. Rüegg, J. et al. Thinking like a consumer: linking aquatic basal metabolism and
consumer dynamics. Limnol. Oceanogr. Lett. 6, 1–17 (2021).

91. Kominoski, J. S. & Rosemond, A. D. Conservation from the bottom up: Fore-
casting effects of global change on dynamics of organic matter and manage-
ment needs for river networks. Freshw. Sci. 31, 51–68 (2012).

92. Woods, T., Kaz, A. & Giam, X. Phenology in freshwaters: a review and recom-
mendations for future research. Ecography 2022, e05564 (2022).

93. Catalàn, N. et al. Pulse, shunt and storage: hydrological contraction shapes
processing and export of particulate organic matter in river networks. Ecosys-
tems 26, 873–892 (2023).

94. Hale, R. L. & Godsey, S. E. Dynamic stream network intermittence explains
emergent dissolved organic carbon chemostasis in headwaters. Hydrol. Process.
33, 1926–1936 (2019).

95. Derrien, M., Brogi, S. R. & Gonçalves-Araujo, R. Characterization of aquatic
organic matter: assessment, perspectives and research priorities. Water Res. 163,
114908 (2019).

96. Jeanneau, L. et al. Sources of dissolved organic matter during storm and inter-
storm conditions in a lowland headwater catchment: constraints from high-
frequency molecular data. Biogeosciences 12, 4333–4343 (2015).

97. Beuselinck, L., Govers, G., Poesen, J., Degraer, G. & Froyen, L. Grain-size analysis
by laser diffractometry: comparison with the sieve-pipette method. CATENA 32,
193–208 (1998).

98. Agagliate, J., Röttgers, R., Twardowski, M. S. & McKee, D. Evaluation of a flow
cytometry method to determine size and real refractive index distributions in
natural marine particle populations. Appl. Opt. 57, 1705–1716 (2018).

99. Boss, E., Haëntjens, N., Westberry, T. K., Karp-Boss, L. & Slade, W. H. Validation of
the particle size distribution obtained with the laser in-situ scattering and
transmission (LISST) meter in flow-through mode. Opt. Express 26, 11125–11136
(2018).

100. Igathinathane, C., Pordesimo, L. O., Columbus, E. P., Batchelor, W. D. & Methuku,
S. R. Shape identification and particles size distribution from basic shape
parameters using ImageJ. Comput. Electron. Agric. 63, 168–182 (2008).

101. Holyoak, M., Leibold, M. A. & Holt, R. D. (eds.) Metacommunities: Spatial Dynamics
and Ecological Communities (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2005).

102. Vellend, M. Conceptual synthesis in community ecology. Q. Rev. Biol. 85,
183–206 (2010).

103. Altermatt, F. Diversity in riverine metacommunities: a network perspective.
Aquat. Ecol. 47, 365–377 (2013).

104. Bertuzzo, E. et al. Geomorphic controls on elevational gradients of species
richness. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. 113, 1737–1742 (2016).

105. Sarremejane, R., Mykrä, H., Bonada, N., Aroviita, J. & Muotka, T. Habitat con-
nectivity and dispersal ability drive the assembly mechanisms of macro-
invertebrate communities in river networks. Freshw. Biol. 62, 1073–1082 (2017).

106. Deiner, K. et al. Environmental DNA metabarcoding: transforming how we
survey animal and plant communities. Mol. Ecol. 26, 5872–5895 (2017).

107. Taberlet, P., Coissac, E., Hajibabaei, M. & Rieseberg, L. H. Environmental DNA.
Mol. Ecol. 21, 1789–1793 (2012).

108. Altermatt, F. et al. Uncovering the complete biodiversity structure in spatial
networks: the example of riverine systems. Oikos 129, 607–618 (2020).

109. Blackman, R. C., Ho, H.-C., Walser, J.-C. & Altermatt, F. Spatio-temporal patterns of
multi-trophic biodiversity and food-web characteristics uncovered across a river
catchment using environmental DNA. Commun. Biol. 5, 1–11 (2022).

110. Carraro, L., Mächler, E., Wüthrich, R. & Altermatt, F. Environmental DNA allows
upscaling spatial patterns of biodiversity in freshwater ecosystems. Nat. Com-
mun. 11, 3585 (2020).

111. Mächler, E. et al. Assessing different components of diversity across a river
network using eDNA. Environ. DNA 1, 290–301 (2019).

112. Soetaert, K. & Herman, P. M. A Practical Guide to Ecological Modelling (Springer,
Berlin, 2009).

113. Levins, R. Some demographic and genetic consequences of environmental
heterogeneity for biological control1. Bull. Entomol. Soc. Am. 15, 237–240
(1969).

114. Hunt, J. J. & Bonsall, M. B. The effects of colonization, extinction and competition
on co-existence in metacommunities. J. Anim. Ecol. 78, 866–879 (2009).

115. Kneitel, J. M. & Miller, T. E. Dispersal rates affect species composition in meta-
communities of Sarracenia purpurea inquilines. Am. Nat. 162, 165–171 (2003).

116. Holt, R. & Keitt, T. Alternative causes for range limits: a metapopulation per-
spective. Ecol. Lett. 3, 41–47 (2000).

117. Talluto, L., Boulangeat, I., Vissault, S., Thuiller, W. & Gravel, D. Extinction debt and
colonization credit delay range shifts of eastern North American trees. Nat. Ecol.
Evol. 1, 1–6 (2017).

L. Talluto et al.

9

npj Biodiversity (2024) 3

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.00214


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
L.T. and G.S. acknowledge funding from the European Research Council Starting
Grant number ERC-STG 716196 (FLUFLUX). E.E. was supported by a postdoctoral
grant from the Basque Government. Jan Martini aided with illustrations for Fig. 1.
Support for publication fees was provided by the Vice Rector for Research at the
University of Innsbruck.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
L.T., G.S., T.D., and F.A. developed the initial manuscript outline. All authors
contributed text to the main manuscript, and L.T. and R.d.C. prepared the figures. L.T.
led revisions with input from all authors.

COMPETING INTERESTS
The authors declare no competing interests.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to Lauren Talluto.

Reprints and permission information is available at http://www.nature.com/reprints

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

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,

adaptation, distribution and reproduction in anymedium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

L. Talluto et al.

10

npj Biodiversity (2024) 3

http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Towards (better) fluvial meta-ecosystem ecology: a research perspective
	Introduction
	OM as a spatio-temporally dynamic resource space within river networks
	Re-evaluating niche paradigms in fluvial consumer metacommunities: Sorting in the resource space drives consumption
	Research outline and prospectus
	Conclusion: Fluvial meta-ecosystems in the Anthropocene
	Text boxes
	Box 1. Glossary of bolded terms
	Box 2. Measuring relevant niche dimensions: OM diversity defines the resource space for consumers
	Box 3. Metacommunities in river networks: species sorting by environmental factors, dispersal limitation, and chance events
	Box 4. Building models of fluvial meta-ecosystem functioning

	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	ADDITIONAL INFORMATION




