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Abstract  11 

Soil organisms are essential for the functioning of agrosystems, especially in the process of litter 12 

decomposition. Litterbags constitute one common way to assess litter decomposition and to 13 

investigate the role of the different groups of soil organisms in the decay activity. However, there is 14 

currently no standardized litterbag protocol to measure the effects of soil organisms on litter 15 

decomposition. Furthermore, litterbag studies remain scarce in agrosystems and little information is 16 

available about the influence of different groups of soil organisms depending on agricultural 17 

practices. The development of cropping systems that rely on high soil biodiversity and fertility 18 

however requires a detailed understanding of these processes. In order to address this need and to 19 

have an overview of the existing protocols, we conducted a review on litterbag experiments in 20 

annually cropped soils. We collected information on the experimental design (e.g. duration, number 21 

of replicates), litterbags (e.g. size, mesh), climate, soil type, standing crop, enclosed litter (e.g. litter 22 

type, quality) and methods used to characterize organic matter decomposition and soil organisms. 23 

The effects of soil organisms of different size classes (meso- and macrofauna) was assessed with a 24 

meta-analysis performed on studies using litterbags of different mesh sizes. The general effect size of 25 

soil macrofauna, mesofauna (in addition to soil microorganisms) and of their combination was 26 

© 2021 published by Elsevier. This manuscript is made available under the CC BY NC user license
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Version of Record: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0038071721002686
Manuscript_31584c20df5a9169c70a65c85cd69352

https://www.elsevier.com/open-access/userlicense/1.0/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0038071721002686
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0038071721002686


2 
 

assessed with a three-level random-effect model accounting for the random effect at the study level. 27 

This effect was compared for subgroups based on climate, soil, standing crop, agricultural system and 28 

litter type as categorical factors, and for depth of bags, duration of the experiment and size of litter 29 

pieces as continuous factors. Macrofauna, mesofauna and the combination of both were found to 30 

significantly increase litter decomposition. Surprisingly, meso- and macrofauna contributed equally 31 

to litter decomposition and their effects were not additive (when comparing the role of meso- and 32 

macrofauna independently and simultaneously). These effects tend to be influenced by various 33 

factors: climate, soil, standing crop and agricultural system for macrofauna; standing crop and litter 34 

type for mesofauna; and soil, standing crop and litter type for their combined effects. Multi-mesh 35 

litterbag experiments showed that even in soils with high disturbances, soil organisms of several size 36 

classes have a significant impact on organic matter decomposition. While this study showed that 37 

both soil macrofauna and mesofauna increased litter decomposition in annual cropping systems, 38 

there are still numerous gaps in our knowledge of the impacts of the agronomic (e.g. cropping 39 

system, practices, crop type) and environmental contexts (e.g. climates, soils). Forecasting future 40 

studies, we provide guidelines to develop a standard litterbag protocol adapted to the specificities of 41 

annually cropped soils. 42 

 43 

Keywords: litterbag, litter decomposition, soil macrofauna, soil mesofauna, agrosystems, organic 44 

matter 45 

 46 

1. Introduction 47 

 48 

Organic matter plays a key role in soil functioning and in particular on soil fertility through the 49 

release of nutrients during decomposition (Tiessen et al., 1994; Carter, 2002). In cropping systems, 50 

organic matter comes from the restitution of crop residues to the soil, inputs of organic waste 51 

products (e.g. livestock manure or compost) or burial of cover crops. Its distribution in soil depends 52 
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on agricultural practices. In particular, soil tillage leads to a more or less homogenous soil-organic 53 

matter mixture over variable depths (Salinas-Garcia et al., 1997; Kay and VandenBygaart, 2002). 54 

Soil organisms are essential drivers of the decomposition of organic matter. According to their size, 55 

microorganisms (< 0.1 mm), mesofauna (0.1 - 2 mm) and macrofauna (> 2 mm) (Swift et al., 1979) 56 

can act at different spatial and temporal scales. However, the contribution and context specific 57 

effects of different groups of soil organisms during decomposition is still not well known. In addition, 58 

the density and diversity of soil organisms are generally lower in agrosystems than in any other 59 

ecosystem (Tsiafouli et al., 2015; Joimel et al., 2017). Intensive management of cropping systems 60 

affects soil quality in the short and long term by modifying physical, chemical and biological soil 61 

characteristics, with the intensity of changes depending on pedoclimatic conditions and farming 62 

practices (Hati et al., 2007; Mazzoncini et al., 2010). These changes can strongly affect 63 

decomposition, thus threatening core ecosystem functions such as nutrient cycling (Bradford et al., 64 

2002; Chen et al., 2020). A detailed understanding of the role of soil organisms during organic matter 65 

decomposition is fundamental to develop agroecology and to implement systems that will rely on 66 

soil biodiversity and fertility. 67 

To address the gaps on the role of soil organisms on decomposition, numerous studies were 68 

conducted under laboratory conditions (Huhta, 2007). However, these experiments showed 69 

limitations as they can present lower diversity than in field conditions (Kardol et al., 2016). 70 

Consequently, the simulated biodiversity and modification of soil properties are not representative 71 

of the reality, which could be addressed by studies in situ. 72 

Litterbags and teabags constitute one common way to assess decomposition in situ and over a long 73 

period of time (Didion et al., 2016). The litterbag technique was developed in the middle of the 19th 74 

century (Crossley and Hoglund, 1962; Edwards and Heath, 1963), while the teabag method was 75 

introduced recently (Keuskamp et al., 2013). The advantage of litterbags is that they contain organic 76 

matter that can be adapted to the context of the experiment. In addition, litterbags can be used to 77 

study the contribution of different groups of soil organisms to litter decomposition by selectively 78 
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excluding some fauna size classes. This selection can occur either by using different mesh sizes in 79 

order to physically exclude some organisms, or by a chemical treatment inhibiting part or all of the 80 

organisms. The exclusion of organisms by mesh size has sometimes been criticized due to a potential 81 

effect of different mesh sizes on decomposition (Anderson, 1973; Bradford et al., 2002), but this 82 

technique was approved as a reliable method to quantify the role of soil organisms in litter mass loss 83 

(Seastedt, 1984; Bokhorst and Wardle, 2013). However, contrary to the teabag method, no 84 

standardized method is currently available for one who wants to start a litterbag experiment. Yet 85 

litterbags mimic surface or buried crop residues in cropping systems and therefore allow looking at 86 

the main factors affecting their decomposition. Forecasting future studies on soil biodiversity in 87 

agricultural context, a standard protocol adapted to the specificities of annually cropped soils could 88 

be beneficial. 89 

The litterbag method has been subjected to several reviews and meta-analyses, focusing on the 90 

history of the method (Huhta, 2007) and on the impacts of several factors on litter decomposition, 91 

namely soil fauna (Seastedt, 1984; Kampichler and Bruckner, 2009; Frouz et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 92 

2015; González and Lodge, 2017; Frouz, 2018), climate and litter quality (García-Palacios et al., 2013; 93 

Zhang et al., 2015; Krishna and Mohan, 2017), nitrogen addition (Knorr et al., 2005) and pesticides 94 

(Knacker et al., 2003). In a first review, Seastedt (1984) estimated microarthropods to increase litter 95 

decomposition by 23%. The meta-analysis of Kampichler and Bruckner (2009) confirmed the positive 96 

effect of microarthropods over several land-use types, notably in agricultural soils. In a later meta-97 

analysis, Frouz et al. (2015) found macrofauna to significantly increase litter removal but not litter 98 

mineralization. García-Palacios et al. (2013) and Zhang et al. (2015) estimated that exclusion of all 99 

fauna from litterbags, by physical or chemical methods, decreased litter decomposition by 27% and 100 

35% respectively. Recently, Huang et al. (2020) found that high diversity of earthworm functional 101 

groups increased litter and soil organic carbon decay in tree plantation and forests. In forest 102 

ecosystems, soil detritivores were reported to strongly increase leaf litter and wood debris 103 

decomposition, with macrofauna or mesofauna having a larger impact depending on the forest type 104 
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and climatic conditions (González and Lodge, 2017; Krishna and Mohan, 2017). Previous reviews 105 

were mostly focused on forest ecosystems or grasslands (González and Lodge, 2017; Krishna and 106 

Mohan, 2017), while studies on cropped soils remain scarce (Knacker et al., 2003; Kampichler and 107 

Bruckner, 2009). Furthermore, none of these reviews or meta-analyses investigated the comparative 108 

effect of different size classes of organisms. In this context, we provide here the first study to assess 109 

litter decomposition for several size classes of soil organisms in annually cropped soils.  110 

The objectives of this study were (1) to assess the effects of different size classes of soil organisms on 111 

litter decomposition in annually cropped soils through the litterbag method and (2) to provide an 112 

overview of the existing protocols of the litterbag method in cropping systems. To this end, we 113 

conducted a meta-analysis of litterbag experiments in annually cropped soils. In particular, we aimed 114 

to quantify the effects of soil organisms of different size classes (meso- and macrofauna) in studies 115 

using bags of different mesh sizes. 116 

 117 

2. Materials and methods 118 

 119 

2.1 Data collection 120 

 121 

Literature was surveyed in November 2019 for studies assessing the effect of soil organisms on litter 122 

decomposition with the litterbag method. We searched in all the Web of Science databases, with no 123 

restriction on the publication year, for papers containing the keywords “litter”, “decomposition, 124 

degradation, decay or breakdown”, “*fauna, *organism*, animal*, *flora, *arthropod*, 125 

*invertebrate*, collembola*, springtail*, earthworm*, lombric*, fungi, bacter* or nematod*”, 126 

“*bag*” and “soil*”. In addition, we deliberately excluded papers containing the words “bagasse*”, 127 

“stream*”, “marine” and “aquatic”. The search returned 1040 results. Further studies were added by 128 

checking articles included in previous reviews (Knacker et al., 2003; Kampichler and Bruckner, 2009; 129 

García-Palacios et al., 2013; Frouz et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2015). In total, 1106 articles were 130 
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collected through the different search paths. Studies had to meet the following criteria to be 131 

selected: 132 

- they should discuss the decomposition of organic matter or nutrient loss using the litterbag 133 

method and provide sufficient information about the protocol (e.g. mesh size) ; 134 

- they should focus on agricultural soils, more precisely on annually cropped soils, but not on 135 

agroforestry, orchards, vineyards, grasslands, fallows, bare soils and field margins ; 136 

- they should present data on organic matter decomposition (e.g. mass loss, decomposition 137 

rate), and not focus on a specific component only (e.g. lignin) ; 138 

- they should use only physical methods based on different mesh sizes to exclude soil 139 

organisms from litterbags, and not chemicals (e.g. naphthalene) ; 140 

- at least two different mesh sizes had to be used for the litterbag experiment ; 141 

- the experiments should be conducted in situ ; 142 

- the experiments should not assess the effect of plant protection products on litter 143 

decomposition ; 144 

- the publication had to be written in English, French or German (which excluded mostly 145 

Chinese and Portuguese papers). 146 

Finally, 22 studies fit all of the previous criteria. These 22 studies were used to conduct our review 147 

and the data extracted from 17 of the 22 studies were used for the meta-analysis (see the list in 148 

supplementary material). In the case of studies that took interest in several land-uses, the following 149 

analyses on study parameters and results focus only on the data related to cropland.  150 

 151 

2.2 Data extraction 152 

 153 

For the 22 selected studies, we recorded the parameters related to geographical location (country), 154 

climate, soil type, standing crop and cropping system. In order to facilitate comparisons, climate 155 

types were denominated according to the five groups defined by the Köppen climate classification: 156 
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tropical, dry, temperate, continental and polar; and soil types according to the FAO soil classes 157 

(World Reference Base for Soil Resources, 2014). When not given in the study, climate was deduced 158 

from the location of the study and by using regional climate maps, and soil types were collected in 159 

papers reporting experiments on the same sites. 160 

We investigated the general design of the experiments: duration, number of sites and plots, number 161 

of replicate bags, number of sampling dates, sampling days, placement and depth of litterbags in soil. 162 

Information was also collected about the litterbags characteristics (bag size, mesh size, material, 163 

closure technique) and on the type of litter used in bags (litter quality, amount per bag, size of litter 164 

residues). 165 

We collected data on litter decomposition. Twenty studies reported the decomposition as the 166 

percentage of remaining mass or initial mass loss in litterbags. Nine studies provided the 167 

decomposition rate, corresponding most of the time to the coefficient of the exponential model 168 

fitted on the data of remaining mass through time. If available, original data were extracted, 169 

otherwise they were obtained from graphics using the WebPlotDigitizer tool (Ankit Rohatgi, 170 

https://automeris.io/WebPlotDigitizer). If standard deviation, standard error or confidence interval 171 

were missing, we attributed the mean value of all standard deviations reported in studies selected 172 

for the same analysis. In addition, we summarized data on collected groups of soil organisms, 173 

sampling techniques and available measurements.  174 

In order to gather decomposition data related to soil organisms of different size classes, we grouped 175 

mesh sizes used in the studies into three categories corresponding to the size classes of organisms 176 

that could enter bags. The fine mesh bags corresponded to bags with a mesh size lower than 0.1 mm, 177 

allowing access to litter to both microfauna (e.g. nematodes) and microflora (e.g. bacteria, fungi). 178 

The medium mesh bags had a mesh size comprised between 0.1 and 2 mm, allowing additional 179 

access to mesofauna which main representatives are microarthropods such as Collembola and Acari. 180 

Finally, the coarse mesh bags had a mesh size larger than 2 mm, thus enabling access to macrofauna 181 

organisms such as earthworms, carabids and other insects. 182 
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The role of the meso- and macrofauna in the decomposition of organic matter was determined from 183 

"paired observations" corresponding to the comparison between values of litterbag mass lost from 184 

two different mesh sizes (fine and medium, medium and coarse, or fine and coarse), studied under 185 

the same conditions. Each time point and each modality given in the studies provided individual 186 

paired observations with duration corresponding to the sampling time. Thus, several paired 187 

observations were reported for each study. Hereafter, we will distinguish “study” (i.e. publication) 188 

and “paired observation” (i.e. result obtained in a study) with n the number of paired observations 189 

included in the analysis. 190 

 191 

2.3 Data analyses 192 

 193 

The mass loss rate (MLR) was calculated for each mesh group as MLR =  %ML t⁄ , where %ML is the 194 

percent mass loss in litterbags at the time t (days). In addition, the fauna effect (FE) on litter mass 195 

loss was assessed by comparing the mass loss obtained in different bags such as FE =  %ML1 −196 

%ML2 where %ML1 and %ML2 are the percentage of mass loss in larger (coarse or medium) and 197 

smaller (medium or fine) mesh bags respectively (adapted from Seastedt, 1984). Statistical tests were 198 

conducted to assess if differences in mass loss rate were significantly affected by factors such as 199 

climate, soil, crop, agricultural systems and litter types, and to assess if overall macrofauna and 200 

mesofauna effects on decomposition were significantly different. For this purpose, the normality and 201 

homogeneity of variances were tested with a Shapiro-Wilk test (α > 0.05) and a Bartlett test (α > 202 

0.05) using R package stats. As normality was not met, a Generalized Linear Mixed-effect Model 203 

(GLMM) with a gamma distribution, a fixed effect for the studied factor and a random effect for 204 

study level was applied, followed by Tukey HSD post-hoc tests. In order to obtain only positive 205 

values, data on the fauna effect were transformed by adding to each value the maximum fauna 206 

effect. Then, ANOVA with a χ2-test was performed to compare models with and without the studied 207 

factor. The mass loss or fauna effect were influenced by the studied factor if the Akaike Information 208 
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Criterion (AIC) was significantly lower for the model with the factor than for the model without (P < 209 

0.1).  210 

The role of the meso- and macrofauna in litter decomposition was assessed by comparing mass loss 211 

in bags of different mesh size groups. The first set of analyses investigated the effect of macrofauna 212 

comparing coarse and medium mesh bags (based on the results of 12 studies containing 201 paired 213 

observations), the second set was on the effect of mesofauna comparing medium and fine mesh bags 214 

(10 studies, 126 paired observations), and the last set on the effect of combined macro- and 215 

mesofauna comparing coarse and fine mesh bags (7 studies, 75 paired observations). Paired 216 

observations with a duration lower than 14 days were not included in the statistical analyses, but 217 

were represented on the graphical representation of litter mass loss and fauna effect. Litterbags 218 

including several groups of organisms were considered as “treatment” and bags excluding one or 219 

several groups included in the treatment as “control” (coarse vs medium, medium vs fine and coarse 220 

vs fine respectively). The effect size (ES), or standardized mean difference between treatment and 221 

control, and the 95% confidence interval (CI) were computed for individual paired observations and 222 

overall results using the Hedges’g calculation (Hedges and Olkin, 1985). A three-level random-effect 223 

model was applied, with random effects at the paired observation and at the study level. This allows 224 

to account for the lack of independence of paired observations from the same study, considering 225 

similar modalities but differing in sampling time. In addition, the heterogeneity between studies was 226 

calculated with the I2 (Higgins and Thompson, 2002). Heterogeneity above zero reveals that the 227 

variability in the observed effect size is larger than one expected based on sampling variability. This 228 

may be explained by differences between studies according to one or several factors (e.g. climate, 229 

soil type), meaning that different subgroups of studies will have a significantly different mean effect 230 

size.  231 

The role of different soil organisms in the decomposition of litter was compared for different 232 

categorical factors (climate, soil, crop, agricultural systems and litter type) and for continuous factors 233 

(depth of bags, duration of the experiment and size of litter pieces) considered as moderators to 234 
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conduct a subgroup analysis. The effect of moderators was assessed with the Cochran Q-statistic and 235 

a χ2-test was performed to test its significance. A significant Q-statistic indicated that the moderator 236 

influenced the effect size (P < 0.05) and thus that part of the total heterogeneity could be explained 237 

by this difference. Except for climate, we only presented results for subgroups with more than 10 238 

paired observations.  239 

These analyses were performed using R software version 3.6.3 (R Development Core Team 2020) and 240 

the lme4 (Bates et al., 2015), multcomp (Hothorn et al., 2008), metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010) and 241 

dmetar packages (Harrer et al., 2019). 242 

 243 

3. Results 244 

 245 

3.1 General characteristics of studies 246 

 247 

The 22 selected studies were located all around the world, mostly across Europe (36%) but also in 248 

Asia (18%), South America (18%), North America (14%) and Africa (14%) (Table 1). In relation with 249 

their location, 54% of the studies occurred under temperate climate, and few studies under tropical 250 

(18%), continental (18%) and dry (9%) climates (Table 1). The soil type was highly variable. Several 251 

studies were conducted on Luvisol (24%) and Cambisol (14%) which are favorable to agriculture. The 252 

others occurred in nine different soil types (e.g. Ferralsol, Fluvisol, Lixisol, Kastanozem) (Table 1). 253 

Most of the studies were conducted on annual crops under conventional agriculture (54%) and no-254 

tillage agriculture (32%) (Fig. 1a; Table 1). Only two studies were conducted under organic 255 

agriculture, one on minimum tillage and one on relay cropping. The most common crops at the time 256 

of the study were maize (32%), barley (23%), soybean (18%) and wheat (14%) (Fig. 1b). 257 

Collected studies had different objectives with some investigating the effect of climate (e.g. Peña-258 

Peña and Irmler, 2018; Yin et al., 2019), land-use (e.g. Tian et al., 1998; Yang et al., 2018) or litter 259 

type (e.g. Ouédraogo et al., 2004; Carlesso et al., 2019). They also focused on various agricultural 260 
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practices, mainly tillage (e.g. House and Stinner, 1987; Domínguez et al., 2010), but also fertilization 261 

(Weil and Kroontje, 1979), conventional vs organic management (Domínguez et al., 2014; Yin et al., 262 

2019) and genetically modified vs non-modified crops (Zwahlen et al., 2007). Finally, some authors 263 

also used litterbags to assess the decomposition activity of specific organisms (e.g. Jensen, 1985; 264 

Vreeken-Buijs and Brussaard, 1996).  265 

 266 

3.2 General design of litterbags experiments 267 

 268 

Studies were mostly conducted on a single agricultural site (82%), while studies on several sites were 269 

scarce (18%, e.g. Domínguez et al., 2010; Peña-Peña and Irmler, 2016) (Table 1). The number of plots 270 

ranged from one to 60 and plot size varied from 0.5 x 0.5 m to 120 x 30 m. However, studies with 271 

only one plot comprised 3 to 100 subplots within this plot, which we considered as plots. 272 

Duration of experiments ranged from 27 to 392 days, being on average 206 days (Table 1). The 273 

number of sampling dates ranged from one to 10 (Fig. 1c). Litterbags were mainly sampled between 274 

5 and 120 days after their addition into soil, but in some studies they were sampled after more than 275 

300 days (Fig. 1d). Seven studies considered annual or seasonal dynamics and in this case, 276 

experiments lasted up to three years. Three types of sampling schemes were identified namely short 277 

studies with few sampling dates, long studies with few or many sampling dates.  278 

The number of replicate bags per modality ranged from 3 to 30 (Table 1). Bags were placed on the 279 

surface (32%) or buried in soil between 3 and 35 cm (50%); however information on depth was 280 

missing in several studies (18%) (Table 1). Sometimes bags were placed on the surface and then 281 

buried at the time of tillage (e.g. Jensen, 1985; Domínguez et al., 2014). 282 

 283 

3.3 Litterbag characteristics 284 

 285 
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Within the selected studies, 59% used litterbags with two mesh sizes (27% medium + coarse; 18% 286 

fine + medium; 14% fine + coarse), 32% with three (23% fine + medium + coarse; 4% fine + two 287 

medium; 4% coarse + two medium) and 9% with four mesh sizes (fine + coarse + two medium). The 288 

mesh size ranged from 0.003 to 10 mm (Fig. 1e). Fine mesh ranged from 0.003 to 0.08 mm, medium 289 

mesh from 0.1 to 2 mm, and coarse mesh from 4 to 10 mm. The most common mesh sizes for each 290 

category were 0.02 mm (54%), 1 mm (29%) and 5 mm (31%).  291 

The main material to construct litterbags was nylon or another synthetic polyester. Some studies 292 

however used stainless steel or brass in order to prevent bags from being decomposed by termites 293 

(tropical climate). The size of bags was mainly comprised between 10 x 10 cm and 20 x 20 cm (Table 294 

1). The closure of bags was only discussed in seven publications. Bags were either sewn or glued.  295 

Some authors improved the technique to limit litter losses in soil, after sampling and during 296 

transportation. For instance, Yang et al. (2018) sewed 0.01 mm mesh patches to the bottom of their 297 

litterbags. Jensen (1985) and Carlesso et al. (2019) used transportation bags or boxes, but they 298 

showed that mass loss during transportation was not significant in regards of the total mass loss. Tian 299 

et al. (1992, 1998) placed pieces of wood inside litterbags to avoid litter compression. Finally, to 300 

rewet the litter and standardize the initial microflora in all litterbags, Vreeken-Buijs and Brussaard 301 

(1996) soaked all the litterbags in diluted filtered soil extract one night prior their incorporation into 302 

soil. 303 

 304 

3.4 Litter characteristics 305 

 306 

Litter consisted of straw or leaves (Table 1). The most commonly used materials were C3 cereals 307 

(50%) such as wheat (27%) or rice (9%), C4 cereals (32%) such as maize (23%) or sorghum (9%), 308 

Fabaceae (27%) including crops (clover, vetch, alfalfa) and shrubs leaves (Gliricidia sepium (Jacq.) 309 

Steud., Leucaena leucocephala (Lam.) de Wit, Senna siamea (Lam.) H.S.Irwin & Barneby), and grasses 310 



13 
 

(14%) (Fig. 1f). Tree leaves (poplar, Acioa barteri (Hook.fil. ex Oliv.) Engl.), Brassicaceae (rapeseed, 311 

mustard) and manure were also used.  312 

The C:N ratio of the litter, specified in six studies, ranged between 8 and 153. The C:N ratio was often 313 

the highest for C4 cereals (13 to 72), and remains high for C3 cereals (12 to 77). Comparatively, 314 

Fabaceae presented lower C:N ratios (9 to 57). However, C:N ratio was highly variable between 315 

studies for the same litter. 316 

The amount of litter per bag ranged from 0.5 to 100 g, depending on the size of bags and the litter 317 

used. In some works, the size of residues was standardized by cutting litter into pieces of 1 to 10 cm 318 

length. Prior to introduction in bags, litter was often air or oven-dried between 20 °C (Valckx et al., 319 

2011) and 105 °C (Carlesso et al., 2019). 320 

 321 

3.5 Litter decomposition 322 

 323 

The litterbags, once collected, were either brushed or rinsed under water to remove soil particles, 324 

roots, plant debris other than litter, and sometimes fauna. The bags were then dried between 20 and 325 

105 °C, and weighed. In some cases, the litter was removed from the bags before being weighed. In 326 

nine studies, litter was burnt between 500 and 800 °C in order to measure ash free dry weight. Some 327 

studies performed additional analyses (e.g. C, N contents) to characterize the litter after 328 

biodegradation. 329 

Enclosed litter lost more than half of its initial mass after a year or less in 57%, 46% and 23% of the 330 

coarse (n = 199 observations), medium (n = 254) and fine (n = 128) litterbags respectively (Fig. 2). 331 

Mass loss rate was significantly influenced by climate in medium mesh bags only, and by soil and 332 

crop type in all mesh bags (Table S1). Agricultural systems did not significantly influence mass loss 333 

rate (Table S1). In medium mesh bags, mass loss was faster under tropical and continental climates 334 

than under dry (P < 0.001) and temperate climates (P < 0.05), and faster under temperate than under 335 

dry climate (P < 0.001) (Fig. 2a-c). In addition, mass loss was faster in Acrisol than in Luvisol for all 336 



14 
 

mesh bags (coarse and fine : P < 0.001, medium: P < 0.05), in Cambisol than in Luvisol in coarse (P < 337 

0.001) and fine mesh bags (P < 0.001), and in Lixisol than in Luvisol in coarse (P < 0.001) and medium 338 

mesh bags (P < 0.01). Furthermore, mass loss was faster in fields cropped with C4 cereals than with 339 

C3 cereals for medium (P < 0.05) and fine mesh bags (P < 0.001).  340 

Litter decomposition was also significantly dependent on litter type, regardless of the mesh size (Fig. 341 

2d-e, Table S1). The degradation of C3 cereals was significantly slower than that of C4 cereals in 342 

medium (P < 0.05) and fine bags (P < 0.001), and slower than that of Fabaceae in all bags (coarse and 343 

medium: P < 0.05, fine: P < 0.001). More precisely, wheat decomposed significantly faster than maize 344 

in all bags (coarse, medium, fine: P < 0.01). It is noteworthy that C3 cereals, except for rice, were 345 

always used under temperate climate. In contrast, C4 cereals, especially maize, were used under all 346 

climate types. 347 

 348 

3.6 Effect of soil organisms on litter decomposition 349 

 350 

In parallel to monitoring litter decomposition, the fauna was in some cases extracted from the soil 351 

(27%), from the litterbags (27%) or both (9%), using MacFayden or Berlese extractors for mesofauna 352 

(50%) and hand sorting for macrofauna (45%). Microorganisms were studied in 18% of the studies. 353 

Seven studies considered two size classes and only one the three size classes (Miura et al., 2008). The 354 

most studied groups of soil fauna were Collembola (45%), Acari (36%), Lumbricidae (32%), Araneae 355 

(18%), Enchytraeidae (14%) and Nematoda (14%) (Table 1). However, some studies also took interest 356 

at Coleoptera, Isoptera, Myriapoda (Chilopoda, Diplopoda, Symphyla, Pauropoda), Crustacea 357 

(Isopoda), Annelida, Dermaptera, Diptera, Hymenoptera (Fomicidae), Lepidoptera, Orthoptera, 358 

Psocoptera, and larvae (Coleoptera, Diptera) (Table 1). Most of the studies assessed organism’s 359 

density or biomass, while diversity (richness, diversity indexes) was only discussed in five studies.  360 

Microbial activity was characterized via respiration (CO2 measurements) or substrate-induced 361 

respiration. Only one study focused on functional groups, gathering together microarthropods 362 
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according to their feeding habits (Vreeken-Buijs and Brussaard, 1996). Finally, six studies assessed 363 

the “fauna effect” as the difference of mass loss between bags including and excluding soil fauna. 364 

 365 

3.6.1 Role of macrofauna 366 

 367 

Soil macrofauna had a significant positive effect on the decomposition of organic matter in litterbags 368 

with a mean fauna effect of 9.4% (Fig. 3a, d; range = [-20.3%, 83.5%]) and a mean effect size of 0.66 369 

(Figs. 4a and S1; 95% CI = [0.37; 0.96], P < 0.0001, n = 201 paired observations). A moderate 370 

heterogeneity between studies was observed (I2 = 72.3%). A negative mean fauna effect occurred in 371 

22.2% of the paired observations (Fig. 3a, d). 372 

The effect of macrofauna on litter decomposition was dependent on the climate (P < 0.0001), soil (P 373 

< 0.0001), crop types (P < 0.0001) and agricultural systems (P = 0.0003) (Fig. 4b, Table S2). 374 

Macrofauna effect on decomposition was the highest under dry (ES = 3.12; n = 36 paired 375 

observations) and continental (1.40; n = 8 from only 1 study) climates (Fig. 4b), being especially high 376 

during the early stages of decomposition and then decreasing with time (Fig. 3a). In comparison, it 377 

was lower under tropical (0.28; n = 40 from 1 study) and temperate (0.23; n = 117) climates (Fig. 4b), 378 

for which it remained quite steady over time (Fig. 3a). Furthermore, the macrofauna played a 379 

particularly important role for the litter degradation in Cambisols (4.19; n = 26), and had a lower but 380 

significant effect in Nitisols (0.70; n = 12 from 1 study), Luvisols (0.53; n = 25), Gleysols (0.43; n = 30 381 

from 1 study) and Lixisols (0.31; n = 58) (Fig. 4b). It was not significant in Kastanozem soils (0.14; n = 382 

22) (Fig. 4b). Conversely, the effect size was significantly negative in Acrisols (-0.26; n = 24 from 1 383 

study). The effect of macrofauna also varied with the standing crop, with a maximum effect size 384 

observed in sorghum fields (3.12; n = 36) followed by wheat (0.82; n = 10), barley (0.49; n = 53) and 385 

soybean fields (0.49; n = 10). It was not significant under maize fields (0.10; n = 82) (Fig. 4b). 386 

However, it was difficult to discriminate the effects of dry climate and sorghum cultivation as they 387 

co-occurred in the same studies (Reddy et al., 1994; Ouédraogo et al., 2004). Finally, macrofauna 388 
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demonstrated a significant positive effect on decomposition under conventional systems (0.53; n = 389 

77), and a rather low and not significant effect under no-tillage systems (-0.04; n = 50) (Fig. 4b). 390 

The type of litter did not significantly influenced the effect of macrofauna (P = 0.11) (Fig. 4b, Table 391 

S2). However, the macrofauna was observed to play a very important role in the degradation of C4 392 

residues such as maize (1.41; n = 34) (Fig. 4b), especially in the early stages of degradation (Fig. 3d). 393 

Its role was less important and later for C3 residues such as wheat (0.42; n = 50) and rice (0.42; n = 394 

26) (Fig. 4b). It was not significant for local residues (0.16; n = 11) (Fig. 4b). The macrofauna effect 395 

fluctuated for Fabaceae and tree leaves for which it was sometimes positive or negative (Fig. 3d).  396 

The depth of bags had a positive significant influence on the effect of macrofauna (P < 0.0001), but 397 

not the duration of the incubation in field (P = 0.14) or the size of the litter pieces (P = 0.87) (Table 398 

S3). 399 

 400 

3.6.2 Role of mesofauna 401 

 402 

Soil mesofauna had a significant positive influence on the decomposition of organic matter in 403 

litterbags with a mean fauna effect of 6.6% (Fig. 3b, e; range = [-7.5%, 48.7%]) and a mean effect size 404 

of 0.31 (Figs. 5a and S2; 95% CI = [0.11; 0.52], P = 0.003, n = 126 paired observations). The 405 

heterogeneity was low (I2 = 40.2%). A negative mean fauna effect appeared in 29.5% of the paired 406 

observations (Fig. 3b, e). 407 

The effect of mesofauna was significantly influenced by the crop types (P = 0.003), while no 408 

significant difference was found between different climates (P = 0.99), soils (P = 0.57) or agricultural 409 

systems (P = 0.06) (Fig. 5b, Table S2). Mesofauna effect on decomposition was significantly positive 410 

under temperate climate only (ES = 0.31, n = 110 paired observations), but not under continental 411 

(0.49, n = 8) and tropical climates (0.36, n = 8) for which it increased with time (Fig. 3b). The lack of 412 

difference for the climate subgroup could be explained as almost all the experiments were 413 

conducted under temperate climate (n = 110). Moreover, mesofauna had a non-significant positive 414 
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effect on decomposition in Fluvisol (0.67; n = 14), Cambisols (0.59; n = 20), Luvisols (0.42; n = 48) and 415 

Nitisol (0.33, n = 12), and a non-significant negative effect in Acrisols (-0.01; n = 24 from 1 study) (Fig. 416 

5b). In addition, mesofauna played an important role on the litter decomposition in wheat fields 417 

(1.35; n = 14) compared to rapeseed (0.64; n = 12 from 1 study), maize (0.18; n = 45), barley (0.09; n 418 

= 33) and sugar beet fields (0.05; n = 10 from 1 study) for which its effect was not significant (Fig. 5b). 419 

Finally, a significantly positive mesofauna effect on decomposition was observed under conventional 420 

systems only (0.14; n = 49). 421 

Mesofauna effect on decomposition was also dependent on the litter type (P = 0.03) (Fig. 5b, Table 422 

S2). The mesofauna particularly increased the decomposition of C4 cereals such as maize (0.65; n = 423 

34) (Fig. 5b), especially at the early stage of decomposition (Fig. 3e). Comparatively, it did not 424 

significantly increase the degradation of C3 cereals such as wheat (0.09; n = 43) (Fig. 5b), with low or 425 

negative effect, only increasing at the later stage of the decomposition (Fig. 3e). Finally, the 426 

mesofauna effect tended to increase with time for tree leaves (Fig. 3e) and fluctuated for Fabaceae 427 

(Fig. 5b). 428 

The duration of the experiment significantly influenced the effect of mesofauna on decomposition (P 429 

= 0.002), but not the depth of litterbags (P = 0.98) or the size of litter pieces (P = 0.71) (Table S3).  430 

 431 

3.6.3 Combined impact of both macro- and mesofauna 432 

 433 

Soil macro- and mesofauna together contributed positively and significantly to the decomposition of 434 

litter compared to microorganisms only. The mean fauna effect of combined macro- and mesofauna 435 

on litter decomposition was 10.8% (Fig. 3c, f; range = [-15.3%, 85.9%]) and the mean effect size was 436 

0.75 (Figs. 6a and S3; 95% CI = [0.34; 1.17], P = 0.0004, n = 75 paired observations) (Fig. 6a). A 437 

moderate heterogeneity was observed (I2 = 73.75%). The mean fauna effect was negative in 18.5% of 438 

the paired observations (Fig. 3c, f). The cumulative effect was lower than the effect obtained by the 439 

addition of the macrofauna and the mesofauna effects that reached 16.0%. In addition, it should be 440 



18 
 

noted that the individual fauna effects of macrofauna and mesofauna were not significantly different 441 

(P = 0.36).  442 

The fauna effect on decomposition was dependent on soil (P = 0.002) and crop type (P = 0.01), but 443 

not on climate (P = 0.10) or agricultural system (P = 0.32) (Fig. 6b, Table S2). Soil fauna played a very 444 

important role in the litter decomposition under continental climate (ES = 2.04; n = 8 paired 445 

observations from 1 study) (Fig. 6b), especially at the early stages of decomposition (Fig. 3c). It was 446 

also important under tropical climate (1.19; n = 20 from 1 study) (Fig. 6b), for which it increased with 447 

time (Fig. 3c). It tends to be lower under temperate climate (0.47; n = 47) (Fig. 6b) and seemed quite 448 

steady over time (Fig. 3c). In addition, soil fauna provided a significant increase in litter 449 

decomposition in Ferralsols (1.19; n = 20 from 1 study), and to a lesser extent in Luvisols (0.45; n = 450 

25) (Fig. 6b). Contrastingly, soil fauna effect was negative but non-significant in Acrisols (-0.29; n = 12 451 

from 1 study) (Fig. 6b). Nevertheless, it was not possible to discriminate the effects of tropical 452 

climate and Ferralsol soil type as they co-occurred in one study (Peña-Peña and Irmler, 2016). 453 

Furthermore, soil fauna positively influenced litter decomposition in soybean (1.88; n = 10 from 1 454 

study) and barley fields (0.63; n = 33), and not significantly in maize fields (0.33; n = 28) (Fig. 6b).  455 

The implication of soil fauna also depended on the litter type (P = 0.03) (Fig. 6b, Table S2). Following 456 

the trends separately observed for macro- and mesofauna, soil fauna was highly involved in the 457 

degradation of C4 cereals such as maize (1.35; n = 24) (Fig. 6b), particularly at the early stage of 458 

decomposition (Fig. 3f). In addition, it demonstrated a positive but non-significant effect on Fabaceae 459 

such as soybean (1.21; n = 10) (Fig. 6b), slightly increasing with time (Fig. 3f). This effect was lower 460 

and not significant for C3 crops such as wheat (0.26; n = 20 from 1 study) (Fig. 6b), for which it was 461 

negative at the early stage of decomposition and increased at the later stages (Fig. 3f). Finally, fauna 462 

effect tended to increase with time for the decomposition of tree leaves (Fig. 3f). 463 

The duration of the experiment (P = 0.01) had a significant positive influence on fauna effect, such as 464 

the size of litter pieces (P < 0.0001) which indicates that large litter pieces required more 465 
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intervention of fauna than small litter pieces. No significant relations were found with the depth of 466 

litterbags (P = 0.64) (Table S3). 467 

 468 

4. Discussion 469 

 470 

4.1 Role of soil organisms in litter decomposition   471 

 472 

The role of the soil organisms on litter decomposition in cropping systems was confirmed as our 473 

meta-analysis demonstrated a significant positive effect of macrofauna (FE = 9.4%, ES = 0.66), 474 

mesofauna (FE = 6.6%, ES = 0.31) and combined macro- and mesofauna (FE = 10.8%, ES = 0.75). 475 

These results are consistent with previous reviews and meta-analyses assessing the role of 476 

macrofauna (Frouz et al., 2015), mesofauna (Seastedt, 1984; Kampichler and Bruckner, 2009) and 477 

total soil fauna (Zhang et al., 2015) on litter decomposition. 478 

Macrofauna and mesofauna effects on decomposition were not significantly different in annually 479 

cropped soils. Similarly, in forest soils the overall effects of macrofauna and mesofauna were not 480 

reported to differ, but to vary in different ecosystems (González and Lodge, 2017; Krishna and 481 

Mohan, 2017). The balance between macrofauna and mesofauna effects could be due to the distinct 482 

roles of the main macrofauna and mesofauna organisms and to the variation in taxa within both 483 

groups.  484 

Macrofauna organisms are highly efficient for the burrowing, breakdown and digestion of litter, thus 485 

displacing a large amount of litter. After digestion most of the organic matter is returned to the soil 486 

in the form of feces (Frouz, 2018). However, the assimilation efficiency varies greatly among the 487 

different groups of macrofauna (Frouz, 2018). In the collected studies, earthworms were very often 488 

the main macro-decomposers. Earthworms are essential for the mixing of litter in soils and for its 489 

transformation through comminution (Barrios, 2007). They consume organic matter together with 490 

soil, which results in the creation of microaggregates in their feces with a reduced decomposition 491 
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rate of organic matter compared to the initial litter (Frouz, 2018). Under dry climates, the high 492 

macrofauna effect was mostly attributed to termites that are reported to be one of the main actors 493 

of litter decomposition in arid areas (Martínez-Yrízar et al., 2007). Termites have a high assimilation 494 

efficiency allowing them to convert a great proportion of the ingested litter into their own biomass 495 

(Culliney, 2013), thus releasing less organic matter directly after the digestion of litter. 496 

Mesofauna effect on decomposition is, on the other hand, mostly indirect and attributable to 497 

microarthropods such as Collembola and Acari (Culliney, 2013). They take part in decomposition 498 

through the digestion and the breakdown of litter, but their effect on decomposition is mostly due to 499 

the regulation of microbial populations by grazing (Seastedt, 1984). Indeed, oribatid mites and 500 

Collembola have mouthparts adapted to the fragmentation of organic matter that enable them to 501 

feed on the adhering microorganisms (Seastedt, 1984). In addition, predatory microarthropods 502 

feeding on bacterial and fungal nematodes can also protect microbial populations and stimulate litter 503 

decomposition (Santos et al., 1981). The regulation of microorganisms by microarthropods was 504 

suggested to ensure continuous and regulated supply of nutrients to plants and thus to prevent 505 

nutrient loss (Culliney, 2013). 506 

Despite the observed mean positive effect, several studies related a negative effect of soil fauna on 507 

decomposition (e.g. House and Stinner, 1987; Heisler, 1994). Those studies were not sharing specific 508 

characteristics. A main driver of the effects of macrofauna and mesofauna could be the balance 509 

between predatory and prey organisms within these two groups. Previous studies demonstrated that 510 

in sites dominated by predaceous macrofauna the litter mass loss in coarse bags decreased due to 511 

the predation on mesofauna prey (Frouz et al., 2015). In addition, the positive effect of mesofauna 512 

on decomposition may be counterbalanced by an over-grazing of microorganisms by 513 

microarthropods (Beare et al., 1992; Heisler, 1994), which could conduct to null or negative total 514 

observed effect on decomposition.  515 

Furthermore, the effects of macrofauna and mesofauna were not additive as the mean fauna effect, 516 

combining macrofauna and mesofauna, was lower than the addition of the two effects. The non-517 
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additive aspect of the fauna effects on decomposition could be explained by the existence of 518 

facilitative (e.g. resource use complementarity) and inhibitory (e.g. competition, predation) 519 

interactions between soil organisms (Heemsbergen et al., 2004). These interactions are assumed to 520 

explain why the combined effect of soil organisms on litter decomposition cannot be predicted with 521 

the simple sum of their individual effects (Coulis et al., 2015). 522 

Litter decomposition was increasingly faster in fine, medium and coarse mesh litterbags respectively, 523 

which may indicate an effect of the inclusion of a larger group of soil fauna. However, the protocols 524 

set up in the selected studies allow studying the role of macrofauna and mesofauna in litter 525 

decomposition, but they do not allow discussing the role of microorganisms, which are present in all 526 

litterbags. Still, more than aiming to estimate the individual effect of soil microorganisms, the focus 527 

of future studies should be set on the interactions between soil organisms and the parameters that 528 

promote microbial activity. 529 

 530 

4.2 Factors explaining the variability of the effect of soil fauna 531 

 532 

Litter mass loss and fauna effect on decomposition were both influenced by several factors. This 533 

implies that the studied factors had direct effects on litter decomposition, but also indirect effects 534 

through their impact on soil organisms. In the following section, we will discuss the influence of 535 

climate, soil, agricultural systems, crop and litter type on the fauna effect on litter decomposition. 536 

We aim here to illustrate the trends that are observed within the meta-analysis, even though more 537 

studies would be required to conclude on the impact of these factors. In addition, one should keep in 538 

mind the existence of various interactions among studied factors (e.g. climate and soil). 539 

 540 

4.2.1 Climate 541 

 542 
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Overall, macrofauna, mesofauna and total fauna effects tend to be higher under dry and continental 543 

climates, and were lower under temperate climate (Figs. 4-6). Climate and more specifically 544 

temperatures and precipitations are important drivers of litter decomposition (Knacker et al., 2003; 545 

Zhang et al., 2015) by influencing the decomposition activity of soil organisms (García-Palacios et al., 546 

2013; Zhang et al., 2015). Litter decomposition tends to be optimum for intermediate humidity and 547 

temperature; however, the optimum will depend on the local decomposer communities and on the 548 

presence of adapted species (Knacker et al., 2003; Peña-Peña and Irmler, 2016). For instance, Peña-549 

Peña and Irmler (2016) found a much higher fauna effect on decomposition in cropland during the 550 

wet season than during the dry season. Contrastingly, Kampichler and Bruckner (2009) concluded to 551 

a significantly higher effect of microarthropods in arid areas than in wet tropics, all land-uses 552 

together. In a two-year experiment, Yin et al. (2019) also demonstrated that a slight increase in 553 

temperature and change in precipitation patterns was enough to decrease the effect of soil fauna on 554 

litter decomposition. 555 

 556 

4.2.2 Soil type 557 

 558 

The soil type influenced litter mass loss in bags of all sizes as well as the macrofauna (Fig. 4) and the 559 

combined macro- and mesofauna effects on decomposition (Fig. 6), but not the mesofauna effect 560 

(Fig. 5). The observed positive fauna effect on decomposition in Luvisols and Cambisols may be 561 

explained as they are fertile soils highly adapted to agricultural use and that do not present any 562 

particular constraints for soil organisms. Furthermore, the high variability in the fauna effect in 563 

Cambisols is explained as Cambisols are considered as “non-differentiated” soils that have 564 

heterogeneous properties. As the most represented soil types, Luvisols and Cambisols occurred in 565 

combination with different climates but it was not possible to compare their effect under similar 566 

climate. Moreover, the literature on the influence of different soil types on soil organism’s 567 

communities in agricultural soils is scarce (Girvan et al., 2003; Ivask et al., 2008; Khan and 568 
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Joergensen, 2012; Zaller et al., 2014). In addition, the few existing studies did not look at the effect of 569 

soil types on the functions performed by soil organisms. Thus, further studies are required to unveil 570 

the mechanisms causing soil types to influence the role of different soil organisms in decomposition. 571 

Furthermore, soil characteristics, rather than soil types only, are required to understand the impact 572 

of different soils on organism’s decomposition activity. 573 

 574 

4.2.3 Crop 575 

 576 

Crops cultivated on the field at the time of litterbag experiments influenced the litter mass loss in all 577 

bags and the fauna effects on decomposition (Figs. 4-6), with a significant positive effect in fields 578 

with wheat and barley (except for barley with mesofauna), and lower and non-significant effect in 579 

fields with maize. Few studies have been conducted on the effect of crop type on soil biodiversity. 580 

They demonstrated crop type influence on soil organism community composition, abundance and 581 

diversity (Eyre et al., 2012; Lüscher et al., 2014; Crotty et al., 2015; Detheridge et al., 2016; Villenave 582 

et al., 2018). Crop types were notably found to influence the abundance of predators in fields such as 583 

spiders (Lüscher et al., 2014) and of bacterivorous nematodes (Villenave et al., 2018). Crops present 584 

specificities such as plant structure, roots distribution or root exudates that may favor different 585 

organisms. In addition, crops are associated with different practices such as the frequent use of 586 

irrigation for maize crops or the relatively low need for chemicals input in wheat fields. Besides, crops 587 

previously cultivated on the field were found to influence soil organisms even after the 588 

establishment of a new crop (Crotty et al., 2016). The numerous differences between crop type and 589 

their management make difficult to explain the specific effect of crops on the activity of 590 

decomposers. Further studies are required on this point. 591 

 592 

4.2.4 Litter 593 

 594 
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The nature of organic matter added in litterbags greatly influenced the mass loss rate in litterbags of 595 

all mesh sizes. It also influenced the effects of mesofauna (Fig. 5) and combined macro- and 596 

mesofauna (Fig. 6). Macro- and mesofauna considerably increased the degradation of C4 cereals 597 

litter, especially at the early stage of decomposition. Contrastingly, they demonstrated low or no 598 

influence on the decomposition of C3 crops such as wheat. Their influence on Fabaceae and other 599 

crops was more variable and fluctuated with time. The limited availability of data on litter 600 

composition in the selected papers prevented us to observe if there was a relation between litter 601 

characteristics (e.g. percentages of soluble and more recalcitrant C, phosphorus, C:N ratio) and 602 

decomposition. In our study, we observed a higher fauna effect for maize than for wheat litter 603 

regardless of the climate and the soil type. It was surprising as maize tends to have a high C:N ratio in 604 

the collected studies, probably because of its high fiber and lignin content (Sereda et al., 2015). 605 

Whereas in previous studies, litters with low C:N ratio in cropping systems were sometimes found to 606 

decompose faster (Vazquez et al., 2003) and to present higher fauna effect than litter with high C:N 607 

ratio (Zhang et al., 2015; Peña-Peña and Irmler, 2018). 608 

Another potential explanation for the higher fauna effect on maize litter could be the home-field 609 

advantage effect. Indeed, there is increasing evidence that litter decomposes faster beneath the 610 

plant from which it was derived, the so-called home-field advantage effect, because of the 611 

adaptation of the local soil community to the standing plant species, either by adapted activities, 612 

changes in community composition or a combination of several processes (Milcu and Manning, 613 

2011). The home-field advantage effect increased litter decomposition rate by 7.5% for local litter 614 

according to Veen et al. (2015). In addition, the home-field advantage effect was demonstrated to be 615 

higher for more recalcitrant litter as specialized decomposer communities are required to degrade it 616 

rapidly (Milcu and Manning, 2011). In our meta-analysis, half of the experiments using maize litter 617 

were conducted under maize fields, thus with a potential home-field advantage effect, while only 618 

few experiments using wheat litter were conducted under wheat fields. 619 

 620 
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4.2.5 Agricultural practices 621 

 622 

Agricultural systems significantly influenced macrofauna effect on decomposition (Fig. 4) but not 623 

litter mass loss in bags or other fauna effects in our study (Figs. 5 and 6). Macrofauna effect on 624 

decomposition was significantly higher in conventional than in no-tillage systems. Conversely, 625 

previous litterbag studies found no-tillage systems to exhibit higher decomposition than 626 

conventionally tilled systems (Reddy et al., 1994; Miura et al., 2008; Faust et al., 2019), but the 627 

contrary was also found (Domínguez et al., 2014). Agrosystems under conventional tillage and no-628 

tillage management experience vastly different disturbance regimes, which affect the soil food web 629 

(Wardle, 1995). Even if the difference between systems was not significant in our study, the effect of 630 

macrofauna, mesofauna and their combined effect tend to increase litter decomposition in 631 

conventional systems but not in no-tillage systems. This is surprising as macrofauna and mesofauna 632 

densities are reported to be higher under low tillage systems, notably for macroarthropods (Reddy et 633 

al., 1994), earthworms (Parmelee et al., 1990; Miura et al., 2008) and microarthropods (Brennan et 634 

al., 2006; Dubie et al., 2011). In addition, larger organisms tend to be more sensitive to tillage than 635 

smaller organisms (Wardle, 1995; Kladivko, 2001). Tillage can indeed affect soil organisms by direct 636 

impacts, such as physical damages or trapping in soil pores (Kladivko, 2001), or indirect impacts such 637 

as changes in soil moisture and in organic matter distribution, and destruction of microhabitats for 638 

decomposers (Reddy et al., 1994; Tsiafouli et al., 2015). The lack of available information prevented 639 

us from conducting further statistical analyses on the effects of agricultural practices. Yet, different 640 

practices unevenly affect soil organisms, conducting to changes in community composition, which 641 

can in turn strongly affect litter decomposition (Bradford et al., 2002). 642 

 643 

4.2.6 Temporal evolution 644 

 645 
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The effect of macrofauna, mesofauna and both together varied with time, but with patterns 646 

depending on the context. For instance, under dry and continental climates and for C4 cereals litter 647 

fauna effects were higher at the early stage of decomposition and decreased with time. In contrast, 648 

they increased slowly with time under temperate and tropical climates and for C3 cereals litter.  649 

The variation in the effect of soil fauna may be related to the succession of organisms in litterbags. 650 

Soil organisms successively colonize litter according to their growth and migration rate (Georgieva et 651 

al., 2005). Several studies found bacteria or fungi to successively dominate the process of crop 652 

residues decomposition, with the presence of associated predators controlling their activity 653 

(Vreeken-Buijs and Brussaard, 1996; Georgieva et al., 2005; Jacobs et al., 2011). In addition, the 654 

highest mesofauna effect on crop residues was demonstrated at the early (Beare et al., 1992) and 655 

intermediate (Lekha et al., 1989) stages of litter decomposition. The intervention of macrofauna 656 

organisms could occur depending on their feeding habitats, respectively in early stage of 657 

decomposition if they feed directly on litter and later for predators that feed on decomposer 658 

organisms. 659 

 660 

4.3 General remarks on the meta-analysis 661 

 662 

Our analysis sometimes faced confounding effects between the different factors. For instance, 663 

studied crops were different under different climates, with a predominance of C3 crops under 664 

temperate climate and C4 crops under dry climate. In addition, some factors occurred only once and 665 

in the same study, such as climate and soil type for instance, due to the lack of studies under various 666 

climates (e.g. continental, tropical, dry) and soil types (e.g. Ferralsol). Furthermore, the effect of 667 

agricultural systems on decomposition was not clear in our analysis. However, previous case studies 668 

found alternatively management practices and soil types to have more influence on soil 669 

microarthropods and microorganisms (Fromm et al., 1993; Reeleder et al., 2006). Resolving the share 670 

of the influence of agricultural practices and soil type in decomposition could lead to reinterpret the 671 
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effect of soils on decomposition and to attribute the observed effects to agricultural management 672 

rather than to soil type only. Future litterbags studies may help to characterize soil fauna and litter 673 

decomposition for several agricultural practices under a diversity of pedoclimatic contexts. 674 

In addition, the results of our meta-analysis show a high publication bias (Fig. S4; Rothstein et al., 675 

2006), with a prevalence of broad studies with significant results over small and non-significant ones. 676 

This bias could lead to over- or underestimate the comparative effect of organism’s size classes. 677 

Thus, we would like to encourage authors and reviewers to allow for the publications of litterbag 678 

studies in agricultural areas, even if the results do not show significant differences. 679 

 680 

4.4 Advantages and limitations of the litterbag method in cropped soils 681 

 682 

Allowing for studies in situ, litterbags may provide a better estimate of the decomposition rate and 683 

fauna effect than microcosm experiments. This is especially true in cropping systems as they are 684 

submitted to various disturbances that are difficult to mimic in laboratory. In a previous review, 685 

Knacker et al. (2003) concluded that the litterbag method has more advantages than other 686 

approaches (i.e. minicontainer, cotton strip, detection of isotopes, bait-lamina) as it allows to apply 687 

numerous measurement endpoints to assess litter decomposition under field conditions (e.g. 688 

number of invertebrates, enzyme activity, chemical composition, mass loss of litter). In addition, 689 

litterbags constitute a relatively easy and cost-effective method to assess litter decomposition and 690 

soil organism activity in cropped soils. They require little space and no specific equipment, and allow 691 

for short and long-term experiments, depending on the agricultural practices in place, with 692 

numerous replicates and treatments. Furthermore, enclosed litter gives a relatively good estimate of 693 

the decomposition of crop residues buried or at the surface of agricultural soils (Ouédraogo et al., 694 

2004). 695 

More generally, several authors suggested that the enclosure of litter create artificial conditions that 696 

can prevent accessing the real decomposition rate (Anderson, 1973; Bradford et al., 2002; Prescott, 697 
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2005). They notably suggested that a “mesh size effect” could explain part of the differences 698 

observed between bags of different mesh sizes. Fine mesh litterbags were reported i) to be subjected 699 

to microclimate with an increased moisture responsible for an over-estimation of the results (Irmler, 700 

2000; Bradford et al., 2002), ii) to constitute a physical barrier that slow colonization of litter by 701 

microorganisms (Wise and Schaefer, 1994), and iii) to be colonized by a small fraction of soil 702 

mesofauna through egg deposition (House and Stinner, 1987; Vreeken-Buijs and Brussaard, 1996). In 703 

contrast, bags with a larger mesh size were found i) to allow organisms to pull litter from the bags 704 

even without degrading it (Bradford et al., 2002), ii) to increase the risk of litter loss during the 705 

handling of bags or leaching due to rainfall (Kampichler and Bruckner, 2009), and iii) to ease the 706 

admission of soil particles and roots within bags that washing or brushing after recollection do not 707 

completely removed, which increase the final weight of litter but also increase the surface of soil-708 

litter contact and therefore the microbial decomposition activity within bags (Broadbent and Tomlin, 709 

1978; House and Stinner, 1987; Heisler, 1994). Nevertheless, the scientific community considers 710 

litterbags as a useful method for comparative studies and it is admitted that potential bias will be 711 

similar between experiments, allowing the comparison of data collected with bags of similar mesh 712 

size (Domínguez et al., 2014; Peña-Peña and Irmler, 2016).  713 

 714 

4.5 Adapting the litterbag protocol to agricultural areas  715 

 716 

Existing studies on litterbag experiments occurring in cropping systems enabled to provide 717 

interesting results on the role of soil organisms in litter decomposition. However, forecasting future 718 

studies on soil biodiversity in an agricultural context, we recommend the development of a standard 719 

protocol adapted to the specificities of cropped soils. The standardization of the litterbag protocol is 720 

necessary in order to increase the number of studies in cropped soils and to ease the comparison of 721 

results. Previous authors already advocated for the need of a standard protocol for litterbag 722 

experiments and a methodology to assess litter decomposition (Knacker et al., 2003; Kampichler and 723 
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Bruckner, 2009; Krishna and Mohan, 2017). However, to this day, we are not aware of the 724 

publication of a standardized protocol to assess the effect of soil organisms on litter decomposition 725 

in agricultural soils. There is no standard design and the litterbags used for current experiments are 726 

handmade with the available means. Guidelines do exist for the use of litterbags for the risk 727 

assessment of plant protection products in soils (Knacker et al., 2003; OECD, 2006), but the 728 

suggested protocol is designed specifically to test the safety of chemicals and not to consider soil 729 

organisms of different sizes. In the recent years, the growing interest for the use of the teabag 730 

method (Keuskamp et al., 2013) was also driven by the need for a standard method to measure 731 

decomposition. However, teabags do not address the standardization needs concerning soil 732 

organism’s effect on decomposition as they prevent to take into account the effect of large 733 

organisms. Here, we provide some clues to develop a standard protocol for the use of multi-mesh 734 

litterbags in cropping systems, including bag design and litter characteristics (Table 2). 735 

In an agricultural context, the standardized litterbag protocol should take into account the various 736 

agricultural practices and the duration of the experiments. Attention should be paid to the cropping 737 

calendar and the management practices that can influence the rate of litter decomposition (e.g. 738 

phytosanitary treatments, mineral and organic matter inputs) or affect the positioning of litterbags 739 

(e.g. tillage, seedling, harvest, mechanical weeding). 740 

Depending on the management practices in place, litterbags may be buried or placed at the surface 741 

in order to limit physical disturbances and to model the placement of crop residues. Nonetheless, 742 

regardless of the management system in place, the positioning of litterbags in the field could 743 

significantly affect litter decomposition. Decomposition in bags could notably be influenced by the 744 

distribution and community composition of soil organisms at different depths (Beare et al., 1992; 745 

Ouédraogo et al., 2004). Placed on the surface, litterbags allow to better estimate the role of 746 

mesofauna, which is for a large part located in the first centimeters of the soil, but could lead to 747 

exclude some macrofauna organisms such as endogeic and anecic earthworms. On the other hand, 748 
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buried litterbags will be better connected with soil microorganisms and less impacted by weather 749 

events (e.g. rain, UV), but they could be impacted by soil compaction. 750 

A vast majority of the litterbag studies occurred in experimental sites, where it is easier to set an 751 

undisturbed area or to remove and replace bags at the time of main disturbances. Under real 752 

conditions, it is more difficult to request from farmers to set an undisturbed area, during tillage or 753 

mechanical weeding for instance, and to have a precise insight of the planning of their interventions 754 

ahead of time (e.g. date of harvest, tillage). Yet, the acquisition of more realistic estimates of the 755 

effect of soil biota on litter decomposition required conducting experiments under real conditions. 756 

Finally, in order to assess more precisely the role of soil organism’s in litter decomposition and to 757 

survey soil fauna in a wide range of agricultural contexts, the counting and identification of soil 758 

organisms should be achieved and reported with the decomposition results whenever possible. 759 

 760 

5. Conclusion 761 

 762 

This meta-analysis is the first, to the best of our knowledge, to deal with multi-mesh litterbag 763 

experiments in annually cropped soils and to assess the influence of different size classes of soil 764 

organisms on the litter decomposition rate. It highlights the essential role of macrofauna and 765 

mesofauna during organic matter decomposition in cropped soils, whereas these soils may be 766 

submitted to high physical and chemical disturbances. This fauna effect on decomposition may be 767 

influenced by various factors such as climate, soil, standing crop, type of enclosed litter, and in a 768 

lesser extent by agricultural systems. However, more litterbag studies would be required to conclude 769 

on the quantitative impact of these factors. 770 

Given the variability of litterbag design and litter decomposition measurements, we pledge for a 771 

standardization of the litterbag method for the forthcoming studies, in particular in cropped soils. 772 

Here, we provide some guidelines to help to implement litterbag experiments while taking into 773 

account the specificities of cropped soils (i.e. high soil perturbations).  774 
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Future multi-mesh litterbag experiments should especially focus on alternative (e.g. organic or 775 

conservation agriculture) or transitioning systems and on different combinations of practices for 776 

which farmers and consumers are showing a growing interest. In addition, studies are also required 777 

on the effects of individual agricultural practices on soil organisms and litter decomposition, notably 778 

for crop rotation, mineral or organic inputs, tillage, shallow tillage, mechanical weeding and soil 779 

cover. This is necessary to determine their specific effect on the activity of different groups of soil 780 

organisms and the related impacts on the soil functioning. Finally, our understanding of the biological 781 

functioning of agroecosystems requires the identification of soil organisms and especially of their 782 

functional traits in relation to different agricultural practices and systems.  783 

 784 

Acknowledgments 785 

 786 

We would like to warmly thank David Montagne for the great discussion we had about the relation 787 

between soil types and soil organisms, and for helping with the conversion of soil types from the 788 

USDA to the FAO classification. 789 



32 
 

References 790 

 791 

Anderson, J.M., 1973. The breakdown and decomposition of sweet chestnut (Castanea sativa Mill.) 792 

and beech (Fagus sylvatica L.) leaf litter in two deciduous woodland soils. Oecologia 12, 275–793 

288. 794 

Barrios, E., 2007. Soil biota, ecosystem services and land productivity. Ecological Economics, Special 795 

Section - Ecosystem Services and Agriculture 64, 269–285. 796 

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., Walker, S., 2015. Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. 797 

Journal of Statistical Software 67, 1–48. 798 

Beare, M.H., Parmelee, R.W., Hendrix, P.F., Cheng, W., Coleman, D.C., Crossley, D.A., 1992. Microbial 799 

and faunal interactions and effects on litter nitrogen and decomposition in agroecosystems. 800 

Ecological Monographs 62, 569–591. 801 

Bokhorst, S., Wardle, D.A., 2013. Microclimate within litter bags of different mesh size: Implications 802 

for the ‘arthropod effect’ on litter decomposition. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 58, 147–152. 803 

Bradford, M.A., Tordoff, G.M., Eggers, T., Jones, T.H., Newington, J.E., 2002. Microbiota, fauna, and 804 

mesh size interactions in litter decomposition. Oikos 99, 317–323. 805 

Brennan, A., Fortune, T., Bolger, T., 2006. Collembola abundances and assemblage structures in 806 

conventionally tilled and conservation tillage arable systems. Pedobiologia 50, 135–145. 807 

Broadbent, A.B., Tomlin, A.D., 1978. Area-meter measurement of leaf decomposition caused by soil 808 

fauna. Pedobiologia 109, 49–52. 809 

Carlesso, L., Beadle, A., Cook, S.M., Evans, J., Hartwell, G., Ritz, K., Sparkes, D., Wu, L., Murray, P.J., 810 

2019. Soil compaction effects on litter decomposition in an arable field: Implications for 811 

management of crop residues and headlands. Applied Soil Ecology 134, 31–37. 812 

Carter, M.R., 2002. Soil quality for sustainable land management. Agronomy Journal 94, 38–47. 813 

Chen, X.D., Dunfield, K.E., Fraser, T.D., Wakelin, S.A., Richardson, A.E., Condron, L.M., 2020. Soil 814 

biodiversity and biogeochemical function in managed ecosystems. Soil Research 58, 1–20. 815 



33 
 

Coulis, M., Fromin, N., David, J.-F., Gavinet, J., Clet, A., Devidal, S., Roy, J., Hättenschwiler, S., 2015. 816 

Functional dissimilarity across trophic levels as a driver of soil processes in a Mediterranean 817 

decomposer system exposed to two moisture levels. Oikos 124, 1304–1316. 818 

Crossley, D.A., Hoglund, M.P., 1962. A litter-bag method for the study of microarthropods inhabiting 819 

leaf litter. Ecology 43, 571–573. 820 

Crotty, F.V., Fychan, R., Sanderson, R., Rhymes, J.R., Bourdin, F., Scullion, J., Marley, C.L., 2016. 821 

Understanding the legacy effect of previous forage crop and tillage management on soil 822 

biology, after conversion to an arable crop rotation. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 103, 241–823 

252. 824 

Crotty, F.V., Fychan, R., Scullion, J., Sanderson, R., Marley, C.L., 2015. Assessing the impact of 825 

agricultural forage crops on soil biodiversity and abundance. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 91, 826 

119–126. 827 

Culliney, T.W., 2013. Role of arthropods in maintaining soil fertility. Agriculture 3, 629–659. 828 

Curry, J.P., Byrne, D., 1997. Role of earthworms in straw decomposition in a winter cereal field. Soil 829 

Biology & Biochemistry 29, 555–558. 830 

Detheridge, A.P., Brand, G., Fychan, R., Crotty, F.V., Sanderson, R., Griffith, G.W., Marley, C.L., 2016. 831 

The legacy effect of cover crops on soil fungal populations in a cereal rotation. Agriculture, 832 

Ecosystems & Environment 228, 49–61. 833 

Didion, M., Repo, A., Liski, J., Forsius, M., Bierbaumer, M., Djukic, I., 2016. Towards harmonizing leaf 834 

litter decomposition studies using standard tea bags - A field study and model application. 835 

Forests 7, 167. 836 

Domínguez, A., Bedano, J.C., Becker, A.R., 2010. Negative effects of no-till on soil macrofauna and 837 

litter decomposition in Argentina as compared with natural grasslands. Soil and Tillage 838 

Research 110, 51–59. 839 



34 
 

Domínguez, A., Bedano, J.C., Becker, A.R., Arolfo, R.V., 2014. Organic farming fosters agroecosystem 840 

functioning in Argentinian temperate soils: Evidence from litter decomposition and soil 841 

fauna. Applied Soil Ecology 83, 170–176. 842 

Dubie, T.R., Greenwood, C.M., Godsey, C., Payton, M.E., 2011. Effects of tillage on soil 843 

microarthropods in winter wheat. Southwestern Entomologist 36, 11–20. 844 

Edwards, C.A., Heath, G.W., 1963. The role of soil animals in breakdown of leaf material. In: Doeksen, 845 

J., van der Drift, J. (Eds.), Soil Organisms. North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, pp. 846 

76–84. 847 

Eyre, M.D., Luff, M.L., Atlihan, R., Leifert, C., 2012. Ground beetle species (Carabidae, Coleoptera) 848 

activity and richness in relation to crop type, fertility management and crop protection in a 849 

farm management comparison trial. Annals of Applied Biology 161, 169–179. 850 

FAO, 2014. World reference base for soil resources 2014: international soil classification system for 851 

naming soils and creating legends for soil maps. FAO, Rome. 852 

Faust, S., Koch, H.-J., Dyckmans, J., Joergensen, R.G., 2019. Response of maize leaf decomposition in 853 

litterbags and soil bags to different tillage intensities in a long-term field trial. Applied Soil 854 

Ecology 141, 38–44. 855 

Fromm, H., Winter, K., Filser, J., Hantschel, R., Beese, F., 1993. The influence of soil type and 856 

cultivation system on the spatial distributions of the soil fauna and microorganisms and their 857 

interactions. Geoderma 60, 109–118. 858 

Frouz, J., 2018. Effects of soil macro- and mesofauna on litter decomposition and soil organic matter 859 

stabilization. Geoderma 332, 161–172. 860 

Frouz, J., Roubíčková, A., Heděnec, P., Tajovský, K., 2015. Do soil fauna really hasten litter 861 

decomposition? A meta-analysis of enclosure studies. European Journal of Soil Biology 68, 862 

18–24. 863 



35 
 

García-Palacios, P., Maestre, F.T., Kattge, J., Wall, D.H., 2013. Climate and litter quality differently 864 

modulate the effects of soil fauna on litter decomposition across biomes. Ecology Letters 16, 865 

1045–1053. 866 

Georgieva, S., Christensen, S., Petersen, H., Gjelstrup, P., Thorup-Kristensen, K., 2005. Early 867 

decomposer assemblages of soil organisms in litterbags with vetch and rye roots. Soil Biology 868 

& Biochemistry 37, 1145–1155. 869 

Girvan, M.S., Bullimore, J., Pretty, J.N., Osborn, A.M., Ball, A.S., 2003. Soil type is the primary 870 

determinant of the composition of the total and active bacterial communities in arable soils. 871 

Applied and Environmental Microbiology 69, 1800–1809. 872 

González, G., Lodge, D., 2017. Soil biology research across latitude, elevation and disturbance 873 

gradients: A review of forest studies from Puerto Rico during the past 25 years. Forests 8, 874 

178. 875 

Harrer, M., Cuijpers, P., Furukawa, T.A., Ebert, D.D., 2019. Doing meta-analysis in R: A hands-on 876 

guide. 877 

Hati, K.M., Swarup, A., Dwivedi, A.K., Misra, A.K., Bandyopadhyay, K.K., 2007. Changes in soil physical 878 

properties and organic carbon status at the topsoil horizon of a vertisol of central India after 879 

28 years of continuous cropping, fertilization and manuring. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 880 

Environment 119, 127–134. 881 

Hedges, L.V., Olkin, I., 1985. Statistical methods for meta-analysis. Academic Press. 882 

Heemsbergen, D.A., Berg, M.P., Loreau, M., Hal, J.R. van, Faber, J.H., Verhoef, H.A., 2004. Biodiversity 883 

effects on soil processes explained by interspecific functional dissimilarity. Science 306, 884 

1019–1020. 885 

Heisler, C., 1994. Significance of microflora, mesofauna and macrofauna for the decomposition of 886 

straw in differently composed arable soils. Zoologischer Anzeiger 233, 153–172. 887 

Higgins, J.P.T., Thompson, S.G., 2002. Quantifying heterogeneity in a meta-analysis. Statistics in 888 

Medicine 21, 1539–1558. 889 



36 
 

Hothorn, T., Bretz, F., Westfall, P., 2008. Simultaneous inference in general parametric models. 890 

Biometrical Journal 50, 346–363. 891 

House, G.J., Stinner, R.E., 1987. Decomposition of plant residues in no-tillage agroecosystems: 892 

Influence of litterbag mesh size and soil arthropods. Pedobiologia 30, 351–360. 893 

Huang, W., González, G., Zou, X., 2020. Earthworm abundance and functional group diversity 894 

regulate plant litter decay and soil organic carbon level: A global meta-analysis. Applied Soil 895 

Ecology 150, 103473. 896 

Huhta, V., 2007. The role of soil fauna in ecosystems: A historical review. Pedobiologia 50, 489–495. 897 

Irmler, U., 2000. Changes in the fauna and its contribution to mass loss and N release during leaf 898 

litter decomposition in two deciduous forests. Pedobiologia 44, 105–118. 899 

Ivask, M., Kuu, A., Meriste, M., Truu, J., Truu, M., Vaater, V., 2008. Invertebrate communities 900 

(Annelida and epigeic fauna) in three types of Estonian cultivated soils. European Journal of 901 

Soil Biology, Special Section of the 7th International Apterygota Seminar 44, 532–540. 902 

Jacobs, A., Kaiser, K., Ludwig, B., Rauber, R., Joergensen, R.G., 2011. Application of biochemical 903 

degradation indices to the microbial decomposition of maize leaves and wheat straw in soils 904 

under different tillage systems. Geoderma 162, 207–214. 905 

Jensen, M.B., 1985. Interactions between soil invertebrates and straw in arable soil. Pedobiologia 28, 906 

59–69. 907 

Joimel, S., Schwartz, C., Hedde, M., Kiyota, S., Krogh, P.H., Nahmani, J., Pérès, G., Vergnes, A., Cortet, 908 

J., 2017. Urban and industrial land uses have a higher soil biological quality than expected 909 

from physicochemical quality. Science of the Total Environment 584–585, 614–621. 910 

Kampichler, C., Bruckner, A., 2009. The role of microarthropods in terrestrial decomposition: a meta-911 

analysis of 40 years of litterbag studies. Biological Reviews 84, 375–389. 912 

Kardol, P., Throop, H.L., Adkins, J., de Graaff, M.-A., 2016. A hierarchical framework for studying the 913 

role of biodiversity in soil food web processes and ecosystem services. Soil Biology & 914 



37 
 

Biochemistry, Special issue: Food web interactions in the root zone: influences on community 915 

and ecosystem dynamics 102, 33–36. 916 

Kay, B.D., VandenBygaart, A.J., 2002. Conservation tillage and depth stratification of porosity and soil 917 

organic matter. Soil and Tillage Research 66, 107–118. 918 

Keuskamp, J.A., Dingemans, B.J.J., Lehtinen, T., Sarneel, J.M., Hefting, M.M., 2013. Tea Bag Index: a 919 

novel approach to collect uniform decomposition data across ecosystems. Methods in 920 

Ecology and Evolution 4, 1070–1075. 921 

Khan, K.S., Joergensen, R.G., 2012. Compost and phosphorus amendments for stimulating 922 

microorganisms and growth of ryegrass in a Ferralsol and a Luvisol. Journal of Plant Nutrition 923 

and Soil Science 175, 108–114. 924 

Kladivko, E.J., 2001. Tillage systems and soil ecology. Soil and Tillage Research 61, 61–76. 925 

Knacker, T., Förster, B., Römbke, J., Frampton, G.K., 2003. Assessing the effects of plant protection 926 

products on organic matter breakdown in arable fields—litter decomposition test systems. 927 

Soil Biology & Biochemistry 35, 1269–1287. 928 

Knorr, M., Frey, S.D., Curtis, P.S., 2005. Nitrogen additions and litter decomposition: a meta-analysis. 929 

Ecology 86, 3252–3257. 930 

Krishna, M.P., Mohan, M., 2017. Litter decomposition in forest ecosystems: a review. Energy, Ecology 931 

and Environment 2, 236–249. 932 

Lekha, A., Chopra, G., Gupta, S.R., 1989. Role of soil fauna in decomposition of rice and sorghum 933 

straw. Proceedings: Animal Sciences 98, 275–284. 934 

Lüscher, G., Jeanneret, P., Schneider, M.K., Turnbull, L.A., Arndorfer, M., Balázs, K., Báldi, A., Bailey, 935 

D., Bernhardt, K.G., Choisis, J.-P., Elek, Z., Frank, T., Friedel, J.K., Kainz, M., Kovács-936 

Hostyánszki, A., Oschatz, M.-L., Paoletti, M.G., Papaja-Hülsbergen, S., Sarthou, J.-P., 937 

Siebrecht, N., Wolfrum, S., Herzog, F., 2014. Responses of plants, earthworms, spiders and 938 

bees to geographic location, agricultural management and surrounding landscape in 939 

European arable fields. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 186, 124–134. 940 



38 
 

Martínez-Yrízar, A., Núñez, S., Búrquez, A., 2007. Leaf litter decomposition in a southern Sonoran 941 

Desert ecosystem, northwestern Mexico: Effects of habitat and litter quality. Acta Oecologica 942 

32, 291–300. 943 

Mazzoncini, M., Canali, S., Giovannetti, M., Castagnoli, M., Tittarelli, F., Antichi, D., Nannelli, R., 944 

Cristani, C., Bàrberi, P., 2010. Comparison of organic and conventional stockless arable 945 

systems: A multidisciplinary approach to soil quality evaluation. Applied Soil Ecology 44, 124–946 

132. 947 

Milcu, A., Manning, P., 2011. All size classes of soil fauna and litter quality control the acceleration of 948 

litter decay in its home environment. Oikos 120, 1366–1370. 949 

Miura, F., Nakamoto, T., Kaneda, S., Okano, S., Nakajima, M., Murakami, T., 2008. Dynamics of soil 950 

biota at different depths under two contrasting tillage practices. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 951 

40, 406–414. 952 

OECD, 2006. Guidance document on the breakdown of organic matter in litter bags. OECD series on 953 

testing and assessment. No 56. 954 

Ouédraogo, E., Mando, A., Brussaard, L., 2004. Soil macrofaunal-mediated organic resource 955 

disappearance in semi-arid West Africa. Applied Soil Ecology 27, 259–267. 956 

Parmelee, R.W., Beare, M.H., Cheng, W., Hendrix, P.F., Rider, S.J., Crossley, D.A., Coleman, D.C., 1990. 957 

Earthworms and enchytraeids in conventional and no-tillage agroecosystems: A biocide 958 

approach to assess their role in organic matter breakdown. Biology and Fertility of Soils 10, 959 

1–10. 960 

Peña-Peña, K., Irmler, U., 2016. Moisture seasonality, soil fauna, litter quality and land use as drivers 961 

of decomposition in Cerrado soils in SE-Mato Grosso, Brazil. Applied Soil Ecology 107, 124–962 

133. 963 

Peña-Peña, K., Irmler, U., 2018. Nitrogen and carbon losses from decomposing litter in natural and 964 

agroecosystems of two different climate regions of Brazil. European Journal of Soil Biology 965 

86, 26–33. 966 



39 
 

Prescott, C.E., 2005. Do rates of litter decomposition tell us anything we really need to know? Forest 967 

Ecology and Management 220, 66–74. 968 

Reddy, M.V., Reddy, V.R., Yule, D.F., Cogle, A.L., George, P.J., 1994. Decomposition of straw in 969 

relation to tillage, moisture, and arthropod abundance in a semi-arid tropical Alfisol. Biology 970 

and Fertility of Soils 17, 45–50. 971 

Reeleder, R.D., Miller, J.J., Ball Coelho, B.R., Roy, R.C., 2006. Impacts of tillage, cover crop, and 972 

nitrogen on populations of earthworms, microarthropods, and soil fungi in a cultivated 973 

fragile soil. Applied Soil Ecology 33, 243–257. 974 

Rothstein, H.R., Sutton, A.J., Borenstein, M., 2006. Publication bias in meta-analysis. In: Rothstein, 975 

H.R., Sutton, A.J., Borenstein, M. (Eds.), Publication bias in meta-analysis. John Wiley & Sons, 976 

Ltd, Chichester, UK, pp. 1–7. 977 

Salinas-Garcia, J.R., Hons, F.M., Matocha, J.E., 1997. Long-term effects of tillage and fertilization on 978 

soil organic matter dynamics. Soil Science Society of America Journal 61, 152–159. 979 

Santos, P.F., Phillips, J., Whitford, W.G., 1981. The role of mites and nematodes in early stages of 980 

buried litter decomposition in a desert. Ecology 62, 664–669. 981 

Seastedt, T.R., 1984. The role of microarthropods in decomposition and mineralization processes. 982 

Annual Review of Entomology 29, 25–46. 983 

Sereda, E., Wolters, V., Birkhofer, K., 2015. Addition of crop residues affects a detritus-based food 984 

chain depending on litter type and farming system. Basic and Applied Ecology 16, 746–754. 985 

Singh, K.P., Shekhar, C., 1989. Weight loss in relation to environmental factors during the 986 

decomposition of maize and wheat roots in a seasonally-dry tropical region. Soil Biology & 987 

Biochemistry 21, 73–80. 988 

Swift, M.J., Heal, O.W., Anderson, J.M., 1979. Decomposition in terrestrial ecosystems. Blackwell 989 

Scientific Publications, Oxford. 990 



40 
 

Tian, G., Adejuyigbe, C.O., Adeoye, G.O., Kang, B.T., 1998. Role of soil microarthropods in leaf 991 

decomposition and N release under various land-use practices in the humid tropics. 992 

Pedobiologia 42, 33–42. 993 

Tian, G., Kang, B.T., Brussaard, L., 1992. Biological effects of plant residues with contrasting chemical 994 

compositions under humid tropical conditions—Decomposition and nutrient release. Soil 995 

Biology & Biochemistry 24, 1051–1060. 996 

Tiessen, H., Cuevas, E., Chacon, P., 1994. The role of soil organic matter in sustaining soil fertility. 997 

Nature 371, 783–785. 998 

Tsiafouli, M.A., Thébault, E., Sgardelis, S.P., de Ruiter, P.C., van der Putten, W.H., Birkhofer, K., 999 

Hemerik, L., de Vries, F.T., Bardgett, R.D., Brady, M.V., Bjornlund, L., Jørgensen, H.B., 1000 

Christensen, S., Hertefeldt, T.D., Hotes, S., Gera Hol, W.H., Frouz, J., Liiri, M., Mortimer, S.R., 1001 

Setälä, H., Tzanopoulos, J., Uteseny, K., Pižl, V., Stary, J., Wolters, V., Hedlund, K., 2015. 1002 

Intensive agriculture reduces soil biodiversity across Europe. Global Change Biology 21, 973–1003 

985. 1004 

Valckx, J., Pina, A.C., Govers, G., Hermy, M., Muys, B., 2011. Food and habitat preferences of the 1005 

earthworm Lumbricus terrestris L. for cover crops. Pedobiologia 54, S139–S144. 1006 

Vazquez, R.I., Stinner, B.R., McCartney, D.A., 2003. Corn and weed residue decomposition in 1007 

northeast Ohio organic and conventional dairy farms. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 1008 

Environment 95, 559–565. 1009 

Veen, G.F. (Ciska), Freschet, G.T., Ordonez, A., Wardle, D.A., 2015. Litter quality and environmental 1010 

controls of home-field advantage effects on litter decomposition. Oikos 124, 187–195. 1011 

Viechtbauer, W., 2010. Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor package. Journal of 1012 

Statistical Software 36, 1–48. 1013 

Villenave, C., Chauvin, C., Santune, C., Cérémonie, H., Schneider, A., 2018. L’effet des légumineuses 1014 

sur le fonctionnement biologique du sol : une méta-analyse sur la nématofaune du sol. 1015 

Innovations Agronomiques 69, 47–60. 1016 



41 
 

Vreeken-Buijs, M.J., Brussaard, L., 1996. Soil mesofauna dynamics, wheat residue decomposition and 1017 

nitrogen mineralization in buried litterbags. Biology and Fertility of Soils 23, 374–381. 1018 

Wardle, D.A., 1995. Impacts of disturbance on detritus food webs in agro-ecosystems of contrasting 1019 

tillage and weed management practices, in: Advances in Ecological Research. Elsevier, pp. 1020 

105–185. 1021 

Weil, R.R., Kroontje, W., 1979. Organic matter decomposition in a soil heavily amended with poultry 1022 

manure. Journal of Environmental Quality 8, 584–588. 1023 

Wise, D.H., Schaefer, M., 1994. Decomposition of leaf litter in a mull beech forest: comparison 1024 

between canopy and herbaceous species. Pedobiologia 38, 269–288. 1025 

Yang, B., Zhang, W., Xu, H., Wang, S., Xu, X., Fan, H., Chen, H.Y.H., Ruan, H., 2018. Effects of soil fauna 1026 

on leaf litter decomposition under different land uses in eastern coast of China. Journal of 1027 

Forestry Research 29, 973–982. 1028 

Yin, R., Eisenhauer, N., Auge, H., Purahong, W., Schmidt, A., Schädler, M., 2019. Additive effects of 1029 

experimental climate change and land use on faunal contribution to litter decomposition. 1030 

Soil Biology & Biochemistry 131, 141–148. 1031 

Zaller, J.G., Simmer, L., Santer, N., Tabi Tataw, J., Formayer, H., Murer, E., Hösch, J., Baumgarten, A., 1032 

2014. Future rainfall variations reduce abundances of aboveground arthropods in model 1033 

agroecosystems with different soil types. Frontiers in Environmental Science 2, 44. 1034 

Zhang, W., Yuan, S., Hu, N., Lou, Y., Wang, S., 2015. Predicting soil fauna effect on plant litter 1035 

decomposition by using boosted regression trees. Soil Biology & Biochemistry 82, 81–86. 1036 

Zwahlen, C., Hilbeck, A., Nentwig, W., 2007. Field decomposition of transgenic Bt maize residue and 1037 

the impact on non-target soil invertebrates. Plant and Soil 300, 245–257. 1038 



42 
 

Table 1. Characteristics of studies selected for the meta-analysis. Time: duration of the study (days); n bag: number of replicates per modality; Size: size of bags 

(cm x cm); Depth: depth of bags placement in soil (cm); Fauna: studied groups of organisms. 

N° Publication Location Climate Soil type Cropping 
system 

Time 
(days) 

n 
bag 

Size 
(cm) 

Depth 
(cm) 

Fauna Litter 

1 Broadbent & Tomlin, 1978 Canada cont Luvisol C 112 8 11 x 11 5 - maize 
2 Carlesso et al., 2019 UK temp Cambisol MT 180 6 5 x 6 5 - ryegrass, wheat 
3 Curry & Byrne, 1997 Ireland temp Gleysol C 300 6 - 10 Lum wheat 
4 Domínguez et al., 2010 Argentina temp Kastanozem NT 133 4 20 x 20 - Ann, Ara, Colb, Ins, Lar, Lum, Myr local, alfalfa 
5 Domínguez et al., 2014 Argentina temp Kastanozem C, O, NT 365 10 - - Colb, Lum, other local, sorghum 
6 Heisler, 1994 Germany temp Luvisol C 270 4 10 x 10 10 Aca, Colb wheat 
7 House & Stinner, 1987 USA temp Acrisol NT 120 9 10 x 10 0 Aca, Colb, other clover, vetch, rye 
8 Jensen, 1985 Denmark temp Luvisol C 290 30 10 x 15 15 Lum, mesofauna barley 
9 Miura et al., 2008 Japan cont Andosol C, NT 27 4-6 3.5 x 7 8; 18 Aca, Colb, Enc, mic, Nem, Pro clover, wheat, sorghum 
10 Ouédraogo et al., 2004 Burkina Faso dry Cambisol - 90 4 15 x 18 3; 35 Ara, Colp, Der, Hym, Isop, Lum, 

Myr, Ort 
maize, grass, dung 

11 Peña-Peña & Irmler, 2016 Brazil trop Ferralsol NT 140 12 15 x 20;  
20 x 20 

0 - soybean, maize 

12 Peña-Peña & Irmler, 2018 Brazil trop Ferralsol C 140 12 15 x 20;  
20 x 20 

0 - soybean, maize 

13 Reddy et al., 1994 India dry Lixisol C, NT 330 3 6 x 10 0 Aca, Colb, Isop, other rice 
14 Singh & Shekhar, 1989 India temp Luvisol - 270 3 10 x 15 5; 12 - wheat, maize 
15 Tian et al., 1992 Nigeria trop Lixisol - 98 4 30 x 30 0 - tree leaves, maize, rice 
16 Tian et al., 1998 Nigeria trop -  C, R 98 4 20 x 20 0 - tree leaves 
17 Valckx et al., 2011 Belgium temp Luvisol NT 392 - 7 x 7 0 Lum ryegrass, phacelia, 

mustard, rapeseed 
18 Vreeken-Buijs & Brussaard, 1996 Netherland temp Fluvisol C 365 10 15 x 15 15; 25 Aca, Colb, Enc wheat 
19 Weil & Kroontje, 1979 USA temp Nitisol C 70 4 10 x 15 8 Aca, Colb, mic maize 
20 Yang et al., 2018 China temp Fluvisol - 365 4 15 x 20 - Aca, Ara, Colb, Colp, Dip, Hym,  

Isod, Lep, Myr, Nem 
tree leaves 

21 Yin et al., 2019 Germany cont Chernozem C, O 137 20 15 x 20 - - oat 
22 Zwahlen et al., 2007 Switzerland cont Cambisol C 240 7 10 x 10; 

20 x 20 
20; 10 Aca, Ara, Colb, Enc, Isod, Lar,  

Lum, Myr, Nem, Pso 
maize 

cont: continental; temp: temperate; trop: tropical; C: conventional; MT: minimum tillage; NT: no-tillage; O: organic; R: relay cropping; Aca: Acari; Ann: Annelida; Ara: Araneae; 

Colp: Coleoptera; Colb: Collembola; Der: Dermaptera; Dip: Diptera; Enc: Enchytraeidae; Hym: Hymenoptera; Ins: Insecta; Isod: Isopoda; Isop: Isoptera; Lar: Larvae; Lep: 

Lepidoptera; Lum: Lumbricidae; mic: microflora; Myr: Myriapoda; Nem: Nematoda; Ort: Orthoptera; Pro: Protozoa; Pso: Psocoptera. 
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Table 2. Recommendations for the standardization of litterbag experiments measuring the effect of 

soil organisms on litter decomposition in cropping systems. 

Parameter Goal Standardization Recommendations 

Mesh size Select several size 

groups of soil 

organisms 

Average 

number and 

size of mesh 

Select 3 mesh sizes with an opening around 

0.02 mm to include microorganisms only, 1 mm 

to additionally include mesofauna and 5 mm to 

include all soil organisms. 

Bag size  Enclose the quantity of 

litter required to 

conduct measurements 

Single size of  

bag 

10 x 10 cm bags limit displacement or tearing 

during field management and provide space for 

the quantity of litter required to assess 

decomposition over the full length of the 

experiment. 20 x 20 cm bags can be selected 

under tropical climate as litter degrade faster. 

Bag material Construct solid, 

biologically inert and 

cheap mesh bags 

Single material, 

closure 

techniques 

Use nylon fabric and close the edges of bags by 

sewing with a nylon/polyester thread or by 

using stainless steel staples (or monel rustproof 

staples for long studies). Sewing allows solid 

closure with limited apertures on the edges of 

the bags and is cheap, but may be time 

consuming. Staples allow gaining time, but are 

more expensive and may create larger 

apertures on the edges of the bags. 

Enclosed litter Represent crop 

residues typically found 

in the cropping 

systems; select 

standard litter to 

compare different sites 

Standard litter 

management, 

size of litter 

pieces, 

standard litter 

type 

Homogenize litter within all bags, select a 

specific part of the plant (e.g. leaves, stems) or 

if mixed ensure the same ratio in each bag. Cut 

litter in homogeneous pieces (1 to 5 cm) as the 

role of soil fauna differ with the size of litter. 

Use wheat or maize as standard litter to ease 

comparison between studies.  

Litter amount Fill bags with the 

adapted quantity of 

litter 

Minimum litter 

quantity 

Fill bags with a litter quantity ensuring good 

contact between litter and soil, and adapted to 

the decomposition speed. It will depend on bag 

size, type of litter, duration of the experiment 

and context (e.g. 4 - 5 g litter in 10 x 10 cm bags 

under temperate climate). 

Positioning of 

bags 

Allow access to 

organisms living in the 

soil; prevent field 

management to 

displace or to tear bags 

Standard field 

placement 

Place bags in the row between crop plants 

(Broadbent and Tomlin, 1978) and bury them 

vertically to limit the impact of tillage and to 

observe soil organisms at a greater depth 

(Zwahlen et al., 2007; Miura et al., 2008). In no-

till systems, bags can be set at the surface. 

Duration of 

experiment 

Observe mass loss 

patterns during litter 

decomposition 

Minimum 

duration 

At least 3 months. Set length and start of the 

experiment according to the cropping cycle to 

further avoid disturbances (Ouédraogo et al., 

2004; Carlesso et al., 2019). 

Sampling of 

bags 

Collect enough data on 

litter mass loss 

Minimum 

number of 

sampling dates 

Number of samplings depends on required 

effort (e.g. distance to field, number of bags) 

and on cropping calendar. More than 3 dates if 

the aim is to assess degradation kinetics. 
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Sampling of soil 

biota 

Survey soil fauna and 

assess its effect on 

decomposition 

Collection of 

soil organisms 

Count and identify soil organisms in bags 

whenever possible. Extract organisms from soil 

sampled near area of bag deposition to get an 

overview of the field density and diversity. 

Supplementary 

advice 

In order to track down litterbags, use stakes and centimetric precision GPS. Stakes tend to 

attract megafauna (e.g. wild boars) so the ideal is to place them further away of bags, on the 

same crop row. 
 



Figure 1. Characteristics of litterbag experiments within selected studies (n = 22). (a) Cropping 

system. (b) Crop type. (c) Number of sampling dates. (d) Range of days within which sampling were 

conducted. (e) Size of mesh of litterbags. (f) Type of organic matter enclosed in litterbags. 

 

Figure 2. Mass loss of organic matter in litterbags for different climates (a, b, c) and different litter 

qualities (d, e, f) in (a, d) coarse mesh (n = 204), (b, e) medium mesh (n = 266), and (c, f) fine mesh (n 

= 130) litterbags. Linear regressions were drawn for all data (continuous lines) and for different 

climates or litters (dotted lines). Coefficient of determination (r²) are specified in brackets in the 

legend. Significant correlation are indicated by * (P < 0.05). 

 

Figure 3. Temporal evolution of the role of soil fauna on litter decomposition in relation to climate (a, 

b, c) and litter types (d, e, f) with the effect of (a, d) macrofauna (n = 217), (b, e) mesofauna (n = 134), 

and (c, f) both macrofauna and mesofauna (n = 81). Lines indicate the limit between positive and 

negative fauna effect. 

 

Figure 4. Effect size of macrofauna on litter decomposition. Represents the effect size of all the paired 

observations comparing coarse versus medium mesh litterbags (incl. /excl. macrofauna) with (a) the 

effect sizes of all paired observations (n = 201) and (b) the effect sizes for each climate, soil, crop, 

agricultural systems and litter subgroups. “Mean effect size” represents the overall effect size of all 

paired observations. Effect size of each paired observation and the associated 95% confidence interval 

are represented by (a) black squares and bars or (b) center and length of diamonds. 

 

Figure 5. Effect size of mesofauna on litter decomposition. Represents the effect size of all the paired 

observations comparing medium versus fine mesh litterbags (incl. /excl. mesofauna) with (a) the effect 

sizes of all paired observations (n = 126) and (b) the effect sizes for each climate, soil, crop, agricultural 

systems and litter subgroups. “Mean effect size” represents the overall effect size of all paired 



observations. Effect size of each paired observation and the associated 95% confidence interval are 

represented by (a) black squares and bars or (b) center and length of diamonds. 

 

Figure 6. Effect size of total fauna on litter decomposition. Represents the effect size of all the paired 

observations comparing coarse versus fine mesh litterbags (incl. /excl. macro- and mesofauna) with 

(a) the effect sizes of all paired observations (n = 75) and (b) the effect sizes for each climate, soil, crop, 

agricultural systems and litter subgroups. “Mean effect size” represents the overall effect size of all 

paired observations. Effect size of each paired observation and the associated 95% confidence interval 

are represented by (a) black squares and bars or (b) center and length of diamonds. 



 



 



 



 



 



 




