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Recent development of laser spectrometry even allow to measure the stable isotopologues directly in the
field.

These methods can lead to different results and might even not be compareable for the same set of
samples. Hence the following questions arise:

What kind of soil pore water do we actually measure with a particular method?
Is there one method performing best or each answering a different question?

In this study an in-situ field method is compared to a common sampling strategy and a modified version of
the cryogenic vaccum extraction (Koeniger et. al. 2010) to determine the isotopologues in soil pore water.
Further implication of root water uptake are made from a deep isotope profile and plant water extracted
from xylem samples.
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