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Abstract
A conspicuous feature of natural communities is that individuals within species exhibit broad variation in their phenotype. 
While the phenotypic differences among species are prominent and have received considerable attention in earlier studies, 
recent findings suggest that about 40% of the trait variation is found within species. How this intraspecific variation is related 
to underlying environmental gradients and ultimately linked to performance is an outstanding question in ecology and evolu-
tion. Here, we study six broadly distributed species across an elevational gradient in a subtropical forest. We focused on five 
functional traits reflecting plant functional differentiation in stem transport, leaf architecture, and leaf resource acquisition. 
We found that leaf thickness, leaf toughness, and specific leaf area generally varied with elevation, while wood density and 
leaf area exhibited constrained variation. Results on multivariate trait axes also showed mixed evidence with the PC1 values 
(positively related to leaf toughness and negatively related to specific leaf area) shifting with elevation, while PC2 values 
(negatively related to wood density) did not change with elevation. We also found that, despite the important variation in some 
traits along the gradient, growth performance did not follow this same trend. This suggests that strong directional changes 
in traits along the gradient may result in similar levels of demographic performance. The results, therefore, challenge the 
simple expectation that a trait will correlate with a demographic rate. More nuanced approaches and additional mechanisms 
must be considered to advance understanding of the performance–trait relationships.

Keywords  Broadly distributed species · Demographic performance · Dendrometer · Multivariate trait dimensions · Puerto 
Rico

Introduction

A great diversity in form and function is conspicuous in 
nature, yet explaining the underlying factors promoting this 
great variation has been a long-lasting task in ecology. In 

particular, variation within species may account for up to 
40% (Kattge et al. 2011) and empirical evidence has shown 
that intraspecific trait variation is remarkable for species 
widely distributed across environmental gradients (Jung 
et al. 2010; Messier et al. 2010; Fajardo and Siefert 2016). 
However, most previous ecological studies have focused on 
examining trait variation across species while intraspecific 
variation has remained frequently unstudied (reviewed by 
Violle et al. 2012; Roches et al. 2018), especially in species-
rich ecosystems (Kraft et al. 2008; Swenson and Enquist 
2009).

Species that exhibit wide spatial distributions generally 
encompass many different environments. As such, individu-
als often exhibit widespread variability in their characteris-
tics that has been usually interpreted as the reflection of vari-
ation in environmental conditions and/or local adaptation 
(Cornwell and Ackerly 2009; Albert et al. 2011; Fajardo and 
Piper 2011). For example, trees occupying low elevations 
often have big and thin leaves, while individuals at high 
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elevations have smaller and thicker leaves (Vitousek et al. 
1989; Hulshof et al. 2013). This high variation in leaf traits 
results as a response to environmental constraints in amount 
of radiation, CO2 concentration, temperature, etc. that affect 
plant functioning (Körner 2007). These environmental con-
straints may operate on individual traits or simultaneously 
on sets of highly related traits that describe trade-offs in 
responses to the environment (Grime 1979; Shipley et al. 
2006). Indeed, empirical evidence has shown that relation-
ships between environment and multivariate trait axes can 
be stronger than with individual traits, suggesting that envi-
ronmental filters select for ecological strategies that result 
from a combination of multiple traits (Kraft et al. 2015; 
Muscarella and Uriarte 2016).

Intraspecific responses to environmental gradients should 
also contribute to the fact that traits are not equally variable 
(Conover and Schultz 1995; Ackerly and Cornwell 2007; 
Albert et al. 2010; Jung et al. 2010; Messier et al. 2010; 
Siefert et al. 2015; Umaña et al. 2018a). For example, SLA 
and leaf thickness often show high intraspecific variation in 
response to environmental factors (Rozendaal et al. 2006; 
Vasseur et al. 2012) that results in changes that track the 
environment, while other leaf traits such as wood density 
show lower intraspecific variation (Siefert et al. 2015). This 
lack of variation across gradients may be due to constraints 
or due to counter-gradients that maintain phenotypes across 
the environment (Conover and Schultz 1995; Grether 2005). 
Thus, we may expect traits to shift across environments, 
but the magnitude of these shifts would vary depending on 
traits and the mechanisms governing this can be difficult to 
disentangle.

If traits vary across environments within species, then 
intraspecific variation in traits may be related to individual 
performance in one of two ways. First, traits and perfor-
mance strongly covary within species along the gradient 
such that there is an optimal habitat for a species along the 
gradient that results in high performance due to an optimal 
trait or trait combination. Alternatively, variation in traits 
along the environment does not directly translate with clear 
variation in performance (Körner 1991) because organisms 
adjust their traits in order to maximize performance that 
remains relatively constant across the gradient of condi-
tions. Similar ideas have been examined for communities 
at local scales showing that different species can achieve 
similar demographic performance through a different combi-
nation of traits (Hirose and Werger 1995; Alfaro et al. 2005; 
Marks and Lechowicz 2006; Pál et al. 2006). However, stud-
ies examining these ideas at the within-species level have 
received less attention with most of the literature focused 
on community-level responses (Jung et al. 2010; Liu et al. 
2016; Umaña et al. 2018b).

To explore how traits and performance vary across envi-
ronmental gradients, we focused on five leaf and wood 

density traits that represent major ecological strategies of 
plants related to resource acquisition strategies (Wright et al. 
2004; Chave et al. 2009; Díaz et al. 2015; Messier et al. 
2017). Specific leaf area describes the range of ecological 
strategies from “conservative” species characterized by low 
specific leaf area and long life span to “acquisitive” species 
with cheap leaves characterized by high specific leaf area 
and short life spans (Reich et al. 1997; Wright et al. 2004). 
Leaf area describes leaf structural support and organiza-
tion to optimize light capture (Poorter and Rozendaal 2008; 
Messier et al. 2017). Leaf thickness and leaf toughness 
are structural traits positively related to leaf life span and 
negatively to herbivory rate (Kitajima and Poorter 2010). 
Wood density reflects trade-offs among three main aspects, 
mechanical stability, transport safety, and the efficiency in 
water transport (Chave et al. 2009). Individuals with higher 
wood density have greater mechanical support, higher con-
ductive safety, but low conductive efficiency and slower 
volumetric growth rates (Stratton et al. 2000). In addition, 
we considered multivariate dimensions obtained from the 
combination of these five traits given that previous studies 
showed that environmental gradients also operate on multi-
variate trait dimensions (Kraft et al. 2015; Muscarella and 
Uriarte 2016).

Here, we studied six species distributed along an eleva-
tional gradient in a subtropical forest located in El Yunque, 
Puerto Rico. The variation in elevation encompasses shifts 
in several biotic and abiotic factors that affect species and 
functional composition of communities (Körner 2007; 
Swenson et al. 2011; Tello et al. 2015; Arellano et al. 2017). 
In particular for tropical systems, communities in high eleva-
tions experience increases in radiation, rainfall, humidity, 
and wind velocity as well as decreases in CO2 concentra-
tion compared to low elevations (Brown et al. 1983; Körner 
2007). Based on these environmental shifts, we asked 
whether the within-species traits varied along elevations 
and whether shifts in traits were reflected in shifts in per-
formance. For the first question, we predict that leaf traits 
will become increasingly conservative at higher elevations in 
response to the high radiation, lower CO2 concentration, and 
colder temperatures (Billings and Mooney 1968; Körner and 
Diemer 1987; Körner 2007). In addition, we expect to find 
declines in wood density along elevation suggesting more 
hydraulic efficiency and less structural support for individu-
als located at higher elevations given the high precipitation 
and short canopy height. The magnitude of these trait vari-
ations, however, will be trait dependent. Given that wood 
density has shown more constrained variation in previous 
studies (Siefert et al. 2015), we expect limited variation for 
this trait compared to the other leaf traits studied. Moreover, 
if environment operates strongly on multivariate axes than 
on single traits (Kraft et al. 2015; Muscarella and Uriarte 
2016), we expect to find stronger effects of elevation on 
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multivariate axes than on individual traits. For the question 
on whether shifts in traits are reflected in shifts in perfor-
mance, we expect two alternative outcomes, growth rates, 
like the traits, may vary with the environment, emphasizing 
the strong link between function and performance (Arnold 
1983). If true, individuals with conservative traits (i.e., lower 
SLA and LA, and higher leaf thickness and toughness and 
wood density) should exhibit slower growth than individu-
als with more acquisitive traits. Alternatively, growth may 
not be correlated with trait variation and remain invariant 
along the gradient. This scenario would indicate that vari-
ation in traits is adjustments that individuals do to keep 
similar growth rates along the gradient or that traits are 
related to other unmeasured aspects of performance (i.e., 
reproduction).

Determining how within-species traits and growth vary 
along an environmental gradient for species that have wide 
distributions will provide further insights into population 
dynamics and has implications for predicting community 
structure in response of environmental changes (Hillebrand 
and Matthiessen 2009; Roches et al. 2018).

Materials and methods

Study area

The study was conducted near the El Verde Field Station 
(18º20′N, 65º49′W), which is located in the LTER site in the 
Luquillo Experimental Forest, Puerto Rico. The elevation 
in the study site ranges from 250 to 1075 m above the sea 
level (a.s.l). The lowest elevation is a pre-montane rainfor-
est with a mean annual temperature of 24.5 °C and a mean 
annual rainfall of 2300 mm. The highest elevation (above 
1000 m.a.s.l.) is a cloud forest with a mean temperature of 
20 °C and a mean annual rainfall of 3600 mm. This study 
used information on the distribution of species along the 
Sonadora River based on 16 0.1-ha tree inventory plots that 
were established in 2001–2002. These plots were installed 
every 50 m in elevation from 250 to 1000 m.a.s.l. and all 
the trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) > = 1 cm 
were identified to species and tagged (Swenson et al. 2011).

Species selection

Based upon the abundance of species in the 16 plots of 
0.1-ha in area, we selected six distantly related focal spe-
cies: Cecropia schreberiana Miq. subsp. schreberiana 
(Urticaceae), Cordia borinquensis Urb. (Boraginaceae), 
Dacryodes excelsa Vahl (Burseraceae), Micropholis garci-
niifolia Pierre (Sapotaceae), Sloanea berteroana Choisy ex 
DC. (Elaeocarpaceae), and Henriettea squamulosa (Cogn.) 
Judd (Melastomataceae). Specifically, we used the following 

criteria for species selection: (1) distribution across at least 
eight out of 16 plots along the elevational gradient; (2) abun-
dance higher than ten individuals per plot; and (3) stems at 
least 7 cm in diameter at breast height, thereby facilitating 
the installation of the dendrometers for measurements of 
growth. Among all the species recorded along the eleva-
tion plots, these were all the species that met the criteria. C. 
schreberiana Miq. subsp. schreberiana (CECSCH) is a pio-
neer species broadly distributed from 100 to 1300 m.a.s.l. C. 
borinquensis Urb. (CORBOR) is a mid-to-late-successional 
endemic species distributed from 300 to 1100 m.a.s.l. D. 
excelsa Vahl (DACEXC) is a late-successional tree distrib-
uted from 100 to 650 m.a.s.l and is one of the most common 
trees at low elevations. H. squamulosa (Cogn.) Judd (HEN-
SQU) is an endemic species from Puerto Rico distributed 
from 600 to 1000 m.a.s.l and common in the Luquillo Sierra. 
M. garciniifolia Pierre (MICGAR) is an endemic late-suc-
cessional species distributed from 500 to 1000 m.a.s.l. S. 
berteroana Choisy ex DC. (SLOBER) is a pioneer species 
distributed from 250 to 850 m and abundant between 300 
and 350 m.a.s.l. DACEXC and SLOBER are shade-tolerant 
species.

Annual growth rate

Dendrometers were installed between August 2013 and 
November 2013 in 410 individuals for all six species. 
Between four and 13 individuals per species were selected 
from each elevation belt (except for 950 and 1000 m where 
individuals of HENSQU and MICGAR were extremely 
rare and only one to three individuals were monitored) 
(Table S1). The individuals were selected from the 0.1-ha 
inventory plots or the surroundings in cases when no more 
trees were found within the plots. When individuals were 
selected from outside of the plots, we checked the eleva-
tion with a GPS to assure that all individuals were within 
the same elevation belt. After installation, the dendrometers 
were allowed to settle and the first stable measurement was 
recorded in July 2014. Annual diameter increment rate was 
estimated for each individual tree as a function of diam-
eter growth (in millimeters) from summer 2014 to summer 
2015 (the inter-census interval was estimated using exact 
census dates) following Condit (http://ctfs.si.edu/Publi​c/
CTFSR​Packa​ge/). Trees with annual diameter increment 
rate > 75 mm were not considered in the analyses (only one 
tree) (Rüger et al. 2011). Elevations with less than two indi-
viduals per species were removed from the analyses.

Functional traits

The 410 individuals monitored for growth were sampled to 
take measurements of specific leaf area (SLA in cm2 g−1), 
leaf area (LA cm2), leaf toughness (Newton), leaf thickness 

http://ctfs.si.edu/Public/CTFSRPackage/
http://ctfs.si.edu/Public/CTFSRPackage/
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(µm), and wood density (WD, g cm−3). For HENSQU 62, 
individuals were collected, for CECSCH 56, for CORBOR 
70, for DACEXC 66, for MICGAR 77, and for SLOBER 79. 
We selected these traits because they represent main trait 
dimensions of phenotypic variation not related to reproduc-
tive strategies. The SLA is correlated with mass-based pho-
tosynthetic rates (Wright et al. 2004) and has shown impor-
tant intraspecific variation across environmental gradients 
(Jung et al. 2010; Messier et al. 2010). Leaf toughness and 
leaf thickness are correlated with SLA and are related to the 
leaf mechanical properties important in protecting against 
herbivore damage and leaf life span (Kitajima and Poorter 
2010; Onoda et al. 2011; Westbrook et al. 2011; Messier 
et al. 2017). Leaf area is an architectural trait independent 
from the LES associated with strategies of light capture and 
is known to vary with elevation (Dolph and Dilcher 1980; 
Westoby et al. 2002; Poorter and Rozendaal 2008). Wood 
density is highly correlated with stem wood density and rep-
resents the wood economic spectrum representing trade-offs 
between mechanical support and transport efficiency and 
safety (Swenson and Enquist 2008; Chave et al. 2009).

We collected branches from the top-half of the crown 
using a telescopic pole and selected the most sun-exposed 
leaves. The leaf traits were measured for each individual 
of each species by selecting 1–3 fully expanded leaves. 
Leaf thickness was measured on fresh material with a digi-
tal micrometer (Mitutoyo, 0.001 mm), and leaf toughness 
was also measured on fresh material using a penetrometer 
(IMADA, DS2-11). For leaf area and specific leaf area, 
we scanned fresh leaves and then measured the dry mass 
after putting the leaves in the oven at 72 °C for 72 h. Our 
methods followed the methodology described by Cornelis-
sen et al. (2003). For wood density, we selected branches 
between 5 and 10 cm in length from each of the individuals. 
These branches were all from the peripheral crown exposed 
to the full sun. Each branch cylinder was carefully peeled 
to remove the most external cortex, measured for total 
length and diameter at the midsection, and then dried for 
4–5 days at 72 °C to assess the dry biomass. Wood density 
for CECSCH was assessed in a different way, given that this 
species has hollow stems. We removed the internal tissue 
carefully and measured the internal diameter in addition to 
the external diameter and total length. We subtracted the 
internal from the external cylinder.

All traits, except wood density, were log-transformed to 
reduce skewness and all traits were posteriorly standardized 
to mean 0 and standard deviation of 1 before conducting the 
analyses for easy comparison. In addition, we performed a 
principal component analysis using all traits for multivari-
ate analyses; these traits were reduced to two orthogonal 
axes that explained the 91% of the variance in the total traits 
by performing a principal component analysis (Table S2, 
Fig. S1). The first PC axis (PC1) explained the 69% of the 

trait variation and was strongly and positively related to leaf 
toughness and negatively related to specific leaf area. The 
second PC axis (PC2) explained the 17% of the trait varia-
tion and was strongly and negatively related to wood density.

Analyses

Variation in traits along the elevational gradient

The first part of analyses consisted of evaluating the change 
in traits within species along the elevational gradient. Sepa-
rately for each species, each trait was analyzed independently 
to evaluate its relationship with elevation. For these models, 
we modeled the elevation and DBH as fixed effects. Log-
transformed DBH was included in the model to control for 
any effect that size might have on functional traits (Spaso-
jevic et al. 2014). We used a different set of linear models 
(LM) to analyze our data using the function lm in R (R Core 
Team 2018). In addition, to compare the amount of trait 
variation explained by elevation, species, and within-species 
levels, we compared the variance in traits across different 
organization levels: across elevation, species, populations 
(individuals within a given elevation belt), and individuals. 
To do this, we performed variance-partitioning analyses by 
fitting general linear models to the variance across the four 
nested organization levels. Then, we performed a variance 
component analysis using the function “varcomp” in R.

Relationships between traits and tree growth

To address the second question, we modeled log-trans-
formed annual diameter increment as a function of traits or 
trait-based PC axes. We included tree size (log-transformed 
DBH) as a fixed effect as tree size can significantly influ-
ence growth rates (Laurance et al. 2006). We also included 
elevation as a fixed effect to account for the potential vari-
ation in growth along elevation. For this part, we tested a 
total of nine models for each species that included individual 
and multivariate traits as fixed effects. The list of models 
includes: a model that only included DBH and elevation as 
fixed effects with no trait data included; five models test-
ing for univariate relationships for each trait; two models 
using the first two PC axes as fixed factors separately; an 
additional model that included both orthogonal PC axes as 
fixed effects. The models were compared using the Akaike’s 
information criterion (AIC), and the model with the lowest 
AIC value was chosen as the best fit. Models with AIC dif-
ferences in less than two units were considered not different 
(Burnham and Anderson 2002). The residual plots for each 
of the models were checked for linearity, homoscedasticity, 
and normality. In addition, we evaluated model fits using 
adjusted R2. The models were implemented using linear 
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effect models using the function “lm” in R (R Core Team 
2018).

Results

Variation in traits along the elevational gradient

Individual and multivariate traits varied significantly along 
the range of elevations, but the magnitude of variation was 
highly dependent on the trait and species (Table 1). Specifi-
cally, LA decreased along elevation but the effect was only 
significant in one out of six species and the adjusted R2 value 
for this model was 0.17 (Table 1). SLA decreased along 
elevation (four species) and the adjusted R2 values ranged 
between 0.04 and 0.56. Wood density increased with eleva-
tion for one species, and the adjusted R2 value for this model 
was 0.34. Leaf thickness increased along the gradient (five 
species), and the adjusted R2 values ranged between 0.16 
and 0.37. Leaf toughness increased along the gradient (three 
species), and the adjusted R2 values ranged between 0.14 
and 0.19. Results for multivariate axes showed that that PC1 
(strongly and negatively associated with SLA and positively 
associated with leaf thickness and toughness) increased 
along the elevation (five species) and the adjusted R2 values 
ranged between 0.18 and 0.47 (Table 1, Fig. 1). PC2 (nega-
tively associated with wood density and positively associated 
with leaf area) was positively related to elevation, but the 
effect was only significant in one species and the adjusted 
R2 was 0.32 (Table 1, Fig. 2). Combined, these results show 
that for all six species, leaves at higher elevations tend to be 
thicker and display a more conservative strategy on carbon 
assimilation rates than at lower elevations.  

In addition, we performed variance-partitioning analy-
ses in traits to compare the amount of variation explained 
across and within species. The results showed that trait vari-
ation across species ranged between 46.8% and 31.2%, the 
variation across populations (individuals within the same 
elevation belt) ranged between 46.5% and 31.2%, and the 
variation across individuals in the same elevation ranged 
between 6.7% and 19.1% (Table 2).

Relationships between traits and tree growth

Results from the models evaluating the relationship between 
annual diameter increment and traits showed that traits were 
not good predictors of tree growth (Tables 3 and S3, Fig. 3). 
We found that several models per species performed equally 
well and were all selected as best models (AIC values = < 2) 
(Tables 3). Although the set of best models varied depending 
on species, in all cases, the model that did not include any 
trait information was selected as one of the best models. This 
indicates that including trait information does not improve Ta
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the predictive power of the models. The R2 values for the 
best models ranged from 0 to 0.08 (Table 3). In addition, 
the trait coefficient estimates for the best models were not 
significant (Fig. 3, Table S3).

Discussion

Species distributions often encompass different environ-
ments that influence their phenotype and performance. In 
this study, we examined the intraspecific variation in traits 
for six species distributed along an elevational gradient and 
its relationship with annual diameter growth rates. We found 
that SLA, leaf thickness, and toughness varied along eleva-
tion for most of the species, a pattern that was also consistent 
with results in multivariate space, with PC1 showing a sig-
nificant positive relationship with elevation. However, this 
variation in traits did not translate to variation in tree growth. 
We infer from these results that trait changes along environ-
mental gradients might not relate to growth due to a variety 
of factors including the balance between cost and benefits 
of different functions that combined result in a similar diam-
eter growth performance. We discussed in more detail our 

results below and their implications for the assumption in 
trait-based ecology that trait values can be directly related 
to performance.

Intraspecific trait variation along elevation

In terms of the intraspecific trait variation along elevation, 
we found that leaf variation reflects a similar trend to the 
changes observed at the community-level across species in 
this forest (Swenson et al. 2011). Leaves at higher elevations 
tend to be thicker, tougher, and with lower light capturing 
area per unit of biomass investment (low SLA), character-
istics that are necessary for the high radiation and the lower 
CO2 concentrations occurring at high elevations (Billings 
and Mooney 1968; Körner and Diemer 1987; Körner 2007). 
This result is congruent with the high trait variance found 
at the intraspecific level (Table 2) and emphasizes the great 
ability of these broadly distributed tree species to adjust leaf 
traits to the local environmental conditions. Our findings are 
also consistent with results from other tropical and temperate 
forests that have shown remarkable intraspecific variation in 
SLA along environmental gradients and suggest that SLA 
tends to be, in general, more variable than other traits at the 

Fig. 1   Variation in multivariate 
trait axis PC1 along the eleva-
tional gradient for six tropical 
tree species. Continuous lines 
indicate significant relationships 
(95% confidence intervals do 
not cross zero), and the dashed 
line shows a nonsignificant rela-
tionship (C. schreberiana is the 
only nonsignificant relationship)
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within-species level (Albert et al. 2010; Messier et al. 2010; 
Fajardo and Piper 2011).

Among the leaf traits analyzed, leaf area showed a dis-
tinctive pattern of intraspecific variation characterized by 
weak variation along elevation (only one species showed 
significant trend along elevation). Leaf area (LA) has been 
described as an independent axis of the leaf economic traits 
(i.e., SLA) (Westoby et al. 2002); therefore, it is not sur-
prising to observe discrepancies in trait variation patterns 
between SLA and LA at the within-species level. This result 
suggests that environmental gradients operate with differ-
ent strengths on distinct functional dimensions and species. 

Similarly, as with leaf area, the patterns of variation along 
elevation for wood density were nonsignificant for five out of 
the six species studied. Although previous studies have also 
found low variation in wood density at the intraspecific level, 
within and across different communities (Fajardo and Piper 
2011; Siefert et al. 2015; Fajardo 2016), we expected to find 
some signal of trait adjustment to this gradient. The eleva-
tional gradient in Puerto Rico exhibits a pronounced varia-
tion in precipitation and canopy height with high elevations 
being wetter and shorter in maximum tree stature. Thus, 
we expected these two factors to impact the distribution of 
wood density along elevation. The observed lack of signal 

Fig. 2   Variation in multivariate 
trait axis PC2 along the eleva-
tional gradient for six tropical 
tree species. The continuous 
line indicates a significant 
relationship (95% confidence 
intervals do not cross zero), and 
dashed lines show nonsignifi-
cant relationships
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Table 2   Percentage of 
variance explained across 
elevation, species, populations 
(individuals of a given species 
within a particular elevation 
belt), and individual trees (and 
error variance component) for 
leaf and wood traits

Elevation (%) Species (%) Population (%) Individ-
ual + error 
(%)

Log leaf area 0.0 46.8 46.5 6.7
Log specific leaf area 0.0 40.5 40.5 19.1
Log leaf thickness 29.2 31.2 31.2 8.4
Log leaf toughness 0.0 44.3 44.2 11.5
Wood density 0.0 42.5 42.7 14.7
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for wood density might be related to the fact that this trait 
is related to distinct functions. (i.e., support and hydraulic 
functions) that may conflict when multiple abiotic factors 
change along elevation. In fact, previous studies have found 
mixed evidence for the different trade-offs that are related 
to this trait (Preston et al. 1999; Pratt et al. 2007; Chave 
et al. 2009). Alternatively, the lack of shifts in trait values 
across the gradient may simply be the outcome of counter-
gradients (genetic and environmental; Conover and Schultz 
1995) and future investigations are needed to disentangle 
these possibilities.

In terms of multivariate trends, PC1 showed a higher 
number of significant relationships with elevation than for 
most of the individual traits and, in some cases, the rela-
tionships were stronger (Table 1). This result agrees with 
previous studies that show stronger relationships when 
using multivariate axes compared to individual traits (Kraft 
et al. 2015; Muscarella and Uriarte 2016) and supports the 
idea that environmental shifts in this forest exert a stronger 
constraint on the combination of SLA, leaf thickness, and 
leaf toughness traits than over single traits. On the other 
hand, the analyses of PC2 did not result in a larger number 
of significant or stronger relationships with elevation than 
the analyses based on individual traits (Table 1). The PC2 
explained only 17% of the trait variation and the two traits 
that were more strongly related to this axis (LA and wood 
density) did not show strong individual responses to shifts 
in elevation. Only in the case of CECSCH, wood density 
and PC2 showed significant relationships with elevation 
suggesting that environmental selecting forces depend on 
species and traits considered. Combined, our results suggest 
that, while environmental constraints may operate strongly 
on some multivariate axes, we should consider that organ-
ismal traits are multidimensional and that the environment 
may operate differentially on distinct dimensions. Thus, our 
results support the use of a combination of multivariate and 
individual traits to gain insights into the variation of func-
tional strategies along environmental gradients.

Variation in traits across species

We found that the strength of the relationships between 
elevation and intraspecific traits depends on species. This 
result is expected given that different taxa may have dif-
ferent plasticity and genetic variability (Rozendaal et al. 
2006). In addition, the species in this study vary widely in 
life history strategies, which might also explain some of the 
observed differences in trait and growth trends across taxa. 
For example, CECSCH is a pioneer species characterized 
by fast growth rates and acquisitive traits (i.e., low wood 
density), while MICGAR is a more late-successional species 
that grows more slowly and exhibits more conservative traits 
(i.e., small and thick leaves and high wood density).Ta
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Growth responses to trait variations along elevation

Despite the important variation in leaf traits tracking envi-
ronmental changes along elevation, the patterns for annual 
diameter growth rates showed nonsignificant relationships 
with the traits measured. Even when considering the com-
bined effects of multivariate axes, trait variation did not 
reflect changes in growth. These results disagree with previ-
ous studies showing that the integration of trait information 
on individual-level improves the strength of the relationships 
between traits and growth (Liu et al. 2016; Umaña et al. 
2018b).

One potential explanation for the lack of trait effect on 
growth is that species might adjust their traits to different 
conditions in order to maintain similar performance along 
the elevational gradient. This is congruent with our second 
hypothesis for question two. For example, individuals at 
lower elevations have thin and “cheap” leaves that may also 
have bigger crowns (high architectural costs), while at higher 
elevations species tend to exhibit thick and low SLA leaves 
that often involve high construction cost and small crowns 

(low construction cost) (personal observation). We know 
of one previous study that found evidence for compensa-
tory strategies among tree species that balanced light-use 
efficiency and light capturing (Hirose and Werger 1995). 
Additional work has shown that integrating leaf traits with 
crown architecture can lead to strong models of tree perfor-
mance (Enquist et al. 2007; Yang et al. 2018). Therefore, 
the balance in costs and benefits could be similar between 
individuals at high and low elevations, which results in flat 
slopes for performance across the gradient. This further sug-
gests that the pathways relating functional traits and perfor-
mance are not dependent on single traits, or few multivariate 
axes (Clark et al. 2007). Instead, tree performance may result 
from the aggregated impact of multiple and highly dimen-
sional traits (Arnold 1983; Marks and Lechowicz 2006; 
Armbruster et al. 2014). Although in this study we focused 
on only five traits, there are additional unmeasured traits that 
potentially have direct or indirect effects on performance. 
Indeed, previous studies have described the relationship 
between traits and performance as a hierarchical network 
of interactions where the performance currency is at the top 

Fig. 3   Relationships between 
traits (individual traits or 
multivariate trait axes) and 
tree annual growth rates for 
models with the lowest AIC 
values. Wood density and log-
transformed leaf area values 
were standardized to mean 0 
and standard deviation of 1. 
For HENSQU and SLOBER, 
the lowest AIC models did not 
include trait information and 
are not shown in this figure. All 
trait effects were nonsignificant 
(Table S3)
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underlying traits of different levels of integration (e.g., low 
levels in the hierarchy would represent traits of a low level of 
integration) (Arnold 1983; Marks 2007). A further step for 
future studies would require the integration of organ-level 
traits at higher organizational orders that are likely playing 
a stronger role in determining individual performance and 
would provide a better explanation of how individuals are 
distributing different costs to different traits (Arnold 1983; 
Marks 2007).

An additional non-mutually exclusive explanation for the 
lack of predictive power of traits could be that there are addi-
tional fitness components such as survival and reproduction 
that were not explicitly evaluated in this study and that could 
have been more strongly affected by the variation in traits 
(Arnold 1983). Furthermore, the local abiotic environment 
and biotic interactions at the neighborhood scale might have 
an important effect on trees’ annual growth rates (Uriarte 
et al. 2010; Paine et al. 2011; Lasky et al. 2014) and these 
effects were not explicitly considered in this study. Ideally, 
future work will be able to consider the genetic structure 
within and across populations, perform common garden 
experiments, and measure the impacts of all possible biotic 
interactors.

Conclusions

In summary, our results indicate that at intraspecific level, 
species are able to adjust their traits in response to the envi-
ronment. Further, using multivariate axes may improve the 
strength of the relationships with environment. However, 
the traits responses to elevation did not translate into vari-
ation in tree growth rates. These results indicate that the 
adjustments in traits may bring cost and benefits that are bal-
anced across individuals in different environments resulting 
in similar performance along environmental gradients. We 
suggest that a deeper understanding of the linkage between 
traits and growth requires an additional step of linking traits 
at higher organization levels and adding traits that represent 
additional functional dimensions. Our results have impli-
cations for predicting population and community structure 
by suggesting that forest responses to environmental shifts 
cannot be assessed without accounting for intraspecific trait 
information. It is important to use multiple traits that reflect 
the multidimensional functionality of organisms and the 
diversity of responses across species. Ultimately, integrat-
ing intraspecific information will refine our understanding 
of biodiversity and ecosystem functioning.

Acknowledgements  We are grateful to Gabriel Arellano, Olivia Bar-
rera, Seth Rifkin, Jess Zimmerman, Samuel Matta, John Bithorn, and 
Aaron Hogan for their assistance in the field. Jonathan Myers and three 
anonymous reviewers provided helpful comments that improved this 
manuscript.

Author contribution statement  MNU and NGS developed and framed 
the research question. MNU conducted the analyses and wrote the first 
draft of the manuscript. NGS oversaw the analyses. NGS contributed 
substantially to the discussion, writing, and revisions of the manuscript.

Funding  This study was funded by The National Science Foundation, 
USA (DDIG, DEB-1501341).

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

References

Ackerly DD, Cornwell WK (2007) A trait-based approach to commu-
nity assembly: partitioning of species trait values into within- and 
among-community components. Ecol Lett 10:135–145. https​://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2006.01006​.x

Albert CH, Thuiller W, Yaccoz NG, Soudant A, Boucher F, Saccone 
P, Lavorel S (2010) Intraspecific functional variability: extent, 
structure and sources of variation. J Ecol 98:604–613. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2010.01651​.x

Albert CH, Grassein F, Schurr FM, Vieilledent G, Violle C (2011) 
When and how should intraspecific variability be considered in 
trait-based plant ecology? Perspect Plant Ecol Evol Syst 13:217–
225. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees​.2011.04.003

Alfaro ME, Bolnick DI, Wainwright PC (2005) Evolutionary con-
sequences of many-to-one mapping of jaw morphology to 
mechanics in labrid fishes. Am Nat 165:E140–E154. https​://doi.
org/10.1086/42956​4

Arellano G, Umaña MN, Macía MJ, Loza MI, Fuentes A, Cala V, 
Jørgensen PM (2017) The role of niche overlap, environmental 
heterogeneity, landscape roughness and productivity in shaping 
species abundance distributions along the Amazon-Andes gradi-
ent. Glob Ecol Biogeogr. https​://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12531​

Armbruster WS, Pelabon C, Bolstad GH, Hansen TF (2014) Integrated 
phenotypes: understanding trait covariation in plants and animals. 
Philos Trans R Soc B 369:20130245. https​://doi.org/10.1098/
rstb.2013.0245

Arnold SJ (1983) Morphology, performance and fitness. Am Zool 
361:347–361

Billings WD, Mooney HA (1968) The ecology of arctic and alpine 
plants. Biol Rev 43:481–529. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-
185X.1968.tb009​68.x

Brown S, Lugo AE, Silander S, Liegel L (1983) Research history and 
opportunities in the Luquillo experimental forest. General report 
so-44, United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest 
Service

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2002) Model selection and multimodel 
inference: a practical information-theoretic approach, 2nd edn. 
Springer, New York

Chave J, Coomes D, Jansen S, Lewis SL, Swenson NG, Zanne AE 
(2009) Towards a worldwide wood economics spectrum. Ecol Lett 
12:351–366. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01285​.x

Clark JS, Dietze M, Chakraborty S, Agarwal PK, Ibanez I, LaDeau S, 
Wolosin M (2007) Resolving the biodiversity paradox. Ecol Lett 
10:647–659. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01041​.x

Conover D, Schultz ET (1995) Phenotypic similarity and the evolution-
ary significance of countergradient variation. Trends Ecol Evol 
10:248–252

Cornelissen JHC, Lavorel S, Garnier E, Díaz S, Buchmann N, Gurvich 
DE, Reich PB, Ter Steege H, Morgan HD, Van Der Heijden MGA, 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2006.01006.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2006.01006.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2010.01651.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2010.01651.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2011.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1086/429564
https://doi.org/10.1086/429564
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12531
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0245
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0245
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.1968.tb00968.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.1968.tb00968.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01285.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01041.x


163Oecologia (2019) 191:153–164	

1 3

Pausas JG, Poorter H (2003) A handbook of protocols for stand-
ardised and easy measurement of plant functional traits world-
wide. Aust J Bot 51:335–380. https​://doi.org/10.1071/BT021​24

Cornwell WK, Ackerly DD (2009) Community assembly and shifts 
in plant trait distributions across an environmental gradient 
in coastal California. Ecol Monogr 79:109–126. https​://doi.
org/10.1890/07-1134.1

Roches Des S, Post DM, Turley NE, Bailey JK, Hendry AP, Kinnison 
MT, Schweitzer JA, Palkovacs EP (2018) The ecological impor-
tance of intraspecific variation. Nat Ecol Evol 2:57–63. https​://
doi.org/10.1038/s4155​9-017-0402-5

Díaz S, Kattge J, Cornelissen JHC, Wright IJ, Lavorel S, Dray S, 
Reu B, Kleyer M, Wirth C, Prentice IC, Garnier E, Bönisch G, 
Westoby M, Poorter H, Reich PB, Moles AT, Dickie J, Gillison 
AN, Zanne AE, Chave J, Wright SJ, Sheremet’ev SN, Jactel H, 
Christopher B, Cerabolini B, Pierce S, Shipley B, Kirkup D, Casa-
noves F, Joswig JS, Günther A, Falczuk V, Rüger N, Mahecha 
MD, Gorné LD (2015) The global spectrum of plant form and 
function. Nature 529:1–17. https​://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e1648​9

Dolph GE, Dilcher DL (1980) Variation in leaf size with respect to 
climate in the tropics of the western hemisphere. Torrey Bot Soc 
107:154–162

Enquist BJ, Kerkhoff AJ, Stark SC, Swenson NG, McCarthy MC, Price 
CA (2007) A general integrative model for scaling plant growth, 
carbon flux, and functional trait spectra. Nature 449:218–222. 
https​://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e0606​1

Fajardo A (2016) Wood density is a poor predictor of competitive 
ability among individuals of the same species. For Ecol Manag 
372:217–225. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.forec​o.2016.04.022

Fajardo A, Piper FI (2011) Intraspecific trait variation and covariation 
in a widespread tree species (Nothofagus pumilio) in southern 
Chile. New Phytol 189:259–271

Fajardo A, Siefert A (2016) Phenological variation of leaf func-
tional traits within species. Oecologia 180:951–959. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044​2-016-3545-1

Grether GF (2005) Environmental Change, Phenotypic Plasticity, and 
Genetic Compensation. 166:

Grime JP (1979) Primary strategies in plants. Trans Bot Soc Edinb 
43:151–160. https​://doi.org/10.1080/03746​60790​86853​48

Hillebrand H, Matthiessen B (2009) Biodiversity in a complex 
world: consolidation and progress in functional biodiver-
sity research. Ecol Lett 12:1405–1419. https​://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1461-0248.2009.01388​.x

Hirose T, Werger MJA (1995) Canopy structure and photon flux parti-
tioning among species in a herbaceous plant community. Ecology 
76:466–474

Hulshof CM, Violle C, Spasojevic MJ, McGill B, Damschen E, Harri-
son S, Enquist BJ (2013) Intra-specific and inter-specific variation 
in specific leaf area reveal the importance of abiotic and biotic 
drivers of species diversity across elevation and latitude. J Veg 
Sci 24:921–931. https​://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12041​

Jung V, Violle C, Mondy C, Hoffmann L, Muller S (2010) Intraspecific 
variability and trait-based community assembly. J Ecol 98:1134–
1140. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2010.01687​.x

Kattge J, Díaz S, Lavorel S, Prentice IC, Leadley P, Bonisch G, Garnier 
E, Westoby M, Reich PB, Wright IJ, Cornelissen JHC, Violle 
C, Harrison SP, Van Bodegom PM, Reichstein M, Enquist BJ, 
Soudzilovskaia NA, Ackerly DD, Anand M, Atkin O, Bahn M, 
Baker TR, Baldocchi D, Bekker R, Blanco CC, Blonder B, Bond 
WJ, Bradstock R, Bunker DE, Casanoves F, Cavender-Bares J, 
Chambers JQ, Chapin FS, Chave J, Coomes D, Cornwell WK, 
Craine JM, Dobrin BH, Duarte L, Durka W, Elser J, Esser G, 
Estiarte M, Fagan WF, Fang J, Fernandez-Mendez F, Fidelis A, 
Finegan B, Flores O, Ford H, Frank D, Freschet GT, Fyllas NM, 
Gallagher RV, Green WA, Gutierrez AG, Hickler T, Higgins SI, 
Hodgson JG, Jalili A, Jansen S, Joly CA, Kerkhoff AJ, Kirkup D, 

Kitajima K, Kleyer M, Klotz S, Knops JMH, Kramer K, Kuhn I, 
Kurokawa H, Laughlin D, Lee TD, Leishman M, Lens F, Lenz 
T, Lewis SL, Lloyd J, Llusia J, Louault F, Ma S, Mahecha MD, 
Manning P, Massad T, Medlyn BE, Messier J, Moles AT, Mul-
ler SC, Nadrowski K, Naeem S, Niinemets U, Nollert S, Nuske 
A, Ogaya R, Oleksyn J, Onipchenko VG, Onoda Y, Ordonez J, 
Overbeck G, Ozinga WA, Patino S, Paula S, Pausas JG, Penuelas 
J, Phillips OL, Pillar V, Poorter H, Poorter L, Poschlod P, Prinzing 
A, Proulx R, Rammig A, Reinsch S, Reu B, Sack L, Salgado-
Negret B, Sardans J, Shiodera S, Shipley B, Siefert A, Sosinski 
E, Soussana JF, Swaine E, Swenson N, Thompson K, Thornton 
P, Waldram M, Weiher E, White M, White S, Wright SJ, Yguel 
B, Zaehle S, Zanne AE, Wirth C (2011) TRY—a global database 
of plant traits. Glob Chang Biol 17:2905–2935. https​://doi.org/1
0.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02451​.x

Kitajima K, Poorter L (2010) Tissue-level leaf toughness, but not lam-
ina thickness, predicts sapling leaf lifespan and shade tolerance 
of tropical tree species. New Phytol 186:708–721

Körner C (1991) Some often overlooked plant characteristics as deter-
minants of plant growth: a reconsideration. Funct Ecol 5:162–173. 
https​://doi.org/10.2307/23892​54

Körner C (2007) The use of ‘altitude’ in ecological research. Trends 
Ecol Evol 22:569–574. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2007.09.006

Körner C, Diemer M (1987) In situ photosynthetic responses to light, 
temperature and carbon dioxide in herbaceous plants from low 
and high altitude. Funct Ecol 1:179–194

Kraft NJB, Valencia R, Ackerly DD (2008) Functional traits and niche-
based tree community assembly in an Amazonian forest. Science 
322:580–582. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.11606​62

Kraft NJB, Godoy O, Levine JM (2015) Plant functional traits and the 
multidimensional nature of species coexistence. Proc Natl Acad 
Sci 112:797–802. https​://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.14136​50112​

Lasky JR, Uriarte M, Boukili VK, Erickson DL, John Kress W, Chaz-
don RL (2014) The relationship between tree biodiversity and 
biomass dynamics changes with tropical forest succession. Ecol 
Lett. https​://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12322​

Laurance WF, Wills C, Harms KE, Condit RS, King D, Thompson J, 
He F, Muller-landau HC, Ashton PS, Losos E, Comita L, Hub-
bell S, Lafrankie J, Bunyavejchewin S, Dattaraja HS (2006) Non-
random processes maintain diversity in tropical forests. Science 
311:527–531. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.311.5766.1376c​

Liu X, Swenson NG, Lin D, Mi X, Umaña MN, Schmid B, Ma K 
(2016) Linking individual-level functional traits to tree growth 
in a subtropical forest. Ecology 97:2396–2405. https​://doi.
org/10.1002/ecy.1445

Marks CO (2007) The causes of variation in tree seedling traits: the 
roles of environmental selection versus chance. Evolution (NY) 
61:455–469. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00021​.x

Marks CO, Lechowicz MJ (2006) Alternative designs and the evo-
lution of functional diversity. Am Nat 167:55–66. https​://doi.
org/10.1086/49827​6

Messier J, McGill BJ, Lechowicz MJ (2010) How do traits vary across 
ecological scales? A case for trait-based ecology. Ecol Lett 
13:838–848. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01476​.x

Messier J, Lechowicz MJ, Mcgill BJ, Violle C, Enquist BJ, Val P 
(2017) Interspecific integration of trait dimensions at local scales: 
the plant phenotype as an integrated network. J Ecol 105:1775–
1790. https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12755​

Muscarella R, Uriarte M (2016) Do community-weighted mean 
functional traits reflect optimal strategies? Proc R Soc B 
283:20152434. https​://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2434

Onoda Y, Westoby M, Adler PB, Choong AMF, Clissold FJ, Cornelis-
sen JHC, Díaz S, Dominy NJ, Elgart A, Enrico L, Fine PV, How-
ard JJ, Jalili A, Kitajima K, Kurokawa H, McArthur C, Lucas PW, 
Markesteijn L, Markesteijn L, Pérez-Harguindeguy N, Poorter L, 
Richards L, Santiago LS, Sosinski EE, Van Bael SA, Warton DI, 

https://doi.org/10.1071/BT02124
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-1134.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-1134.1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0402-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0402-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16489
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-016-3545-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-016-3545-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/03746607908685348
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01388.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01388.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12041
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2010.01687.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02451.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02451.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2389254
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2007.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1160662
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1413650112
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12322
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.311.5766.1376c
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.1445
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.1445
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00021.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/498276
https://doi.org/10.1086/498276
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01476.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12755
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2434


164	 Oecologia (2019) 191:153–164

1 3

Wright JJ, Wright SJ, Yamashita N (2011) Global patterns of leaf 
mechanical properties. Ecol Lett 14:301–312. https​://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01582​.x

Paine CET, Baraloto C, Chave J, Hérault B (2011) Functional traits 
of individual trees reveal ecological constraints on community 
assembly in tropical rain forests. Oikos 120:720–727. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2010.19110​.x

Pál C, Papp B, Lercher MJ, Csermely P, Oliver SG, Hurst LD (2006) 
Chance and necessity in the evolution of minimal metabolic net-
works. Nature 440:667–670. https​://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e0456​8

Poorter L, Rozendaal DMA (2008) Leaf size and leaf display of thirty-
eight tropical tree species. Oecologia 158:35–46. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044​2-008-1131-x

Pratt RB, Jacobsen AL, Ewers FW, Davis SD (2007) Relation-
ships among xylem transport, biomechanics and storage in 
stems and roots of nine Rhamnaceae species of the California 
chaparral. New Phytol 174:787–798. https​://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1469-8137.2007.02061​.x

Preston KA, Cornwell WK, Denoyer JL, Preston KA (1999) Wood den-
sity and vessel traits as distinct correlates of ecological strategy in 
51 California coast range angiosperms. New Phytol 170:807–818

R Core Team (2018) R: A language and environment for statistical 
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Aus-
tria. https​://www.R-proje​ct.org/

Reich PB, Walters MB, Ellsworth DS (1997) From tropics to tundra: 
global convergence in plant functioning. Ecology 94:13730–
13734. https​://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.94.25.13730​

Rozendaal DMA, Hurtado VH, Poorter L (2006) Plasticity in leaf traits 
of 38 tropical tree species in response to light; relationships with 
light demand and adult stature. Funct Ecol 20:207–216. https​://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2006.01105​.x

Rüger N, Berger U, Hubbell SP, Vieilledent G, Condit R (2011) 
Growth strategies of tropical tree species: disentangling light and 
size effects. PLoS One 6:e25330. https​://doi.org/10.1371/journ​
al.pone.00253​30

Shipley B, Vile D, Garnier É (2006) From plant traits to plant commu-
nities: a statistical mechanistic approach to biodiversity. Science 
314:812–814

Siefert A, Violle C, Chalmandrier L, Albert CH, Taudiere A, Fajardo 
A, Aarssen LW, Baraloto C, Carlucci MB, Cianciaruso MV, de 
Dantas LV, de Bello F, Duarte LD, Fonseca CR, Freschet GT, 
Gaucherand S, Gross N, Hikosaka K, Jackson B, Jung V, Kami-
yama C, Katabuchi M, Kembel SW, Kichenin E, Kraft NJB, 
Lagerström A, Bagousse-Pinguet YL, Mason N, Li Y, Messier J, 
Nakashizuka T, Overton JM, Peltzer DA, Pérez-Ramos IM, Pil-
lar VD, Prentice HC, Richardson S, Richardson T, Schamp BS, 
Schob C, Shipley B, Sundqvist M, Sykes MT, Vandewalle M, 
Wardle DA (2015) A global meta-analysis of the relative extent 
of intraspecific trait variation in plant communities. Ecol Lett 
18:1406–1419. https​://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12508​

Spasojevic MJ, Yablon E, Oberle B, Myers JA (2014) Ontogenetic 
trait variation influences tree community assembly across envi-
ronmental gradients. Ecosphere 5:1–20. https​://doi.org/10.1890/
ES14-00015​9.1

Stratton L, Goldstein G, Meinzer FC (2000) Stem water storage capac-
ity and efficiency of water transport: their functional significance 
in a Hawaiian dry forest. Plant Cell Environ 23:99–106. https​://
doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3040.2000.00533​.x

Swenson NG, Enquist BJ (2008) The relationship between stem and 
branch wood specific gravity and the ability of each measure to 

predict leaf area. Am J Bot 95:516–519. https​://doi.org/10.3732/
ajb.95.4.516

Swenson NG, Enquist BJ (2009) Opposing assembly mechanisms in 
a Neotropical dry forest: implications for phylogenetic and func-
tional community ecology. Ecology 90:2161–2170. https​://doi.
org/10.1890/08-1025.1

Swenson NG, Anglada-Cordero P, Barone JA (2011) Deterministic 
tropical tree community turnover: evidence from patterns of func-
tional beta diversity along an elevational gradient. Proc R Soc B 
Biol Sci 278:877–884. https​://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.1369

Tello JS, Myers JA, Macía MJ, Fuentes AF, Cayola L, Arellano G, Loza 
MI, Torrez V, Cornejo M, Miranda TB, Jørgensen PM (2015) 
Elevational gradients in β-diversity reflect variation in the strength 
of local community assembly mechanisms across spatial scales. 
PLoS One 10:1–17. https​://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.01214​58

Umaña MN, Zhang C, Cao M, Lin L, Swenson NG (2018a) Quanti-
fying the role of intra-specific trait variation for allocation and 
organ-level traits in tropical seedling communities. J Veg Sci 
29:276–284. https​://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12613​

Umaña MN, Zipkin EF, Zhang C, Cao M, Lin L, Swenson NG (2018b) 
Individual-level trait variation and negative density dependence 
affect growth in tropical tree seedlings. J Ecol 106:2446–2455. 
https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13001​

Uriarte M, Swenson NG, Chazdon RL, Comita LS, John Kress W, 
Erickson D, Forero-Montaña J, Zimmerman JK, Thompson J 
(2010) Trait similarity, shared ancestry and the structure of neigh-
bourhood interactions in a subtropical wet forest: implications for 
community assembly. Ecol Lett 13:1503–1514. https​://doi.org/10
.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01541​.x

Vasseur F, Violle C, Granier C, Vile D (2012) A common genetic 
basis to the origin of the leaf economics spectrum and metabolic 
scaling allometry. Ecol Lett 15:1149–1157. https​://doi.org/10.11
11/j.1461-0248.2012.01839​.x

Violle C, Enquist BJ, McGill BJ, Jiang L, Albert CH, Hulshof C, Jung 
V, Messier J (2012) The return of the variance: intraspecific vari-
ability in community ecology. Trends Ecol Evol 27:244–252. https​
://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.014

Vitousek PM, Shearer G, Kohl DH (1989) Foliar 15 N natural abun-
dance in Hawaiian rainforest: patterns and possible mechanisms. 
Oecologia 78:383–388

Westbrook JW, Kitajima K, Burleigh JG, Kress WJ, Erickson DL, 
Wright SJ (2011) What makes a leaf tough? Patterns of correlated 
evolution between leaf toughness traits and demographic rates 
among 197 shade-tolerant woody species in a neotropical forest. 
Am Nat 177:800–811. https​://doi.org/10.1086/65996​3

Westoby M, Falster DS, Moles AT, Vesk PA, Wright IJ (2002) Plant 
ecological strategies: some leading dimensions of variation 
between species. Annu Rev Ecol Syst 33:125–159. https​://doi.
org/10.1146/annur​ev.ecols​ys.33.01080​2.15045​2

Wright IJ, Reich PB, Westoby M, Ackerly DD, Baruch Z, Bongers F, 
Cavender-Bares J, Chapin T, Cornelissen JHC, Diemer M, Flexas 
J, Garnier E, Groom PK, Gulias J, Hikosaka K, Lamont BB, Lee 
T, Lee W, Lusk C, Midgley JJ, Navas M-L, Niinemets U, Oleksyn 
J, Osada N, Poorter H, Poot P, Prior L, Pyankov VI, Roumet C, 
Thomas SC, Tjoelker MG, Veneklaas EJ, Villar R (2004) The 
worldwide leaf economics spectrum. Nature 428:821–827. https​
://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e0240​3

Yang J, Cao M, Swenson NG (2018) Why functional traits do not pre-
dict tree demographic rates. Trends Ecol Evol 33:326–336. https​
://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.03.003

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01582.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01582.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2010.19110.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2010.19110.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04568
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-008-1131-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-008-1131-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2007.02061.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2007.02061.x
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.94.25.13730
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2006.01105.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2006.01105.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0025330
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0025330
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12508
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES14-000159.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES14-000159.1
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3040.2000.00533.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3040.2000.00533.x
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.95.4.516
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.95.4.516
https://doi.org/10.1890/08-1025.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/08-1025.1
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.1369
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0121458
https://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12613
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01541.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01541.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2012.01839.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2012.01839.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1086/659963
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.33.010802.150452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.33.010802.150452
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02403
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02403
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.03.003

	Intraspecific variation in traits and tree growth along an elevational gradient in a subtropical forest
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study area
	Species selection
	Annual growth rate
	Functional traits
	Analyses
	Variation in traits along the elevational gradient
	Relationships between traits and tree growth


	Results
	Variation in traits along the elevational gradient
	Relationships between traits and tree growth

	Discussion
	Intraspecific trait variation along elevation
	Variation in traits across species
	Growth responses to trait variations along elevation

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements 
	References




