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1  | INTRODUC TION

Plant traits are not independent from each other biologically or sta‐
tistically. An accurate description of their interdependency could 
give us a clearer view of a myriad of processes, from the links be‐
tween morphological traits and physiological function inside the 
leaves of plants (Osnas, Lichstein, Reich, & Pacala, 2013; Poorter, 
Lambers, & Evans, 2014; Westoby, Reich, & Wright, 2013), to eco‐
system‐scale processes such as global gross primary production 
(Wang et al., 2012). Evidence of generalities in the coordination of 
traits exists, but it is mostly limited to single tissue types or a few 
traits at broad spatial scales (Chave et al., 2009; Moles et al., 2009; 

Wright et al., 2004), or across tissue types but only for certain re‐
gions and/or growth forms (Ackerly, 2004; Baraloto et al., 2010; 
Cheng, Chu, Chen, & Bai, 2015; Fortunel, Fine, & Baraloto, 2012; 
Freschet, Cornelissen, Logtestijn, & Aerts, 2010; Kramer‐Walter et 
al., 2016; Liu et al., 2010). Díaz et al. (2016) found strong evidence 
for coordination among six traits measured on different tissue types 
at global scales, but they did not disentangle direct and indirect 
connections among traits. As of yet, it remains unknown how wide‐
spread coordination is among multiple traits across tissue types, and 
across different biogeographical scales and growth forms, once di‐
rect and indirect connections have been unravelled. By coordina‐
tion, we mean variation in a trait that is linked to variation in another 
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trait or traits (i.e. non‐random variation between traits). Crucially, in 
this paper, we try to disentangle the causal rather than correlative 
relationships that give rise to coordination or lack thereof among 
traits, and then assess whether this causal coordination among traits 
differs across biogeographical scales and growth forms.

Most previous studies describe the coordination across multiple 
traits using some form of correlative analyses (e.g. Ackerly, 2004; 
Freschet et al., 2010; Kramer‐Walter et al., 2016). In this study, we 
instead focus on describing the causal coordination among traits by 
identifying their “connections”. We use connection in a specific way: 
as short‐hand for undirected statistical dependencies among traits 
(Shipley, 2016). A connection represents a direct linkage between two 
traits arising as a result of conditional statistical dependence among 
these traits (sometimes, and perhaps often, functional). That is, the 
observed correlation among these two traits cannot be fully explained 
by their connections to other traits. Meanwhile, indirect connections 
are due to conditional statistical independence among traits where 
no direct connection between the two traits exists, and any observed 
statistical correlation between them is indirectly mediated by both 
having connections to one or more other traits or by an environ‐
mental variable (see examples in Supporting Information Appendix 
S3). We note that we do not a priori believe that correlations that are 
due to covariances are unimportant physiologically or ecologically; in 
fact, they likely help to contribute to the small fraction of trait space 
that is occupied (Díaz et al., 2016) and thus of “trait strategies” that 
are successful in nature. However, distinguishing direct and indirect 
connections among traits is necessary for understanding the mech‐
anistic roots of the trait correlations that define plant strategies, and 
can thus help us to clarify the causal link between traits and fitness 
components (Shipley, Lechowicz, Wright, & Reich, 2006), connections 
among traits and function (Li et al., 2015; Poorter et al., 2014), and 
the role that traits play in influencing higher‐level processes and veg‐
etation attributes (e.g. relative growth rate, net primary productivity, 
Kramer‐Walter et al., 2016; Reich, Walters, & Ellsworth, 1992).

Highly connected traits are expected as a result of biophysical 
and/or selection processes that favour the efficient use and acqui‐
sition of resources within and across plant tissues (Reich, 2014). 
On the other hand, a certain degree of independence among traits 
can give plants more flexibility to adjust function to the environ‐
mental conditions currently experienced by the plant, and allow for 
more variation in the overall phenotype of the plant (Li et al., 2015; 
Messier, Lechowicz, McGill, Violle, & Enquist, 2017), as different 
traits/tissues have their own trade‐offs. Li et al. (2015) found ev‐
idence for independence between the hydraulic and economic di‐
mensions of leaves, which may give leaves more freedom to respond 
to existing environmental conditions. Meanwhile, Kramer‐Walter et 
al. (2016) described coordination among root, stem and leaf tissue 
that also impacted plants relative growth rate (RGR), while also find‐
ing independent variation in specific root length (SRL), which may 
allow for higher phenotypic variation in roots compared to leaves. 
We should expect that interdependence among traits is mediated by 
evolutionary history, biophysical constraints, the environment that 
plants experience and whether selection favours the integration or 

independence of traits in those environments (Fortunel et al., 2012; 
Li et al., 2015; Messier et al., 2017; Reich, 2014).

While a number of studies have investigated the interdependence 
among traits across tissue types (e.g. Ackerly, 2004; Fortunel et al., 
2012; Kramer‐Walter et al., 2016; Messier et al., 2017; Reich, 2014), 
only a handful have done so at macroecological scales. At a global 
scale, Díaz et al. (2016) showed plant species occupy two orthogo‐
nal trait dimensions across six traits; one dimension, related to the 
size of plants,   was formed by seed mass and stem traits, and the 
other dimension was composed of leaf traits that characterize the 
construction costs of photosynthetic tissue. Leaf and stem traits 
of Neotropical trees have also been shown to vary independently 
of each other (Baraloto et al., 2010). Meanwhile, interdependence 
among leaf, stem and root traits of trees in New Zealand has been 
shown (Kramer‐Walter et al., 2016), as well as among traits across tis‐
sue types in Mongolian grasslands (Cheng et al., 2015), and northern 
European herbaceous species (Kleyer et al., 2018). Thus, there seems 
to be evidence for high interdependence among traits across tissue 
types; however, this seems to be variable across environments and 
growth forms and to be highly dependent on the traits examined. As 
of yet, it remains unclear how the causal interdependence of traits 
varies globally, across biogeographical scales and among plant groups.

Water availability is likely to influence the amount of interdepen‐
dence among different tissues types. Plant communities from wetter 
environments exhibit independence among leaf, root and stem tissue 
types (Baraloto et al., 2010; Fortunel et al., 2012; Jager, Richardson, 
Bellingham, Clearwater, & Laughlin, 2015), while in drier environ‐
ments interdependence among these tissue types has been observed 
(Laughlin, Leppert, Moore, & Sieg, 2010; Li & Bao, 2015; de la Riva 
et al., 2016). Similarly, the independence of traits related to water 
acquisition from traits related to nutrient acquisition increases in en‐
vironments with higher precipitation (Ackerly, 2004; Baraloto et al., 
2010; Fortunel et al., 2012; Ishida et al., 2008), and with increasing 
water availability (de la Riva et al., 2016). Thus, higher connectivity 
among traits may be selected for in drier environments or in environ‐
ments with higher seasonal variation in water availability, as matching 
tissue strategies may allow the plants to function efficiently (Reich, 
2014) and take up resources faster when conditions allow. Following 
this, we hypothesized that arid and polar/cold climates – where water 
availability is limited throughout most of the year or is available during 
a short season– will favour more connectivity across traits.

Numerous studies have described multi‐trait interdependence 
among woody species (e.g. Ackerly, 2004; Baraloto et al., 2010; de 
la Riva et al., 2016; Jager et al., 2015; Li & Bao, 2015), while fewer 
studies have done so across non‐woody species (e.g. Cheng et al., 
2015; Craine, Froehle, Tilman, Wedin, & Chapin, 2001; Craine & Lee, 
2003; Santini et al., 2017). To our knowledge, only Diaz et al. (2016) 
have specifically contrasted the difference in coordination among 
different traits across tissue types among woody and non‐woody 
species, finding no difference in trait interdependence between 
growth forms, but some differences in the strength of specific trait 
correlations. Despite these efforts, differences in trait interdepen‐
dence in woody and non‐woody species still remain unexplored.
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Several recent studies at local to regional scales have made more 
comprehensive examinations of multi‐trait integration for either 
herbaceous or woody plants. For example, Kleyer et al. (2018) and 
Messier et al. (2017) explored trait integration within a growth form, 
employing higher trait resolution than typically done previously (i.e. 
their studies incorporated all vegetative tissues and sometimes even 
reproductive tissue types and > 20 traits). These studies both sug‐
gested that traits integrate by function rather than by tissue type, 
and also identified traits with high interdependence levels (we refer 
to these as traits with high centrality). Both traits also found evidence 
for interdependence among traits across tissue types with no clear‐
cut segregation of traits into distinct trait dimensions. While neither 
study quantified the connectedness of the whole trait network (what 
we refer to as the edge density of the network), a quick calculation 
using their reported numbers of observed trait connections divided 
by the number of possible connections suggests that the trait net‐
work of non‐woody species (65 present connections/210 possible 
connections; Kleyer et al., 2018) is similar but perhaps slightly more 
connected than woody species (41 present connections/190 possi‐
ble connections; Messier et al., 2017). However, this calculation and 
other comparisons among these studies are complicated by dissim‐
ilarities in spatial scales and suites of targeted traits. There is very 
limited knowledge available that directly addresses the differences/
similarities in trait interdependence between growth forms; how‐
ever, from the limited evidence available, we hypothesized that non‐
woody species may display higher interdependence among traits.

Here we explore three hypotheses: (a) that trait connections (i.e. 
undirected statistical dependencies) and trait correlation are identical, 
(b) that high trait connectivity will be favoured in biomes where water 
availability is limited such as in arid and polar/cold climates, and (c) that 
trait connectivity will be higher in non‐woody than woody species. 
To address our hypotheses we (i) compare trait correlations and trait 
connections for each pair of traits in our trait network; (ii) describe the 
global trait network based on the connections between 10 functional 
traits using 16,281 trait observations from sites around the world; (iii) 
use network metrics to compare the differences in the trait networks 
of woody and non‐woody species; and to (iv) assess how the trait 
networks of woody and non‐woody species change across five broad 
climate regions (tropical, temperate, arid, cold and polar). We evaluate 
the connections among traits through a test of undirected statistical 
dependence using a structure learning algorithm using the well‐stud‐
ied graphical Lasso (Friedman, Hastie, & Tibshirani, 2008). The key 
feature of this method is its capacity to identify direct from indirect 
connections with high probability by identifying relationships among 
traits once covariation with all other traits has been accounted for.

2  | METHODS

2.1 | Trait, taxonomic data and climate zones

Our attention is on 10 plant traits related to the functions of leaf 
tissues, stem tissues, and reproductive tissues of plants, and are 
thus relevant to resource economy and uptake, competitive ability 

(or stress tolerance) and reproductive strategy. Seed mass (mg) re‐
flects allocation of energy to few large versus many small offspring, 
and impacts early seedling survival (Moles & Westoby, 2006). Plant 
height (m) and stem specific density (mg dry mass/mm3 fresh vol‐
ume; hereon SSD) are related to light competition, growth rate and 
long‐term viability of stems (Chave et al., 2009; Moles et al., 2009). 
Specific leaf area (mm2/mg; SLA), leaf life span (month; LLS), leaf ni‐
trogen (mg/g; N) mass and leaf phosphorus (mg/g; P) mass are re‐
lated to nutrient economy and acquisition, and are key components 
of the leaf economic spectrum (LES; Reich et al., 1999; Wright et al., 
2004). SLA represents the potential return rate measured in terms 
of light capture area per unit of mass investment (Reich, Walters, 
& Ellsworth, 1997; Wright et al., 2004). LLS represents the time 
needed to generate payback on this investment (Reich et al., 1992). 
Leaf N is associated with carboxylation capacity and is integral to the 
photosynthetic machinery (Reich et al., 1999; Wright et al., 2004). 
Leaf P is essential for bioenergetic molecules (e.g. ATP) and is linked 
to the formation of indispensable nucleic acids and lipid membranes 
(Reich et al., 1999; Wright et al., 2004). Therefore, variations in leaf 
P and N are crucial to respiration and photosynthetic capacity, as 
well as energy generation and storage. Leaf area (mm2) is related to 
the water and energy balance of a plant and is relevant to light inter‐
ception. Finally, leaf N and P can also be expressed on an area basis 
(g/m2) reflecting light capture and transaction of energy on an area 
basis (Wright et al., 2004). Consequently, we also use leaf N per area 
and leaf P per area, in parallel to their mass‐based counterparts.

We obtained spatially explicit trait data for our 10 traits and 
growth form (woody, non‐woody) data from TRY (www.try.db.org; 
Kattge et al., 2011; a list of the original data sources is found in the 
Appendix). The TRY data subset used in this study includes 16,281 
georeferenced trait observation records for 15,284 species, of which 
9,053 and 6,231 species were identified as woody and non‐woody 
plants, respectively. When we had multiple observations for the 
same trait for a species within the same climatic region, we used the 
geometric mean to calculate a single species–climate region combi‐
nation, with the exception of plant height, for which we used the 
maximum value. We standardized the species names to The Plant List 
(v. 1.1; The Plant List, 2013), and obtained the higher order taxon‐
omy for our species with taxonlookup (v. 1.0.1; Pennell, FitzJohn, 
& Cornwell, 2016). In our dataset LLS was the trait with the lowest 
number of records (c.  0.67% of records have information for this 
trait), while plant height was the trait with the highest number of 
records present (c. 35%; Supporting Information Table S1.1. Thus, we 
used a hierarchical Bayesian extension of probabilistic matrix fac‐
torization (BHPMF) to fill in the trait gaps in our dataset (Fazayeli, 
Banerjee, Kattge, Schrodt, & Reich, 2014; Schrodt et al., 2015; Shan 
et al., 2012). This algorithm harnesses the available trait and taxo‐
nomic information to fill in the gaps in the trait data, by approximat‐
ing the trait matrices at higher taxonomic levels, which then serve as 
priors for the next level in the hierarchy (Fazayeli et al., 2014; Schrodt 
et al., 2015). This approach has the advantage of leveraging any phy‐
logenetic signals in traits, although a phylogenetic signal is not a pre‐
requisite for the model to work efficiently (Schrodt et al., 2015).

http://www.try.db.org
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Previous studies have evaluated BHPMF’s prediction accuracy, 
uncertainty, and confidence in predictions. These studies have com‐
pared BHPMF to other methods such as probabilistic matrix fac‐
torization and the more commonly used MEAN – gap‐filling with 
species or genus level mean values – using plant traits datasets span‐
ning 49–92% missing entries per trait (Fazayeli et al., 2014; Moreno‐
Martínez et al., 2018; Schrodt et al., 2015). BHMPF’s prediction 
accuracy outperforms all other methods with lower root mean 
square error (RMSE) values, and higher correlation coefficient of ob‐
served versus predicted values (Fazayeli et al., 2014; Schrodt et al., 
2015). BHPMF’s average error of predictions is about half a standard 
deviation, and crucially its prediction accuracy is not related to the 
number of entries per trait (Schrodt et al., 2015). BHPMF preserves 
trait–trait correlations well and reproduces extreme values more ac‐
curately than MEAN, thus it also captures the shape of the scatter 
of observed trait data more accurately than MEAN (Schrodt et al., 
2015). Further, uncertainty evaluation tests based on the relation‐
ship between a model’s confidence versus accuracy have shown that 
BHPMF is accurate when confidence is high (Fazayeli et al., 2014; 
Schrodt et al., 2015). By contrast, MEAN can introduce large error 
and bias in some cases as this method adds new data points without 
adding new information, making confidence limits incorrect (Fazayeli 
et al., 2014; Schrodt et al., 2015).

A number of studies have used the BHPMF method in other 
trait analyses with robust results (see Blonder et al., 2018; Caplan, 
Meiners, Flores‐Moreno, & McCormack, 2018; Díaz et al., 2016; 
Moreno‐Martínez et al., 2018). Nonetheless, we also checked the 
robustness of the BHPMF algorithm by comparing the trait–trait re‐
lationship from 1,000 gap‐filled datasets versus trait–trait correla‐
tions only from the original dataset (Supporting Information Figure 
S1.1, and determining the correlation between the accuracy (RMSE) 
and confidence (SD) of the algorithm using our dataset (Supporting 
Information Figure S1.2. The first test shows that BHPMF repro‐
duces extreme values accurately capturing the shape of the scat‐
ter of observed trait data and in most cases the original trait–trait 
correlation lies inside the 95% confidence interval of the 1,000 
gap‐filled datasets suggesting the algorithm is robust in assessing 
correlations among trait pairs (Supporting Information Figure S1.1. 
The relationship between RMSE and SD suggests that the algorithm 
is accurate when it is confident (Supporting Information Figure S1.2. 
Further, we ensured the robustness of our results by re‐running our 
analyses excluding LLS, which is the most gap‐filled trait in our data‐
set (Supporting Information Appendix S1).

Using a map of the Köppen climate zones we assigned the geo‐
referenced plant records to five different climates: tropical climate 
(with little to moderate water deficiency through seasons), which 
includes tropical rainforest, tropical seasonal forest, and savannas; 
arid climate (with low water availability through seasons), which 
includes deserts and steppes; temperate climate (with little or no 
water deficiency through seasons and seasonal variation in tem‐
perature), which includes temperate forest, temperate rainforest 
and Mediterranean vegetation; cold climate (with low water avail‐
ability and high temperature seasonality), which includes only taiga; 
polar climate (with low water availability and extreme variation in 

temperature), which includes tundra, alpine and circumpolar zones 
(Peel, Finlayson, & McMahon, 2007). While variation in temperature 
and/or water availability exist within these climate regions, more 
variation in environmental conditions occurs among them (Peel et 
al., 2007). We chose the climate types above for two reasons: (a) the 
climate types described above are based on long‐term precipitation 
and heat records, which combined capture broad thermal and mois‐
ture differences among regions (Feddema, 2005), (b) the sparsity of 
plant trait data at global scales precludes the use of the 30 Köppen 
climate subtypes described by Peel et al. (2007).

2.2 | Estimation of trait correlations

We used Pearson correlations to calculate the relationship for each 
trait pair across all land plants. To estimate the statistical significance 
of the correlations, we generated 1,000 bootstrapped trait datasets 
and calculated the 95% confidence interval of the correlation for 
each trait pair. To determine the relationship between correlation 
and connections (the derivation of these is described below) we 
compared their absolute value for each trait pair, since we did not 
have a hypothesis about the sign of these metrics. Prior to analyses 
we log10 transformed and z‐transformed all continuous trait data.

2.3 | Estimation of trait connections

To determine the connections among traits we calculated the pre‐
cision matrix and the confidence interval for each trait–trait inter‐
action in the trait network. The precision matrix (i.e. inverse of the 
covariance matrix) establishes the undirected statistical dependency 
among a set of variables, in this case a set of traits. Undirected sta‐
tistical dependencies can be understood in terms of partial correla‐
tions. Given a pair of traits (x and y) with correlation ρ = ρ1 + ρ2, ρ1 
would be how much of this correlation can be explained by another 
trait z (z being a single trait or set of traits), while ρ2 would be how 
much of this correlation cannot be explained by z. Here, ρ2 is the 
partial correlation and would correspond to an entry in the preci‐
sion matrix for the undirected statistical dependency between traits 
x and y. If ρ2  =  0, then any observed correlation between traits x 
and y can be fully explained by z (i.e. traits x and y do not provide 
information about each other once trait z is considered). If ρ2 ≠ 0, 
then there is a direct connection between traits x and y, even after 
accounting for trait z. Thus, the precision matrix of traits provides 
the undirected statistical conditional dependency structure among 
traits for a multivariate (in this case, assumed log‐normal) set of 
traits, which describes the direct probabilistic interactions among 
traits (Supporting Information Appendix S2; Cai, Li, Liu, & Xie, 2012; 
Ebert‐Uphoff & Deng, 2012). Importantly, the sparsity structure of 
the precision matrix matches the sparsity structure of ρ2.

We derived the precision matrix for all plants, and then for non‐
woody and woody plants separately. Next, we derived the precision 
matrix for non‐woody and woody plants within each of the five cli‐
mate zones defined above. We used a “glasso” algorithm (Graphical 
Lasso; Friedman et al., 2008) to estimate the precision matrix for 
each plant group. The glasso algorithm assumes that traits have a 
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multivariate Gaussian distribution and estimates the precision ma‐
trix by minimizing the negative log‐likelihood among all plant trait 
measurements. Following Jankova and van de Geer (2015), we ac‐
counted for differences in sample size across precision matrices and 
their effect as: λ = 2 √(log p/n), where n refers to the sample size and 
p denotes the number of variables (i.e. traits; Supporting Information 
Appendix S2). Then for each precision matrix, we tested the signifi‐
cance of the trait–trait connections using a glasso‐based confidence 
interval (Jankova & van de Geer, 2015). Finally, we removed the con‐
nections among traits whose confidence interval contained zero.

2.4 | Characterization of networks of trait 
connections using network metrics

To characterize the differences in the connections among traits – 
which were obtained through the estimation of precision matrices 
– within and across trait networks, we used three common metrics in 
the analyses of networks: “modularity” to establish the connectivity 

among trait modules, “edge density” to quantify the connectivity of 
all traits across the whole trait network, and “degree” to quantify 
the connectivity of a focal trait to other traits in the network. We 
describe each of these metrics in detail below.

“Modularity” is the difference between the fraction of connec‐
tions among traits that fall within a given module (i.e. a module is 
a subset of traits that interact more among themselves than with 
other surrounding traits) minus the same fraction in a null model 
where connections among traits are randomly distributed (Clauset, 
Newman, & Moore, 2004; Figure 1). We used modularity to measure 
the connectivity among trait modules. Modularity helps identify the 
tendency for traits within a trait network to cluster, in that networks 
with high modularity have a great number of connections among 
traits within modules but sparse connections among traits between 
modules (Figure 1). Higher modularity of traits confers an advantage 
under variable conditions as it lends robustness (Alon, 2003; Ravasz, 
Somera, Mongru, Oltvai, & Barabási, 2002), also providing oppor‐
tunities for the network to adapt and evolve, as not all components 

F I G U R E  1   Network metrics used to assess the causal interdependence (i.e. connections) among traits. The metrics focus on the trait 
network, and individual traits’ properties. Modularity: describes the tendency of nodes within a network to cluster by quantifying how 
separated modules within a network are from each other. Modules are groups of traits (blue and red polygons) that interact more strongly 
among themselves than with other traits. In networks with low modularity traits interact strongly among modules (panel a, left ), in networks 
with high modularity (panel a, right) traits within a module interact more strongly among themselves than with traits in other modules. Edge 
density: proportion of present connections among traits out of all possible connections in the network. In networks with high edge density 
(panel b, left), connections exist between all traits, networks with low edge density (panel b, right figure) have few connections among 
traits. Degree: measures how many connections an individual trait (e.g. Trait A) has with other traits in the network. A trait with high degree 
has connections with many (sometimes all) other traits (panel c, left) in the network, a trait with low degree (panel c, right) has no or few 
connections with other traits in the network 
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in a modular network are optimally linked (i.e. ability to respond to 
changing external conditions/internal organization while maintain‐
ing normal behaviour; Barabasi & Oltvai, 2004). We used a Spinglass 
algorithm to detect the module placement in our networks. To iden‐
tify module placement this algorithm is based on the principle that 
nodes should connect edges of the same community, while nodes of 
different communities should be disconnected (Yang, Algesheimer, 
& Tessone, 2016). The community detection through spin glass may 
be understood as finding the ground state of an infinite range Potts 
spin glass by combining the information from both present and miss‐
ing links (Reichardt & Bornholdt, 2006). The network community 
structure is interpreted as the spin (i.e. community) configuration 
that minimizes the energy of the spin glass, where the spin states are 
the community indices. The Spinglass algorithm accurately detects 
modules in networks of small size (number of nodes – here, traits – ≤ 
233) and with small or large mixing parameters at the network level 
(i.e. the summation of external degree of each node over the sum‐
mation of its total degree; Yang et al., 2016). Once we determined 
the placement of modules in the networks, we recorded the num‐
ber of modules present, their trait composition and calculated their 
modularity. Modularity values of zero represent networks without 
compartmentalization of modules (i.e. networks where there is no 
subset of traits that interact more among themselves than with 
other surrounding traits), while non‐zero values represent networks 
that have compartmentalization of modules (i.e. networks that tend 
to have dense connections among traits within modules but sparse 
connections to traits in other modules; Figure 1).

“Edge density” defines the proportion of present connections 
among traits out of all possible connections in a trait network 
(Figure 1). We used edge density to assess the connectedness across 
traits of the whole trait network, regardless of their modules. In the 
context of biological networks, variation in edge density is used as 
an indicator of the compromise between efficiency of connections 
versus the cost of connections (Alon, 2003; Lipson, Pollack, Suh, & 
Wainwright, 2002). For instance, a network with high edge density 
may allow for the efficient acquisition and mobilization of resources 
(as all traits are connected with all other traits), nevertheless this 
may be costly in terms of the establishment and maintenance of con‐
nections among traits. Edge density ranges from zero to one. A value 
of zero represents no connection across the traits in the network; a 
value of one implies that all traits in the network are connected to all 
other traits (Figure 1).

“Degree” is the number of connections between a focal trait and 
other traits, normalized by the total number of potential connections 
(Horvath, 2011; Figure 1). This is a measure of the connectivity of a 
focal trait to the rest of the trait network. Thus, we used degree – 
a type of centrality measure – to quantify the relative importance 
(the centrality) of a trait for a given trait network; values for degree 
range between zero when a focal trait has no connection to any 
other trait, to one when a focal trait is connected to all other traits 
in the network. Degree is widely used in biological networks to iden‐
tify essential characteristics in biological entities such as genes, me‐
tabolites and proteins (Koschützki & Schreiber, 2008). For example, 

metabolites with higher degree may belong to the oldest part of 
the metabolism, while proteins with higher degree have been iden‐
tified as essential, with their removal being lethal to the organism 
(Koschützki & Schreiber, 2008).

2.5 | Significance of differences in trait 
network metrics

To estimate the statistical significance of the differences in network 
metrics above), we did the following: First, using 1,000 bootstrapped 
trait datasets, we calculated the precision matrices for each plant 
group and climate region (as described above), and calculated each 
network metric for each of the 1,000 resulting trait networks. Then, 
for a given network metric (i.e. modularity, degree, edge density) we 
calculated the 95% confidence interval of the difference across all 
group pairs. Following Besag, Green, Higdon, and Mengersen (1995), 
we corrected for multiple comparison by calculating simultaneous 
credible intervals based on order statistics of the difference in a 
given network metric among groups.

We ran all analyses in R 3.5.3  (R Core Team, 2019). For calcu‐
lating the precision matrices we used the camel package (Li, Zhao, 
& Liu, 2013), and for calculating the network metrics we used the 
igraph package (Csardi & Nepusz, 2006).

3  | RESULTS

Contrary to our first hypothesis, we found that trait connections and 
trait correlation are not identical for all land plants (Figure 2). From 
the 28 unique trait–trait relationships possible in our trait networks, 
we found that 23 have both significant trait–trait correlations and 
trait connections, four have only significant trait correlations and 
one has only a significant trait connection (Figure 2c,d, Supporting 
Information Table S4.1. The disagreements between connections 
and correlations occur in trait–trait relationships with medium to 
low correlation values (|r| <= .30; Figure 2d). There is a connection 
between leaf N mass–seed mass, but no correlation between these 
traits. On the other hand, there are four trait–trait relationships with 
significant correlations (leaf P mass–seed mass, leaf N mass–plant 
height, leaf area–leaf P mass and leaf area–leaf N mass), but without 
significant connection among these traits (Figure 2c). We found that 
strong correlations, such as those between SLA–LLS, seed mass–
plant height, leaf N mass–leaf P mass (|r| >= .5), were always present 
as connections (Supporting Information Table S4.1.

Among all terrestrial plants, there is a high proportion of connec‐
tions among traits across all tissue types (edge density = .86, Figure 3a 
and Supporting Information Figure S4.1), and no modularity among 
traits (modularity = 0, Figure 3b). LLS and SSD (both degree = 1) are 
more central to the global trait networks in that they have signifi‐
cantly higher numbers of connections to other traits compared to 
plant height (degree =  .86), leaf N (degree =  .71) and leaf area (de‐
gree = .71). Leaf area (degree = .71) and leaf N mass (degree = .71) are 
the traits with the fewest connections to other traits (Figure 3c and 
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Supporting Information Table S4.2, S4.3. All other traits fall some‐
where in between these two extremes, in descending order: SLA 
also had a high proportion of connections to other traits, but only 
significantly higher than plant height and leaf N; seed mass had higher 
proportion of connections to other traits but only compared to leaf 
N; and leaf P had a low proportion of connections compared to other 
traits; however, this difference was not significant (Figure 2c and 
Supporting Information Table S4.2, S4.3. Details of the global trait 
networks and multiple comparison corrected 95% confidence inter‐
vals for all results are in Supporting Information Appendix S3.

Contrary to our hypothesis that non‐woody species will have higher 
connectivity among traits compared to woody species, we found that 
both growth forms have similar proportions of connections among traits 
in the trait network (edge densitywoody = .71; edge densitynon‐woody = .61; 
Figure 3a and Supporting Information Figure S4.1) and both have two 
trait modules with comparably low levels of modularity, showing higher 
integration of traits across modules than within modules (modularitynon‐

woody = .10; modularitywoody = .06; Figure 3b). However, we found some 
fundamental differences in the composition of the trait modules and in 

the identity of most central traits in the trait networks. In terms of the 
modules’ composition, in non‐woody species one module is composed 
of LLS, leaf N and SSD, while the other is composed of leaf P, SLA, plant 
height, leaf area and seed mass (Table 1). Meanwhile, in woody species 
one module is formed by leaf area, leaf P and SSD and the other one by 
seed mass, LLS, SLA, leaf N and plant height (Table 1). Both growth forms 
have comparable levels of modularity, showing higher integration of traits 
across modules than within modules (modularitynon‐woody =  .10; modu‐
laritywoody = .06; Figure 3b). For non‐woody species leaf N, leaf area, LLS 
and leaf P (degree = .71) are the traits with the highest number of con‐
nections to other traits in the trait network (Figure 3d). Meanwhile, for 
woody species the traits with the highest proportion of connections to 
other traits are LLS (degree = .86), leaf area (degree = .86) and seed mass 
(degree = .86, Figure 3e). In both cases stem‐related traits are the traits 
with the fewest connections to other traits in the network (degree ≤ .57 
Figure 3d,e). Details on trait networks of woody and non‐woody species 
are presented in Supporting Information Appendix S3.

In both woody and non‐woody species, there are connections 
among all leaf‐tissue traits, except SLA–LLS in non‐woody species. 

F I G U R E  2   Comparison of trait correlations (r) and connections (Ω). (a) Trait network based on correlations (coloured connections are 
significant). (b) Trait network based on connections (coloured connections are significant). (c) Trait connections that differ from correlations. 
(d) Comparison of absolute values of trait connections and correlations; black points are significant trait–trait correlations and significant 
trait connections, red points are trait‐trait relations that had either connections or correlations that were not significant 
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Also, in both growth form groups there are connections between 
plant height–leaf area, plant height–LLS, seed mass–leaf area, 
seed mass–SLA, seed mass–leaf N and seed mass–plant height. 
Connections between LLS–SLA, SSD–leaf area, SSD–leaf P, plant 
height–leaf N, seed mass–LLS, and seed mass–SSD are only present 
in woody species. Connections between SSD–leaf N, SSD–LLS and 
plant height–leaf P are only present in non‐woody species.

3.1 | Woody and non‐woody species by 
climate region

Connections among traits of woody and non‐woody species dif‐
fer across climate regions (Supporting Information Figure S4.2. 
However, contrary to our expectations, the proportion of connect‐
edness among traits did not increase with decreasing water avail‐
ability. Woody species show a higher proportion of connections 
among traits (i.e. higher edge density) in tropical (edge density = .64), 

F I G U R E  3   Trait networks for all plants, woody and non‐woody growth forms. (a) Edge density, (b) modularity and (c) trait degree. 
Whiskers denote 95% confidence interval. See Figure 1 for hypothetical graphical examples of these metrics

TA B L E  1   Modules' composition for all plants, non‐woody and 
woody species

Growth form Modules

All plants Leaf area–SLA–leaf N–LLS–leaf P–
plant ht–SSD–seed mass

Non‐woody Leaf area–leaf P–plant ht | SLA–leaf 
N–LLS–SSD–seed mass

Woody Leaf area–LLS–plant ht–seed mass | 
SLA–leaf N–leaf P–SSD

Note: plant ht = plant height; LLS = leaf life span; SLA = specific leaf 
area; SSD = stem specific density. Modules in our networks are 
detected using the Spinglass algorithm (see Methods). The modules in 
this table are the most common modules across the 1,000 networks 
obtained from the analyses of 1,000 bootstrapped trait matrices. The 
pipe character “|” separates individual modules. Traits across modules 
may be connected (see graphical representation of modularity in Figure 
1b); however, they tend to be more connected with other traits within 
the modules than with traits outside the module.
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temperate (edge density  =  .68), arid (edge density  =  .64) and cold 
environments (edge density  =  .57), compared to polar ones (edge 
density  =  .39; Figure 4a and Supporting Information Figure S4.2, 
Table S4.4, 4.5. Non‐woody species show a higher proportion of 
connections between traits in cold (edge density  =  .61) compared 
to polar environments (edge density = .43; Figure 4c and Supporting 
Information Figure S4.2, Table S4.4, 4.5). However, non‐woody spe‐
cies also have a higher proportion of connections in temperate (edge 
density = .57) and cold environments compared to tropical environ‐
ments (edge density  =  .36; Figure 4c and Supporting Information 
Figure S4.2, Table S4.4, 4.5).

Woody species show significantly higher integration of traits 
within modules in polar (modularity =  .25) compared to temperate 
and tropical environments (for both modularity  =  .08; Figure 4b 
and Supporting Information Table S4.6, 4.7). Non‐woody species 
show non‐significant differences in modularity across environments 
(Figure 4d and Supporting Information Table S4.6, 4.7). Across the 
different climate regions, woody species always have two modules, 
while non‐woody species have two modules in all climates except 
polar and tropical where they have three (Table 2). Both growth 
forms have a module mainly composed of traits related to the LES. 
In woody species, this consists of leaf N and leaf P, and SLA is part 
of this module in all climates except tropical, while LLS is part of this 
module in all climates except cold climate. In non‐woody species, the 
analogous module contains SLA, leaf N and leaf P in all climate re‐
gions. The second module consists of traits related to reproductive 
strategy and plant architecture for woody species, and mainly plant 

architecture in non‐woody species. In woody species, the core traits 
in this module are seed mass, plant height, leaf area and SSD. In non‐
woody species this module consists of plant height and leaf area; 
SSD is part of this module in all climates except polar, and seed mass 
is part of this module in all climates except tropical and arid. When 
a third module is present in non‐woody species, it consists of LLS 
and either plant height in tropical, or SSD in polar climates (Table 2).

For both growth forms, LLS is the trait with the highest cen‐
trality (i.e. it has the most connections to other traits) in temperate 
(degreewoody = .71, degreenon‐woody = .71) and arid climates (degree‐

woody  =  .86, degreenon‐woody  =  .57), while seed mass has high cen‐
trality in tropical areas (degreewoody  =  .86, degreenon‐woody  =  .43; 
Supporting Information Table S4.8–4.11). For non‐woody species 
leaf N has a high centrality in all climate zones, except cold, while leaf 
area has a high centrality in all environments except temperate and 
polar ones (Supporting Information Table S4.10, 4.11). For woody 
species LLS has the highest centrality in all regions except tropical 
ones (Supporting Information Table S4.8, 4.9).

Across climate types and both growth forms, connections between 
leaf N–leaf P, leaf N–SLA, plant height–leaf area and seed mass–leaf area 
are always present. For non‐woody species connections among seed 
mass–SLA and seed mass–leaf N are also robust across climate types. 
Meanwhile, for woody species connections between SLA–leaf area, leaf 
P–SLA, LLS–leaf N, SSD–leaf P, seed mass–plant height and seed mass–
SSD are also found across climate regions. Details of trait network dif‐
ferences across climate regions are presented in Supporting Information 
Appendix S3.

F I G U R E  4   Plant trait network edge density, modularity, and trait degree for woody (a, b and e, respectively) and non‐woody species (c, d 
and f, respectively) across five climate regions using mass‐based leaf N and P. Whiskers denote 95% confidence interval 
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3.2 | Effect of excluding LLS and using area‐based 
leaf N and P on the networks of trait connections

The patterns presented above are largely consistent when excluding 
LLS − the most gap‐filled trait in our dataset (Supporting Information 
Appendix S1), or when we run the analyses using area‐based leaf N 
and P traits (Supporting Information Appendix S4). The robustness 
of connections across climates and growth forms is similar in area‐
based results to that observed in mass‐based analyses, with the 
addition of a connection between LLS–SLA, seed mass–leaf N and 
seed mass–plant height. In the results excluding LLS, we observe 
the addition of a connection between SSD–leaf areas. As in the 
mass‐based results, woody species show higher modularity in polar 
regions when these traits are area‐based (Supporting Information 
Table S5.5, S5.6), and when excluding LLS (Supporting Information 
Table S2.5, S2.6). As in the mass‐based results, no one trait is es‐
sential to all networks (as measured by their degree) across all cli‐
mates for both woody and non‐woody growth forms when results 
are derived using area‐based traits (Supporting Information Table 
S5.7–S5.10), or when we excluded LLS (Supporting Information 
Table S2.7–2.10). Across leaf nutrient mass‐based and area‐based 
results, and results excluding LLS, we are always able to distinguish 
two modules, one mainly related to LES traits and another one re‐
lated to reproductive strategy and plant architecture.

4  | DISCUSSION

Here we have identified emergent characteristics of the trait con‐
nections for all land plants at a global scale, indicating trait con‐
nections both within and across plant leaf, stem and reproductive 
tissues. Further, we have identified variation in the trait connection 
network across growth forms (woody and non‐woody) and, for the 
first time (to our knowledge), explicitly accounted for the impact of 
broad environmental gradients on the trait network. In doing so, our 
study builds on – and extends – previous attempts that describe the 
correlations across several traits and several tissue types at global 

scales (Díaz et al., 2016), and efforts that focused on certain vegeta‐
tion types (Wright et al., 2007) and narrower environmental gradients 
(Cheng et al., 2015). The analyses indicate that strong integration 
across traits across different tissue types exists at the global scale, 
and across growth forms – however, integration among traits changes 
across environments. We find that groups of traits cluster forming 
modules, and that the composition of these modules mostly agrees 
with previously described trait dimensions. Our analyses also high‐
light individual traits that are highly connected, as well as robust trait–
trait connections that are persistent across growth form and climate 
regions; however, these results also suggest that the importance of 
these traits and trait–trait connections are not always supported by 
current knowledge based on correlative evidence. We found that 
strong correlations are present as connections, while some weaker 
correlations are either direct connections or absent as connections. 
Collectively our analyses of causal connections among traits using a 
network approach suggest that while the plant phenotype is highly 
integrated, differences among growth forms and environmental con‐
ditions that plants experience modify the strength, clustering and 
centrality of traits and trait connections in the trait network.

4.1 | Connections among traits across all 
terrestrial plants

When we compared trait–trait relationships across all land plants 
using connections and correlations we found that 15% of all the pre‐
sent trait–trait correlations disappear as connections, and the only 
non‐significant trait–trait correlation in the trait network emerged 
as a connection (leaf N mass–seed mass). These results suggest that 
trait networks are somewhat sparser than suggested by correlation 
analyses. That correlations disappear as connections suggests that 
the interactions among these traits are mediated through another 
trait(s) in our trait network once the influence of the network is taken 
into consideration. Importantly, correlations that are critical to plant 
growth, survival and reproduction – extensively described else‐
where – and which tend to have high correlation values, were always 
present as connections, whereas only trait–trait correlations with 

Climate Woody species modules Non‐woody species modules

Tropical Leaf area–SLA–plant ht–SSD–seed 
mass | leaf N–LLS–leaf P

Leaf area–SSD | SLA–leaf N–leaf 
P–seed mass | LLS–plant ht

Temperate Leaf area–plant ht–SSD–seed mass | 
SLA–leaf N–LLS–leaf P

Leaf area–LLS–plant ht–SSD–
seed mass | SLA–leaf N–leaf P

Arid Leaf area–plant ht–SSD–seed mass | 
SLA–leaf N–LLS–leaf P

Leaf area–LLS–plant ht–SSD | 
SLA–leaf N–leaf P–seed mass

Cold Leaf area–LLS–plant ht–SSD–seed 
mass | SLA–leaf N–leaf P

Leaf area–LLS–plant ht–SSD–
seed mass | SLA–leaf N–leaf P

Polar Leaf area–plant ht–SSD–seed mass | 
SLA–leaf N–LLS–leaf P

Leaf area–plant ht–seed mass | 
SLA–leaf N–leaf P | LLS–SSD

Note: plant ht = plant height; LLS = leaf life span; SLA = specific leaf area; SSD = stem specific 
density. Modules in our networks are detected using the Spinglass algorithm (see Methods). The 
modules in this table are the most common modules across the 1,000 networks obtained from the 
1,000 bootstrapped trait matrix. The pipe character “|” separates individual modules.

TA B L E  2   Modules of non‐woody and 
woody species across climate regions
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medium to low values disappear when examined as connections. 
The correlation between leaf N mass–seed mass was non‐exist‐
ent, yet our analyses suggests there is a direct connection between 
these traits. This direct connection perhaps arises via the key role 
that both traits have in plant survival and reproduction or more spe‐
cifically through the mobilization of vegetative nitrogen needed for 
the generation of seed storage protein (Shibles & Sundberg, 1998).

Variation in edge density in biological networks has been linked 
to a compromise between efficiency of connections versus the cost 
of connection (Alon, 2003; Lipson et al., 2002). At a global scale we 
found that land plants have a high proportion of connectedness 
(high trait network edge density) across traits and high integration 
across tissue types, although not all possible trait connections exist 
or are strong enough for biological significance. Contrary to our hy‐
pothesis, we found no significant differences in the proportion of 
connection among traits across growth forms, and an overall high 
proportion of connectedness across traits. This suggests that while 
there are crucial physiological and anatomical differences across 
woody and non‐woody strategies, these differences do not translate 
to higher or lower integration of the whole plant phenotype. This 
supports the idea that matching tissue strategies (i.e. high integration 
among traits) should be advantageous (Reich, 2014) across growth 
forms, as this may allow for the efficient acquisition and sharing of 
resources across the whole plant. On the other hand, our analyses 
also show that the trait network proportion of connectedness varies 
across climate regions, suggesting that strong trait coordination and 
therefore efficient resource sharing comes with a cost and may not 
be advantageous under all environmental conditions. We, however, 
reject our hypothesis that traits will be more integrated in water‐
restricted environments, instead finding some evidence in woody 
species for lower trait integration in polar regions compared to all 
other climate regions, and a mixed pattern in non‐woody species. 
Disentangling which abiotic conditions explain the most variation in 
trait integration, as well as the relationship between trait integration 
and these leading abiotic variables will be an important next step.

4.2 | Modularity varies across climates

Modules are groups of traits that interact more strongly among 
themselves, and tend to perform a common function (Alon, 2003); 
conceptually, modules are similar to trait dimensions/axes (Kleyer et 
al., 2018). We found there are at least two core modules that are 
present in both plant growth forms, and a third module present in 
trait networks of non‐woody species. This finding is in agreement 
with studies describing the dimensionality of plant trait strategies, 
who usually define at least two independent axes of trait varia‐
tion (e.g. Ackerly, 2004; Díaz et al., 2016); although up to four or 
even six independent axes have been described (Jager et al., 2015; 
Laughlin et al., 2010). Meanwhile, emergent analyses using network 
approaches have revealed highly integrated trait networks at local 
and regional scales, concluding a lack of support for the notion of in‐
dependent trait dimensions (Kleyer et al., 2018; Messier et al., 2017). 
However, it is important to note that our present study and most 

other studies that have focused on defining axes of trait variation 
have asked which traits interact strongly regardless of their tissue 
type, meanwhile Messier et al. (2017) focused on assessing the mod‐
ularity of predefined trait dimensions, which is conceptually differ‐
ent. Differences in focus, scale and number as well as type of traits 
explored may somewhat explain the differences among studies.

SLA, leaf N and leaf P (mass‐ or area‐based) always constituted 
a module in woody species across climate regions. These three 
physiological leaf‐tissue traits are central to the LES (Wright et 
al., 2004). Seed mass, plant height and leaf area formed the core 
traits in a second persistent module (Table 2). These reproductive 
and architectural traits are relevant to plant size, and plant–water 
and –light relationships (Moles et al., 2005; Niklas, 1994; Westoby, 
Falster, Moles, Vesk, & Wright, 2002). Thus, in woody species we 
have one persistently connected module of traits within a tissue 
type, and one persistent module of connections of traits that come 
from different tissue types. Similarly, in non‐woody species, leaf 
N and SLA were always together in one module (leaf P was part 
of this module, except in tropical climates), while plant height and 
leaf area were together in a separate module (SSD formed part of 
this module except in polar climates). The importance of these two 
modules in the strategies of plants is supported by the LES and 
the global spectrum of plant form and function (Díaz et al., 2016; 
Reich et al., 1999, 1997). Thus, much in agreement with studies 
focusing on defining the dimensionality of plant strategies, we find 
the trait network has one module whose function is carbon up‐
take represented by leaf physiological traits, and a second module 
whose function is more related to plant reproductive and architec‐
tural traits. While trait networks are integrated to maximize the 
efficiency of resource use and acquisition as suggested by Reich 
(2014) and supported by our centrality analyses and others (e.g. 
Kramer‐Walter et al., 2016; Messier et al., 2017), trait networks 
are at the same time segregated into modules of more highly inter‐
acting traits that may provide adaptive advantages under varying 
environmental conditions.

The degree of modularity of trait networks varies across envi‐
ronmental gradients for woody, but not for non‐woody species. This 
suggests plant growth forms differ in their strategies to cope with 
environmental conditions. The lack of variation in the modulatory of 
non‐woody species across environments suggests they experience 
weaker environmental filtering compared to woody species (Šímová 
et al., 2018). Weaker environmental filtering in non‐woody species 
perhaps results from their shorter life span, dormancy (and other 
bet‐hedging) strategies and lack of long‐persisting, reinforced stems 
above ground, which in combination may allow them to avoid much 
environmental heterogeneity. Within woody species, modularity is 
greater in polar than in tropical or temperate climates, meaning that 
modules in the trait network in polar regions are more independent 
from one another compared to other climate regions. This suggests 
that less coordination between trait dimensions (modules) is advanta‐
geous in polar environments. Higher independence among modules 
in polar regions may give plants more flexibility to adjust functions 
and help better manage risk of component failure (Gilarranz, Rayfield, 
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Liñán‐Cembrano, Bascompte, & Gonzalez, 2017). This may be in re‐
sponse to greater variation in water availability between seasons 
(Feddema, 2005), greater temporal asynchrony between resources 
in polar environments, narrower range of variation in traits under 
harsher environmental conditions making  relationship between 
traits weaker and thus increasing modularity (e.g. de la Riva et al., 
2018), or more variable and/or different selection forces acting more 
strongly on each independent trait module (Laughlin et al., 2010).

4.3 | Highly connected traits

High centrality – having a high number of connections to other 
units in a network – suggests that a variable tends to be influential 
in terms of regulating critical functions or be involved in the regula‐
tion of more functions, thereby having greater impact on higher level 
properties such as fitness (Koschützki & Schreiber, 2008). LLS and 
SSD were the traits with most connections to other traits across land 
plants. Indeed, LLS is a crucial trait in the resource acquisition strat‐
egy of plants, influencing the carbon construction cost and carbon 
gain of leaves (Reich et al., 1999, 1992), while SSD impacts plant hy‐
draulic and mechanical properties and influences the nutrient, carbon 
and water economy of stems (Chave et al., 2009). Further, variation 
in these traits has been shown to impact growth and fecundity (Adler 
et al., 2014), and also to contribute to the structuring of woody com‐
munities (Kunstler et al., 2016) and to influence ecosystem level pro‐
cesses (Reich, 2014; Reich et al., 1997). However, trait centrality was 
labile within growth forms across climate regions. Changes in the 
centrality of traits across growth forms and climate regions may sim‐
ply reflect the scale‐dependent nature of the selective, genetic and 
biophysical forces acting on traits. We conjecture that trait centrality 
may indeed reflect some of the functional relevance of traits in the 
trait network, thus providing crucial information about what traits are 
critical to the definition and understanding of plant strategies.

4.4 | Trait connections across growth forms and 
climate regions

Connections between seed mass–leaf area, leaf N–SLA, leaf P–leaf N 
and plant height–leaf area stand out because they were always pre‐
sent in analyses of growth forms, and across different climate types 
(Table 3). Some of these connections are well known (e.g. leaf N–
SLA, leaf P–leaf N), and previous correlation analyses have identified 
their importance in understanding compromises among traits and 
their impact on plant function (Reich et al., 1999, 1992, 1997; Wright 
et al., 2004). However, some others are connections that previous 
correlation analyses suggested have no or weak relationships across 
habitats, and therefore their importance has been downplayed (e.g. 
seed mass–leaf area, plant height–leaf area; Table 3). In the first case 
– where we detect a connection and previous studies show a strong 
correlation – evidence suggests that these connections are main‐
tained through selective pressure of biophysical constraints and 
natural selection (Table 3). For example, an increase in SLA will gen‐
erally be linked to an increase in concentration of leaf N and other 

cytoplasmic molecules (Meziane & Shipley, 2001; Reich et al., 1997). 
At the same time, natural selection reinforces a strong relationship 
between SLA and  leaf N through processes such as herbivory and 
competition (Reich et al., 1997), limiting the trait space where opti‐
mal combinations of these traits occur. In the second case – where 
conditional dependency between two traits exists, but previous cor‐
relation tests suggested a weak relationship – we propose that these 
trait connections are maintained in the plant phylogeny through 
neutral or selective processes, but contradictory selective forces 
across habitats weaken the correlation among these traits. Some 
studies have reported a triangular relationship between seed mass 
and leaf area in temperate woody species (i.e. big leaves have big 
or small seeds, but small leaves only have small seeds; Cornelissen, 
1999); other studies report positive rather than triangular relation‐
ships across woody sclerophyll species (Westoby & Wright, 2003), 
while others show no relationship among these traits across woody 
tropical species (Wright et al., 2007). In both cases, our analyses sug‐
gest that these trait connections are robust after accounting for all 
other traits, and across climates and growth forms, but the forces 
maintaining these connections might differ.

Some well‐known, strong trait–trait correlations across plants 
stand out because they do have robust connections globally but not 
across growth forms or climate regions in our study. For instance, 
the connection between SLA–LLS is direct in the global data and in 
woody plants but not in non‐woody plants. Moreover, this connec‐
tion was observed in four of five climate regions for woody plants, 
but only one of five for non‐woody plants. This weaker connection 
in subsets of the global data could suggest that although a strong 
correlation exists between these two traits, the connection between 
these traits could be mechanistically mediated through other traits 
in some cases, or the connection only exists when the absolute 
range in LLS is large, as is the case for woody plants. Additionally, 
given that the vast majority of global data on LLS for graminoids 
likely reflects longevity of the entire leaf blade (much of which may 
be senescing or dead) rather than of active photosynthetic tissue 
per se (Craine, Berin, Reich, Tilman, & Knops, 1999; Craine & Reich, 
2001), the majority of global data on graminoid LLS may not be as 
comparable to LLS in woody and non‐woody dicots as the research 
community recognizes (or wishes). This may contribute to differ‐
ences in connection of SLA–LLS in woody versus non‐woody plants.

Previous plant trait studies have focused on understanding the 
interdependence between pairs of traits or among multiple traits 
using correlation analyses in combination with ordination tech‐
niques (e.g. Supporting Information Table S1.2. These studies have 
shown that the strength and form of the relationships between traits 
among co‐occurring species vary across environments (Ackerly, 
2004; Reich et al., 1999), and among functional groups (Reich et al., 
2003), with axes of trait variation shifting, collapsing or arising across 
environmental gradients and different growth forms. The analyses 
presented here suggest that direct and indirect interactions among 
traits within and between tissue types also shift across growth forms 
and climate regions. We found that LLS and SSD are the most cen‐
tral traits globally, but were not always connected within all climate 
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zones, especially for non‐woody plants (but see above); moreover, 
few trait–trait connections exist robustly across all growth forms 
and climate gradients (Table 3). Despite the difference in statisti‐
cal approach compared with previous research (e.g. Ackerly, 2004; 
Fortunel et al., 2012; Kramer‐Walter et al., 2016), our study supports 
the existence of two distinguishable dimensions or functional mod‐
ules across land plants and climate regions. One module is related to 
physiological leaf traits related to carbon uptake and economy, and 
another related to reproductive strategy and plant architecture. The 
findings presented here contribute to the fundamental understand‐
ing of dependencies between plant traits and their variation across 
environmental gradients. Our approach represents an important 
step forward on the collective path to understanding the causal links 
among multiple traits across multiple tissue types, and within and 
across different climate zones and plant growth forms.

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS

HFM, PBR, MC, EEB, KRW, AB were funded by the United States 
Department of Energy (DE‐SL0012677). HFM was partially funded 
by a Discovery grant from the  Institute on the Environment at 
University of Minnesota. AB and PBR were supported by a National 
Science Foundation (NSF) grant IIS‐1563950. PBR was funded by 
two University of Minnesota Institute on the Environment Discovery 
Grants. OKA acknowledges funding by the Australian Research 
Council (CE140100008). KK was supported by the European Union 
Seventh Framework programme (EU‐FP7) project Biodiversity And 
Climate Change, A Risk Analysis  (BACCARA; 226299) and the na‐
tional project Resilient Forests (KB‐29‐009‐003). JP acknowledges 
the financial support from the European Research Council Synergy 
grant ERC‐SyG‐2013‐610028 IMBALANCE‐P. VO thanks the Russian 
Science Foundation (RSF) for financial support (# 19‐14‐00038). The 
study was supported by the TRY initiative on plant traits (http://www.
try-db.org). The TRY initiative and database is hosted, developed and 
maintained at the Max Planck Institute for Biogeochemistry, Jena, 
Germany. TRY is currently supported by DIVERSITAS/Future Earth 
and the German 22 Centre for Integrative Biodiversity Research (iDiv) 
Halle‐Jena‐Leipzig. Discussions with Santiago Soliveres, Matthew 
Michalska‐Smith, and comments from Andrew Kerkhoff, Enrique de 
la Riva and two anonymous referees contributed greatly to this paper.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT

The data used for the analyses are publicly available: climate zones 
(https​://webmap.ornl.gov/ogc/wcsdo​wn.jsp?dg_id=10012_1) and 
plants (www.try-db.org; upon request to TRY).

ORCID

Habacuc Flores‐Moreno   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7083-0005 

Ethan E. Butler   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3482-1950 

Ülo Niinemets   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3078-2192 

Rhiannon L. Dalrymple   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2660-1424 

R E FE R E N C E S

Ackerly, D. (2004). Functional strategies of chaparral shrubs in relation 
to seasonal water deficit and disturbance. Ecological Monographs, 74, 
25–44. https​://doi.org/10.1890/03-4022

Adler, P. B., Salguero‐Gómez, R., Compagnoni, A., Hsu, J. S., Ray‐
Mukherjee, J., Mbeau‐Ache, C., & Franco, M. (2014). Functional 
traits explain variation in plant life history strategies. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences USA, 111, 740–745. https​://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.13151​79111​

Alon, U. (2003). Biological networks: The tinkerer as an engineer. Science, 
301, 1866–1867. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.1089072

Barabasi, A.‐L., & Oltvai, Z. N. (2004). Network biology: Understanding 
the cell's functional organization. Nature Reviews Genetics, 5, 101–
113. https​://doi.org/10.1038/nrg1272

Baraloto, C., Timothy Paine, C. E., Poorter, L., Beauchene, J., Bonal, D., 
Domenach, A. M., … Chave, J. (2010). Decoupled leaf and stem eco‐
nomics in rain forest trees. Ecology Letters, 13, 1338–1347. https​://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01517.x

Besag, J., Green, P., Higdon, D., & Mengersen, K. (1995). Bayesian com‐
putation and stochastic systems. Statistical Science, 10, 3–41. https​://
doi.org/10.1214/ss/11770​10123​

Blonder, B., Enquist, B. J., Graae, B. J., Kattge, J., Maitner, B. S., Morueta‐
Holme, N., … Violle, C. (2018). Late Quaternary climate legacies in 
contemporary plant functional composition. Global Change Biology, 
24, 4827–4840. https​://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14375​

Cai, T. T., Li, H., Liu, W., & Xie, J. (2012). Covariate‐adjusted precision ma‐
trix estimation with an application in genetical genomics. Biometrika, 
100, 139–156. https​://doi.org/10.1093/biome​t/ass058

Caplan, J. S., Meiners, S. J., Flores‐Moreno, H., & McCormack, M. L. 
(2018). Fine‐root traits are linked to species dynamics in a succes‐
sional plant community. Ecology, 100, e02588.

Chave, J., Coomes, D., Jansen, S., Lewis, S. L., Swenson, N. G., 
& Zanne, A. E. (2009). Towards a worldwide wood eco‐
nomics spectrum. Ecology Letters, 12, 351–366. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01285.x

Cheng, J., Chu, P., Chen, D., & Bai, Y. (2015). Functional correlations 
between specific leaf area and specific root length along a regional 
environmental gradient in Inner Mongolia grasslands. Functional 
Ecology, 30, 985–997. https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12569​

Clauset, A., Newman, M. E. J., & Moore, C. (2004). Finding community 
structure in very large networks. Physical Review E, 70, 066111.  
https​://doi.org/10.1103/PhysR​evE.70.066111

Cornelissen, J. H. C. (1999). A triangular relationship between leaf size 
and seed size among woody species: Allometry, ontogeny, ecology 
and taxonomy. Oecologia, 118, 248–255. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s0044​20050725

Craine, J., Berin, D., Reich, P., Tilman, D., & Knops, J. (1999). 
Measurement of leaf longevity of 14 species of grasses and forbs 
using a novel approach. The New Phytologist, 142, 475–481. https​://
doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.1999.00411.x

Craine, J., Froehle, J., Tilman, D., Wedin, D., & Chapin, III, F. S. (2001). The 
relationships among root and leaf traits of 76 grassland species and 
relative abundance along fertility and disturbance gradients. Oikos, 
93, 274–285. https​://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2001.930210.x

Craine, J., & Lee, W. (2003). Covariation in leaf and root traits for na‐
tive and non‐native grasses along an altitudinal gradient in New 
Zealand. Oecologia, 134, 471–478. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s00442-002-1155-6

Craine, J. M., & Reich, P. B. (2001). Elevated CO2 and nitrogen supply 
alter leaf longevity of grassland species. New Phytologist, 150, 397–
403. https​://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.2001.00116.x

Csardi, G., & Nepusz, T. (2006). The igraph software package for complex 
network research. InterJournal, Complex Systems, 1695, 1–9.

de la Riva, E. G., Tosto, A., Pérez‐Ramos, I. M., Navarro‐Fernández, C. 
M., Olmo, M., Anten, N. P. R., … Villar, R. (2016). A plant economics 

http://www.try-db.org
http://www.try-db.org
https://webmap.ornl.gov/ogc/wcsdown.jsp?dg_xml:id=10012_1
http://www.try-db.org
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7083-0005
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7083-0005
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3482-1950
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3482-1950
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3078-2192
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3078-2192
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2660-1424
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2660-1424
https://doi.org/10.1890/03-4022
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1315179111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1315179111
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089072
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg1272
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01517.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01517.x
https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1177010123
https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1177010123
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14375
https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/ass058
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01285.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01285.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12569
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.70.066111
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420050725
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420050725
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.1999.00411.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.1999.00411.x
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2001.930210.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-002-1155-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-002-1155-6
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.2001.00116.x


     |  1821FLORES‐MORENO et al.

spectrum in Mediterranean forests along environmental gradients: 
Is there coordination among leaf, stem and root traits? Journal of 
Vegetation Science, 27, 187–199. https​://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12341​

de la Riva, E. G., Violle, C., Pérez‐Ramos, I. M., Marañón, T., Navarro‐
Fernández, C. M., Olmo, M., & Villar, R. (2018). A multidimensional 
functional trait approach reveals the imprint of environmental stress 
in Mediterranean woody communities. Ecosystems, 21, 248–262. 
https​://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0147-7

Díaz, S., Kattge, J., Cornelissen, J. H. C., Wright, I. J., Lavorel, S., Dray, S., 
… Gorné, L. D. (2016). The global spectrum of plant form and func‐
tion. Nature, 529, 167–171. https​://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e16489

Ebert‐Uphoff, I., & Deng, Y. (2012). Causal discovery for climate research 
using graphical models. Journal of Climate, 25, 5648–5665. https​://
doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00387.1

Fazayeli, F.,  Banerjee, A.,  Kattge, J.,  Schrodt, F., &  Reich, P. B. (2014) 
Uncertainty quantified matrix completion using Bayesian hierarchi‐
cal matrix factorization. In X. Chen, G. Qu, P. Angelov, C. Ferri, J. 
Lai, & M. Arif Wani (Eds.), 13th International Conference on Machine 
Learning and Applications (ICMLA) (pp. 312–317). Los Alamitos, CA: 
IEEE Computer Society.

Feddema, J. J. (2005). A revised Thornthwaite‐type global climate 
classification. Physical Geography, 26, 442–466. https​://doi.
org/10.2747/0272-3646.26.6.442

Fortunel, C., Fine, P. V. A., & Baraloto, C. (2012). Leaf, stem and root tissue 
strategies across 758 Neotropical tree species. Functional Ecology, 
26, 1153–1161. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2012.02020.x

Freschet, G. T., Cornelissen, J. H. C., Van Logtestijn, R. S. P., & 
Aerts, R. (2010). Evidence of the ‘plant economics spectrum’ in 
a subarctic flora. Journal of Ecology, 98, 362–373. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01615.x

Friedman, J., Hastie, T., & Tibshirani, R. (2008). Sparse inverse covariance 
estimation with the graphical lasso. Biostatistics, 9, 432–441. https​://
doi.org/10.1093/biost​atist​ics/kxm045

Gilarranz, L. J., Rayfield, B., Liñán‐Cembrano, G., Bascompte, J., & 
Gonzalez, A. (2017). Effects of network modularity on the spread of 
perturbation impact in experimental metapopulations. Science, 357, 
199–201. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.aal4122

Givnish, T. (1979). On the adaptive significance of leaf form. In O.T. 
Solbring (Ed.), Topics in plant population biology (pp. 375–407). 
London, UK: The Macmillan Press.

Horvath, S. (2011). Weighted network analysis: Applications in genomics and 
systems biology. New York, NY: Springer Science & Business Media.

Ishida, A., Nakano, T., Yazaki, K., Matsuki, S., Koike, N., Lauenstein, D. L., 
… Yamashita, N. (2008). Coordination between leaf and stem traits 
related to leaf carbon gain and hydraulics across 32 drought‐toler‐
ant angiosperms. Oecologia, 156, 193–202. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s00442-008-0965-6

Jager, M. M., Richardson, S. J., Bellingham, P. J., Clearwater, M. J., & 
Laughlin, D. C. (2015). Soil fertility induces coordinated responses 
of multiple independent functional traits. Journal of Ecology, 103, 
374–385. https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12366​

Jankova, J., & van de Geer, S. (2015). Confidence intervals for high‐di‐
mensional inverse covariance estimation. Electronic Journal of 
Statistics, 9, 1205–1229. https​://doi.org/10.1214/15-EJS1031

Kattge, J., Díaz, S., Lavorel, S., Prentice, I. C., Leadley, P., Bönisch, G., … Wirth, 
C. (2011). TRY–a global database of plant traits. Global Change Biology, 
17, 2905–2935. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02451.x

Kerkhoff, A. J., Fagan, W. F., Elser, J. J., Enquist, B. J. (2006). Phylogenetic 
and growth form variation in the scaling of nitrogen and phosphorus 
in the seed plants. The American Naturalist, 168(4), E103–E122.

Kleyer, M., Trinogga, J., Cebrián‐Piqueras, M. A., Trenkamp, A., Fløjgaard, 
C., Ejrnaes, R., … Blasius, B. (2018). Trait correlation network analysis 
identifies biomass allocation traits and stem specific length as hub 
traits in herbaceous perennial plants. Journal of Ecology, 107, 829–
842. https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13066​

Koschützki, D., & Schreiber, F. (2008). Centrality analysis methods for 
biological networks and their application to gene regulatory net‐
works. Gene Regulation and Systems Biology, 2, 193-201. https​://doi.
org/10.4137/GRSB.S702

Kramer‐Walter, K. R., Bellingham, P. J., Millar, T. R., Smissen, R. D., 
Richardson, S. J., & Laughlin, D. C. (2016). Root traits are multidimen‐
sional: Specific root length is independent from root tissue density 
and the plant economic spectrum. Journal of Ecology, 104, 1299–
1310. https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12562​

Kunstler, G., Falster, D., Coomes, D. A., Hui, F., Kooyman, R. M., Laughlin, 
D. C., … Westoby, M. (2016). Plant functional traits have globally 
consistent effects on competition. Nature, 529, 204–207. https​://doi.
org/10.1038/natur​e16476

Laughlin, D. C., Leppert, J. J., Moore, M. M., & Sieg, C. H. (2010). A multi‐
trait test of the leaf‐height‐seed plant strategy scheme with 133 spe‐
cies from a pine forest flora. Functional Ecology, 24, 493–501. https​://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2009.01672.x

Li, F. L., & Bao, W. K. (2015). New insights into leaf and fine‐root trait 
relationships: Implications of resource acquisition among 23 xero‐
phytic woody species. Ecology and Evolution, 5, 5344–5351. https​://
doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1794

Li, L., McCormack, M. L., Ma, C., Kong, D., Zhang, Q., Chen, X., … Guo, D. 
(2015). Leaf economics and hydraulic traits are decoupled in five spe‐
cies‐rich tropical‐subtropical forests. Ecology Letters, 18, 899–906. 
https​://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12466​

Li, X., Zhao, T., & Liu, H. (2013). camel: Calibrated machine learning. R 
package version 0.2. 0. retrieved from https​://cran.r-proje​ct.org/src/
contr​ib/Archi​ve/camel/​

Lipson, H., Pollack, J. B., Suh, N. P., & Wainwright, P. (2002). On the 
origin of modular variation. Evolution, 56, 1549–1556. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2002.tb014​66.x

Liu, G., Freschet, G. T., Pan, X., Cornelissen, J. H. C., Li, Y., & 
Dong, M. (2010). Coordinated variation in leaf and root traits 
across multiple spatial scales in Chinese semi‐arid and arid 
ecosystems. New Phytologist, 188, 543–553. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2010.03388.x

Messier, J., Lechowicz, M. J., McGill, B. J., Violle, C., & Enquist, 
B. J. (2017). Interspecific integration of trait dimensions at 
local scales: The plant phenotype as an integrated network. 
Journal of Ecology, 105, 1775–1790. https​://doi.org/10.1111/ 
1365-2745.12755​

Meziane, D., & Shipley, B. (2001). Direct and indirect relationships be‐
tween specific leaf area, leaf nitrogen and leaf gas exchange. Effects 
of irradiance and nutrient supply. Annals of Botany, 88, 915–927. 
https​://doi.org/10.1006/anbo.2001.1536

Moles, A. T., Ackerly, D. D., Webb, C. O., Tweddle, J. C., Dickie, J. B., & 
Westoby, M. (2005). A brief history of seed size. Science, 307, 576–
580. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.1104863

Moles, A. T., Warton, D. I., Warman, L., Swenson, N. G., Laffan, 
S. W., Zanne, A. E., … Leishman, M. R. (2009). Global patterns 
in plant height. Journal of Ecology, 97, 923–932. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01526.x

Moles, A. T., & Westoby, M. (2006). Seed size and plant strat‐
egy across the whole life cycle. Oikos, 113, 91–105. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2006.14194.x

Moreno‐Martínez, Á., Camps‐Valls, G., Kattge, J., Robinson, N., 
Reichstein, M., van Bodegom, P., … Running, S. W. (2018). A meth‐
odology to derive global maps of leaf traits using remote sensing and 
climate data. Remote Sensing of Environment, 218, 69–88. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rse.2018.09.006

Niklas, K. J. (1994). Plant allometry: The scaling of form and process. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Niinemets, Ü., & Kull, K. (1994). Leaf weight per area and leaf size of 85 
Estonian woody species in relation to shade tolerance and light avail‐
ability. Forest Ecology and Management, 70(1–3), 1–10.

https://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12341
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0147-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16489
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00387.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00387.1
https://doi.org/10.2747/0272-3646.26.6.442
https://doi.org/10.2747/0272-3646.26.6.442
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2012.02020.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01615.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01615.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/biostatistics/kxm045
https://doi.org/10.1093/biostatistics/kxm045
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal4122
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-008-0965-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-008-0965-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12366
https://doi.org/10.1214/15-EJS1031
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02451.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13066
https://doi.org/10.4137/GRSB.S702
https://doi.org/10.4137/GRSB.S702
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12562
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16476
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16476
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2009.01672.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2009.01672.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1794
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1794
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12466
https://cran.r-project.org/src/contrib/Archive/camel/
https://cran.r-project.org/src/contrib/Archive/camel/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2002.tb01466.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2002.tb01466.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2010.03388.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2010.03388.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12755
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12755
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbo.2001.1536
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1104863
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01526.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2009.01526.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2006.14194.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2006.14194.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2018.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2018.09.006


1822  |     FLORES‐MORENO et al.

Osnas, J. L. D., Lichstein, J. W., Reich, P. B., & Pacala, S. W. (2013). Global 
leaf trait relationships: Mass, area, and the leaf economics spectrum. 
Science, 340, 741–744. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.1231574

Peel, M. C., Finlayson, B. L., & McMahon, T. A. (2007). Updated world 
map of the Köppen‐Geiger climate classification. Hydrology and 
Earth System Sciences, 4, 439–473. https​://doi.org/10.5194/hessd-4- 
439-2007

Pennell, M. W., FitzJohn, R. G., & Cornwell, W. K. (2016). A simple ap‐
proach for maximizing the overlap of phylogenetic and compara‐
tive data. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 7, 751–758. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/2041-210X.12517​

Poorter, H., Lambers, H., & Evans, J. R. (2014). Trait correlation networks: 
A whole‐plant perspective on the recently criticized leaf economic 
spectrum. New Phytologist, 201, 378–382. https​://doi.org/10.1111/
nph.12547​

Ravasz, E., Somera, A. L., Mongru, D. A., Oltvai, Z. N., & Barabási, A. L. 
(2002). Hierarchical organization of modularity in metabolic net‐
works. Science, 297, 1551–1555. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​
ce.1073374

R Core Team. (2019). R: A language and environment for statistical com‐
puting. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. 
Retrieved from http://www.R-project.org/.

Reich, P. B. (2014). The world‐wide ‘fast–slow’ plant economics spec‐
trum: A traits manifesto. Journal of Ecology, 102, 275–301. https​://
doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12211​

Reich, P. B., Buschena, C., Tjoelker, M. G., Wrage, K., Knops, J., 
Tilman, D., & Machado, J.‐L. (2003). Variation in growth rate 
and ecophysiology among 34 grassland and savanna species 
under contrasting N supply: A test of functional group differ‐
ences. New Phytologist, 157, 617–631. https​://doi.org/10.1046/ 
j.1469-8137.2003.00703.x

Reich, P. B., Ellsworth, D. S., Walters, M. B., Vose, J. M., Gresham, C., 
Volin, J. C., & Bowman, W. D. (1999). Generality of leaf trait relation‐
ships: A test across six biomes. Ecology, 80, 1955–1969. https​://doi.
org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080[1955:GOLTR​A]2.0.CO;2

Reich, P. B., & Oleksyn, J. (2004). Global patterns of plant leaf N and P 
in relation to temperature and latitude. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences USA, 101(30), 11001–11006.

Reich, P. B., Walters, M. B., & Ellsworth, D. S. (1992). Leaf life‐span in 
relation to leaf, plant, and stand characteristics among diverse 
ecosystems. Ecological Monographs, 62, 365–392. https​://doi.
org/10.2307/2937116

Reich, P. B., Walters, M. B., & Ellsworth, D. S. (1997). From tropics to 
tundra: Global convergence in plant functioning. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences USA, 94, 13730–13734. https​://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.94.25.13730​

Reichardt, J., & Bornholdt, S. (2006). Statistical mechanics of commu‐
nity detection. Physical Review E, 74, Abstract 016110. https​://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysR​evE.74.016110

Santini, B. A., Hodgson, J. G., Thompson, K., Wilson, P. J., Band, S. R., 
Jones, G., … Rees, M. (2017). The triangular seed mass–leaf area 
relationship holds for annual plants and is determined by habi‐
tat productivity. Functional Ecology, 31, 1770–1779. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2435.12870​

Schrodt, F., Kattge, J., Shan, H., Fazayeli, F., Joswig, J., Banerjee, A., … 
Reich, P. B. (2015). BHPMF–a hierarchical Bayesian approach to gap‐
filling and trait prediction for macroecology and functional biogeog‐
raphy. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 24, 1510–1521. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/geb.12335​

Shan, H., Kattge, J., Reich, P., Banerjee, A., Schrodt, F., & Reichstein, 
M. (2012). Gap filling in the plant kingdom–‐Trait prediction using 
hierarchical probabilistic matrix factorization. arXiv preprint 
arXiv:1206.6439.

Shibles, R., & Sundberg, D. N. (1998). Relation of leaf nitrogen content 
and other traits with seed yield of soybean. Plant Production Science, 
1, 3–7. https​://doi.org/10.1626/pps.1.3

Shipley, B. (2016). Cause and correlation in biology: A user's guide to path 
analysis, structural equations and causal inference with R. Cambridge, 
England: Cambridge University Press.

Shipley, B., Lechowicz, M. J., Wright, I., & Reich, P. B. (2006). Fundamental 
trade‐offs generating the worldwide leaf economics spectrum. 
Ecology, 87, 535–541. https​://doi.org/10.1890/05-1051

Šímová, I., Violle, C., Svenning, J.‐C., Kattge, J., Engemann, K., Sandel, B., 
… Enquist, B. J. (2018). Spatial patterns and climate relationships of 
major plant traits in the New World differ between woody and her‐
baceous species. Journal of Biogeography, 45, 895–916. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/jbi.13171​

The Plant List (2013) The Plant List version 1.1. Available at: http://www.
thepl​antli​st.org/

 Wang, Y. P.,  Lu, X. J.,  Wright, I. J.,  Dai, Y. J.,  Rayner, P. J., &  Reich, P. B. 
(2012). Correlations among leaf traits provide a significant constraint 
on the estimate of global gross primary production. Geophysical 
Research Letters, 39(19), L19405. https​://doi.org/10.1029/2012G​
L053461 

Westoby, M., Falster, D. S., Moles, A. T., Vesk, P. A., & Wright, I. J. (2002). 
Plant ecological strategies: Some leading dimensions of variation be‐
tween species. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics, 125–159. 
https​://doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev.ecols​ys.33.010802.150452

Westoby, M., Reich, P. B., & Wright, I. J. (2013). Understanding ecologi‐
cal variation across species: Area‐based vs mass‐based expression of 
leaf traits. New Phytologist, 199, 322–323. https​://doi.org/10.1111/
nph.12345​

Westoby, M., & Wright, I. J. (2003). The leaf size–twig size spec‐
trum and its relationship to other important spectra of variation 
among species. Oecologia, 135, 621–628. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s00442-003-1231-6

Wright, I. J., Ackerly, D. D., Bongers, F., Harms, K. E., Ibarra‐Manriquez, 
G., Martinez‐Ramos, M., … Wright, S. J. (2007). Relationships among 
ecologically important dimensions of plant trait variation in seven 
neotropical forests. Annals of Botany, 99, 1003–1015. https​://doi.
org/10.1093/aob/mcl066

Wright, I. J., Reich, P. B., Westoby, M., Ackerly, D. D., Baruch, Z., Bongers, 
F., … Villar, R. (2004). The worldwide leaf economics spectrum. 
Nature, 428, 821–827. https​://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e02403

Yang, Z., Algesheimer, R., & Tessone, C. J. (2016). A comparative analysis 
of community detection algorithms on artificial networks. Scientific 
Reports, 6, 30750. https​://doi.org/10.1038/srep3​0750

BIOSKE TCH

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section at the end of the article.  

How to cite this article: Flores‐Moreno H, Fazayeli F, Banerjee 
A, et al. Robustness of trait connections across environmental 
gradients and growth forms. Global Ecol Biogeogr. 
2019;28:1806–1826. https​://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12996​

Habacuc Flores‐Moreno undertook this research as a post‐
doc in Peter Reichs’ lab at the University of Minnesota. His 
work focuses on linking the role of plant functional traits to 
community and ecosystem processes in different environ‐
mental and ecological contexts.

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1231574
https://doi.org/10.5194/hessd-4-439-2007
https://doi.org/10.5194/hessd-4-439-2007
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12517
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12517
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12547
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12547
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1073374
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1073374
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12211
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12211
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.2003.00703.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.2003.00703.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080%5B1955:GOLTRA%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080%5B1955:GOLTRA%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.2307/2937116
https://doi.org/10.2307/2937116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.94.25.13730
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.94.25.13730
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.74.016110
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.74.016110
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12870
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12870
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12335
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12335
https://doi.org/10.1626/pps.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1890/05-1051
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.13171
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.13171
http://www.theplantlist.org/
http://www.theplantlist.org/
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053461
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053461
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.33.010802.150452
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12345
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12345
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-003-1231-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-003-1231-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcl066
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcl066
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02403
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep30750
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12996


     |  1823FLORES‐MORENO et al.

APPENDIX 

DATA SOURCES: LIST OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN 
THE SUBSET OF THE TRY DATABASE USED IN THE 
CURRENT STUDY

Adler, P. B., Milchunas, D. G., Lauenroth, W. K., Sala, O. E., & Burke, I. C. 
(2004). Functional traits of graminoids in semi‐arid steppes: A test of 
grazing histories. Journal of Applied Ecology, 41(4), 653–663.

Adriaenssens S. (2012). Dry deposition and canopy exchange for temper‐
ate tree species under high nitrogen deposition (PhD thesis), Ghent 
University, Ghent, Belgium.

Auger, S., & Shipley, B. (2012). Interspecific and intraspecific trait varia‐
tion along short environmental gradients in an old‐growth temperate 
forest. Journal of Vegetation Science, 24, 419–428.

Bahn, M., G. Wohlfahrt, E. Haubner, I. Horak, W. Michaeler, K. Rottmar, 
U. Tappeiner, & Cernusca, A. (1999). Leaf photosynthesis, nitrogen 
contents and specific leaf area of 30 grassland species in differently 
managed mountain ecosystems in the Eastern Alps. In A. Cernusca, 
U. Tappeiner, & N. Bayfield (Eds.), Land‐use changes in European 
mountain ecosystems. ECOMONT‐Concept and Results (pp. 247–255). 
Berlin, Germany: Blackwell Wissenschaft.

Bakker, C., Rodenburg, J., & Bodegom, P. (2005). Effects of Ca‐ and Fe‐
rich seepage on P availability and plant performance in calcareous 
dune soils. Plant and Soil, 275, 111–122.

Bakker, C., Van Bodegom, P. M., Nelissen, H. J. M., Ernst, W. H. O., & 
Aerts, R. (2006). Plant responses to rising water tables and nutrient 
management in calcareous dune slacks. Plant Ecology, 185, 19–28.

Baraloto, C., Paine, C. E. T., Poorter, L., Beauchene, J., Bonal, D., 
Domenach, A.‐M., … Chave, J. (2010). Decoupled leaf and stem eco‐
nomics in rainforest trees. Ecology Letters, 13, 1338–1347.

Blonder, B., Buzzard, B., Sloat, L., Simova, I., Lipson, R., Boyle, B., … 
Enquist, B. (2012). The shrinkage effect biases estimates of paleocli‐
mate. American Journal of Botany, 99(11), 1756–1763.

Blonder, B., Vasseur, F., Violle, C., Shipley, B., Enquist, B., & Vile, D. (2015).
Testing models for the leaf economics spectrum with leaf and whole‐plant 
traits in Arabidopsis thaliana. Annals of Botany, 7(plv049).

Blonder, B., Violle, C., & Enquist, B. (2013). Assessing the causes and 
scales of the leaf economics spectrum using venation networks in 
Populus tremuloides. Journal of Ecology, 101(4), 981–989.

Blonder, B., Violle, C., Bentley, L. P., & Enquist, B. J. (2011). Venation net‐
works and the origin of the leaf economics spectrum. Ecology Letters, 
14(2), 91–100.

Bond‐Lamberty, B., Wang, C., & Gower, S. T. (2002). Above‐ and below‐
ground biomass and sapwood area allometric equations for six bo‐
real tree species of northern Manitoba, Canadian Journal of Forest 
Research, 32(8), 1441–1450.

Bond‐Lamberty, B., Wang, C., & Gower, S. T. (2002). Leaf area dynamics 
of a boreal black spruce fire chronosequence, Tree Physiology, 22(14), 
993–1001.

Bond‐Lamberty, B., Wang, C., & Gower, S. T. (2004). Net primary pro‐
duction and net ecosystem production of a boreal black spruce fire 
chronosequence. Global Change Biology, 10(4), 473–487.

Brown, K. A., Flynn, D. F., Abram, N. K., Ingram, J. C., Johnson, S. E., 
& Wright, P. (2011). Assessing natural resource use by forest‐reliant 
communities in Madagascar using functional diversity and functional 
redundancy metrics. PLoS ONE, 6(9), e24107.

Burrascano S., Del Vico E., Fagiani S., Giarrizzo E., Mei M., Mortelliti 
A., Sabatini F. M., & Blasi C. (2015). Wild boar rooting intensity de‐
termines shifts in understorey composition and functional traits. 
Community Ecology, 16(2), 244–253.

Butterfield, B. J., & Briggs, J. M. (2011). Regeneration niche differentiates 
functional strategies of desert woody plant species. Oecologia, 165, 
477–487.

Campetella, G., Botta‐Dukát, Z., Wellstein, C., Canullo, R., Gatto, S., 
Chelli, S., … Bartha, S. (2011). Patterns of plant trait–environment 
relationships along a forest succession chronosequence. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems & Environment, 145(1), 38–48. 

Carswell, F. E., Meir, P., Wandelli, E. V., Bonates, L. C. M., Kruijt, B., Barbosa, 
E. M., Nobre, A. D., & Jarvis, P. G. (2000). Photosynthetic capacity in a 
central Amazonian rain forest. Tree Physiology, 20(3), 179–186.

Cavender‐Bares, J., Keen, A., & Miles, B. (2006). Phylogenetic structure 
of floridian plant communities depends on taxonomic and spatial 
scale. Ecology, 87(sp7), S109–S122.

Cavender‐Bares, J., Sack, L., & Savage, J. (2007). Atmospheric and soil 
drought reduce nocturnal conductance in live oaks. Tree Physiology, 
27, 611–620.

Cerabolini B. E. L., Brusa G., Ceriani R. M., De Andreis R., Luzzaro A., & 
Pierce S. (2010). Can CSR classification be generally applied outside 
Britain? Plant Ecology, 210, 253–261.

Chen, Y., Han, W., Tang, L., Tang, Z., & Fang, J. (2013). Leaf nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations of woody plants differ in responses to 
climate, soil and plant growth form. Ecography, 36(2), 178–184.

Choat, B., Jansen, S., Brodribb, T. J., Cochard, H., Delzon, S., Bhaskar, R., 
… Jacobsen, A. L. (2012). Global convergence in the vulnerability of 
forests to drought. Nature, 491(7426), 752.

Coomes, D. A., Heathcote, S., Godfrey, E. R., Shepherd, J. J., & Sack, L. 
(2008). Scaling of xylem vessels and veins within the leaves of oak 
species. Biology Letters, 4, 302–306.

Cornelissen, J. H. C. (1996). An experimental comparison of leaf decom‐
position rates in a wide range of temperate plant species and types. 
Journal of Ecology, 84, 573–582.

Cornelissen, J. H. C., Cerabolini, B., Castro‐Diez, P., Villar‐Salvador, P., 
Montserrat‐Marti, G., Puyravaud, J. P., … Aerts, R. (2003). Functional 
traits of woody plants: Correspondence of species rankings between 
field adults and laboratory‐grown seedlings? Journal of Vegetation 
Science, 14, 311–322.

Cornelissen, J. H. C., Quested, H. M., Gwynn‐Jones, D., Van Logtestijn, 
R. S. P., De Beus, M. A. H., Kondratchuk, A., Callaghan, T. V., & Aerts, 
R. (2004). Leaf digestibility and litter decomposability are related in 
a wide range of subarctic plant species and types. Functional Ecology, 
18, 779–786.

Cornelissen, J. H. C., Perez‐Harguindeguy, N., Diaz, S., Grime, J. P., 
Marzano, B., Cabido, M., Vendramini, F., & Cerabolini, B. (1999). 
Leaf structure and defence control litter decomposition rate across 
species and life forms in regional floras on two continents. New 
Phytologist, 143, 191–200.

Cornelissen, J. H. C., Diez, P. C., & Hunt, R. (1996). Seedling growth,  
allocation and leaf attributes in a wide range of woody plant species 
and types. Journal of Ecology, 84, 755–765.

Cornwell, W. K., Cornelissen, J. H., Amatangelo, K., Dorrepaal, E., Eviner, 
V. T., Godoy, O., … Quested, H. M. (2008). Plant species traits are 
the predominant control on litter decomposition rates within biomes 
worldwide. Ecology Letters, 11(10), 1065–1071. 

Cornwell, W. K., Bhaskar, R., Sack, L., Cordell, S., & Lunch, C. K. (2007). 
Adjustment of structure and function of Hawaiian Metrosideros 
polymorpha at high vs. low precipitation. Functional Ecology, 21(6), 
1063–1071.

Craine, J. M., Nippert, J. B., Towne, E. G., Tucker, S., Kembel, S. W., 
Skibbe, A., & McLauchlan, K. K. (2011). Functional consequences 
of climate change‐induced plant species loss in a tallgrass prairie. 
Oecologia, 165(4), 1109–1117.

Craine, J. M., Ocheltree, T. W., Nippert, J. B., Towne, E. G., Skibbe, A. M., 
Kembel, S. W., & Fargione, J. E. (2013). Global diversity of drought 
tolerance and grassland climate‐change resilience. Nature Climate 
Change, 3(1), 63.

Craine, J. M., Towne, E. G., Ocheltree, T. W., & Nippert, J. B. (2012). Community 
traitscape of foliar nitrogen isotopes reveals N availability patterns in a 
tallgrass prairie. Plant and Soil, 356(1‐2), 395–403.



1824  |     FLORES‐MORENO et al.

Craine, J. M., Elmore, A. J., Aidar, M. P., Bustamante, M., Dawson, T. 
E., Hobbie, E. A., … Nardoto, G. B. (2009). Global patterns of foliar 
nitrogen isotopes and their relationships with climate, mycorrhizal 
fungi, foliar nutrient concentrations, and nitrogen availability. New 
Phytologist, 183(4), 980–992.

Diaz, S., Hodgson, J. G., Thompson, K., Cabido, M., Cornelissen, J. H., 
Jalili, A., … Band, S. R. (2004). The plant traits that drive ecosystems: 
Evidence from three continents. Journal of Vegetation Science, 15(3), 
295–304.

Demey, A., Staelens, J., Baeten, L., Boeckx, P., Hermy, M., Kattge, J., & 
Verheyen, K. (2013). Nutrient input from hemiparasitic litter favors 
plant species with a fast‐growth strategy. Plant and Soil, 371(1‐2), 
53–66.

Domingues, T. F., Martinelli, L. A., & Ehleringer, J. R. (2007). 
Ecophysiological traits of plant functional groups in forest and pas‐
ture ecosystems from eastern Amazonia, Brazil. Plant Ecology, 193(1), 
101–112.

Domingues TF, Meir P, Feldpausch TR, et al. (2010). Co‐limitation of 
photosynthetic capacity by nitrogen and phosphorus in West Africa 
woodlands. Plant, Cell & Environment, 33, 959–980.

Dunbar‐Co, S., Sporck, M. J., & Sack, L. (2009). Leaf trait diversification 
and design in seven rare taxa of the Hawaiian Plantago radiation. 
International Journal of Plant Sciences, 170(1), 61–75.

Fonseca, C. R., Overton, J. M., Collins, B., & Westoby, M. (2000). Shifts 
in trait‐combinations along rainfall and phosphorus gradients. Journal 
of Ecology, 88(6), 964–977.

Frenette‐Dussault, C., Shipley, B., Léger, J. F., Meziane, D., & Hingrat, 
Y. (2012). Functional structure of an arid steppe plant community 
reveals similarities with Grime's C‐S‐R theory. Journal of Vegetation 
Science, 23(2), 208–222.

Freschet, G. T., Cornelissen, J. H., Van Logtestijn, R. S., & Aerts, R. (2010). 
Evidence of the ‘plant economics spectrum’ in a subarctic flora. 
Journal of Ecology, 98(2), 362–373.

Fyllas, N. M., Patino, S., Baker, T. R., Bielefeld Nardoto, G., Martinelli, 
L. A., Quesada, C. A., … Santos, A. (2009). Basin‐wide variations in 
foliar properties of Amazonian forest: Phylogeny, soils and climate. 
Biogeosciences, 6, 2677–2708.

Garnier, E., Lavorel, S., Ansquer, P., Castro, H., Cruz, P., Dolezal, J., … 
Grigulis, K. (2006). Assessing the effects of land‐use change on 
plant traits, communities and ecosystem functioning in grasslands: 
A standardized methodology and lessons from an application to 11 
European sites. Annals of Botany, 99(5), 967–985.

Givnish, T. J., Montgomery, R. A., & Goldstein, G. (2004). Adaptive radia‐
tion of photosynthetic physiology in the Hawaiian lobeliads: Light re‐
gimes, static light responses, and whole‐plant compensation points. 
American Journal of Botany, 91(2), 228–246.

Guerin G. R., Wen H., & Lowe A. J. (2012). Leaf morphology shift linked 
to climate change. Biology Letters, 8, 882–886.

Gutiérrez, A. G., & Huth, A. (2012). Successional stages of primary tem‐
perate rainforests of Chiloé Island, Chile. Perspectives in Plant Ecology, 
Evolution and Systematics, 14(4), 243–256.

Guy, A. L., Mischkolz, J. M., & Lamb, E. G. (2012). Limited effects of simu‐
lated acidic deposition on seedling survivorship and root morphology 
of endemic plant taxa of the Athabasca Sand Dunes in well‐watered 
greenhouse trials. Botany, 91(3), 176–181.

Han, W., Chen, Y., Zhao, F. J., Tang, L., Jiang, R., & Zhang, F. (2012). 
Floral, climatic and soil pH controls on leaf ash content in China's 
terrestrial plants. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 21(3), 376–382.

Han, W., Fang, J., Guo, D., & Zhang, Y. (2005). Leaf nitrogen and phospho‐
rus stoichiometry across 753 terrestrial plant species in China. New 
Phytologist, 168(2), 377–385.

Hao, G. Y., Sack, L., Wang, A. Y., Cao, K. F., & Goldstein, G. (2010). 
Differentiation of leaf water flux and drought tolerance traits in he‐
miepiphytic and non‐hemiepiphytic Ficus tree species. Functional 
Ecology, 24(4), 731–740.

Hoof, J., Sack, L., Webb, D. T., & Nilsen, E. T. (2008). Contrasting struc‐
ture and function of pubescent and glabrous varieties of Hawaiian 
Metrosideros polymorpha (Myrtaceae) at high elevation. Biotropica, 
40(1), 113–118.

Powers, J. S., & Tiffin, P. (2010). Plant functional type classifications in 
tropical dry forests in Costa Rica: Leaf habit versus taxonomic ap‐
proaches. Functional Ecology, 24(4), 927–936.

Kattge, J., Knorr, W., Raddatz, T., & Wirth, C. (2009). Quantifying pho‐
tosynthetic capacity and its relationship to leaf nitrogen content 
for global‐scale terrestrial biosphere models. Global Change Biology, 
15(4), 976–991.

Kazakou, E., Vile, D., Shipley, B., Gallet, C., & Garnier, E. (2006). Co‐vari‐
ations in litter decomposition, leaf traits and plant growth in species 
from a Mediterranean old‐field succession. Functional Ecology, 20(1), 
21–30.

Kichenin, E., Wardle, D. A., Peltzer, D. A., Morse, C. W., & Freschet, G. T. 
(2013). Contrasting effects of plant inter‐and intraspecific variation 
on community‐level trait measures along an environmental gradient. 
Functional Ecology, 27(5), 1254–1261.

Kleyer, M., Bekker, R. M., Knevel, I. C., Bakker, J. P., Thompson, K., 
Sonnenschein, M., … Klotz, S. R. G. M. (2008). The LEDA Traitbase: 
A database of life‐history traits of the Northwest European flora. 
Journal of Ecology, 96(6), 1266–1274.

Kraft, N. J., Valencia, R., & Ackerly, D. D. (2008). Functional traits and 
niche‐based tree community assembly in an Amazonian forest. 
Science, 322(5901), 580–582.

Kurokawa, H., & Nakashizuka, T. (2008). Leaf herbivory and decompos‐
ability in a Malaysian tropical rain forest. Ecology, 89(9), 2645–2656.

Laughlin, D. C., Leppert, J. J., Moore, M. M., & Sieg, C. H. (2010). A multi‐
trait test of the leaf‐height‐seed plant strategy scheme with 133 spe‐
cies from a pine forest flora. Functional Ecology, 24(3), 493–501.

Laughlin, D. C., Fule, P. Z., Huffman, D. W., Crouse, J., & Laliberté, E. 
(2011). Climatic constraints on trait‐based forest assembly. Journal of 
Ecology, 99(6), 1489–1499.

Louault, F., Pillar, V. D., Aufrere, J., Garnier, E., & Soussana, J. F. (2005). 
Plant traits and functional types in response to reduced disturbance 
in a semi‐natural grassland. Journal of Vegetation Science, 16(2), 
151–160.

Markesteijn, L., Poorter, L., Paz, H., Sack, L., & Bongers, F. (2011). 
Ecological differentiation in xylem cavitation resistance is associated 
with stem and leaf structural traits. Plant, Cell & Environment, 34(1), 
137–148.

Martin, R. E., Asner, G. P., & Sack, L. (2007). Genetic variation in leaf 
pigment, optical and photosynthetic function among diverse phe‐
notypes of Metrosideros polymorpha grown in a common garden. 
Oecologia, 151(3), 387–400.

Medlyn, B. E., Badeck, F. W., De Pury, D. G. G., Barton, C. V. M., 
Broadmeadow, M., Ceulemans, R., … Laitat, E. (1999). Effects of 
elevated [CO2] on photosynthesis in European forest species: A 
meta‐analysis of model parameters. Plant, Cell & Environment, 22(12), 
1475–1495. 

Meir, P., Levy, P. E., Grace, J., & Jarvis, P. G. (2007). Photosynthetic pa‐
rameters from two contrasting woody vegetation types in West 
Africa. Plant Ecology, 192(2), 277–287.

Meir, P., Kruijt, B., Broadmeadow, M., Barbosa, E., Kull, O., Carswell, 
F., … Jarvis, P. G. (2002). Acclimation of photosynthetic capacity to 
irradiance in tree canopies in relation to leaf nitrogen concentra‐
tion and leaf mass per unit area. Plant, Cell & Environment, 25(3), 
343–357.

Messier, J., McGill, B. J., & Lechowicz, M. J. (2010). How do traits vary 
across ecological scales? A case for trait‐based ecology. Ecology 
Letters, 13(7), 838–848.

Meziane, D., & Shipley, B. (1999). Interacting determinants of specific 
leaf area in 22 herbaceous species: Effects of irradiance and nutrient 
availability. Plant, Cell & Environment, 22(5), 447–459.



     |  1825FLORES‐MORENO et al.

Milla, R., & Reich, P. B. (2011). Multi‐trait interactions, not phylogeny, 
fine‐tune leaf size reduction with increasing altitude. Annals of 
Botany, 107(3), 455–465.

Minden, V., & Kleyer, M. (2011). Testing the effect–response framework: 
Key response and effect traits determining above‐ground biomass of 
salt marshes. Journal of Vegetation Science, 22(3), 387–401.

Minden, V., Andratschke, S., Spalke, J., Timmermann, H., & Kleyer, 
M. (2012). Plant trait–environment relationships in salt marshes: 
Deviations from predictions by ecological concepts. Perspectives in 
Plant Ecology, Evolution and Systematics, 14(3), 183–192.

Müller, S. C., Overbeck, G. E., Pfadenhauer, J., & Pillar, V. D. (2007). Plant 
functional types of woody species related to fire disturbance in for‐
est–grassland ecotones. Plant Ecology, 189(1), 1–14.

Nakahashi, C. D., Frole, K., & Sack, L. (2005). Bacterial leaf nodule sym‐
biosis in Ardisia (Myrsinaceae): Does it contribute to seedling growth 
capacity?. Plant Biology, 7(05), 495–500.

Niinemets, Ü. (2001). Global‐scale climatic controls of leaf dry mass 
per area, density, and thickness in trees and shrubs. Ecology, 82(2), 
453–469.

Ogaya, R., & Peñuelas, J. (2003). Comparative field study of Quercus 
ilex and Phillyrea latifolia: Photosynthetic response to experimental 
drought conditions. Environmental and Experimental Botany, 50(2), 
137–148.

Onoda, Y., Westoby, M., Adler, P. B., Choong, A. M., Clissold, F. J., 
Cornelissen, J. H., … Fine, P. V. (2011). Global patterns of leaf me‐
chanical properties. Ecology Letters, 14(3), 301–312.

Ordonez, J. C., van Bodegom, P. M., Witte, J. P. M., Bartholomeus, R. 
P., van Hal, J. R., & Aerts, R. (2009). Plant strategies in relation to 
resource supply in mesic to wet environments: Does theory mirror 
nature?. The American Naturalist, 175(2), 225–239.

Pahl, A. T., Kollmann, J., Mayer, A., & Haider, S. (2013). No evidence for 
local adaptation in an invasive alien plant: Field and greenhouse ex‐
periments tracing a colonization sequence. Annals of Botany, 112(9), 
1921–1930.

Peco, B., de Pablos, I., Traba, J., & Levassor, C. (2005). The effect of graz‐
ing abandonment on species composition and functional traits: The 
case of dehesa grasslands. Basic and Applied Ecology, 6(2), 175–183.

Penuelas, J., Sardans, J., Llusia, J., Owen, S. M., Carnicer, J., Giambelluca, 
T. W., … Niinemets, Ü. (2010). Faster returns on ‘leaf economics’ and 
different biogeochemical niche in invasive compared with native 
plant species. Global Change Biology, 16(8), 2171–2185.

Pierce S., Brusa G., Sartori M., & Cerabolini B. E. L. (2012). Combined 
use of leaf size and economics traits allows direct comparison of hy‐
drophyte and terrestrial herbaceous adaptive strategies. Annals of 
Botany, 109(5), 1047–1053.

Pierce, S., Brusa, G., Vagge, I., & Cerabolini, B. E. (2013). Allocating CSR 
plant functional types: The use of leaf economics and size traits to 
classify woody and herbaceous vascular plants. Functional Ecology, 
27(4), 1002–1010.

Pierce, S., Ceriani, R. M., De Andreis, R., Luzzaro, A., & Cerabolini, B. 
(2007). The leaf economics spectrum of Poaceae reflects variation in 
survival strategies. Plant Biosystems, 141(3), 337–343.

Pierce, S., Luzzaro, A., Caccianiga, M., Ceriani, R. M., & Cerabolini, B. 
(2007). Disturbance is the principal α‐scale filter determining niche 
differentiation, coexistence and biodiversity in an alpine community. 
Journal of Ecology, 95(4), 698–706.

Pillar, V. D., & Sosinski Jr, E. E. (2003). An improved method for search‐
ing plant functional types by numerical analysis. Journal of Vegetation 
Science, 14(3), 323–332.

Prentice, I. C., Meng, T., Wang, H., Harrison, S. P., Ni, J., & Wang, G. (2011). 
Evidence of a universal scaling relationship for leaf CO2 drawdown 
along an aridity gradient. New Phytologist, 190(1), 169–180.

Preston, K. A., Cornwell, W. K., & DeNoyer, J. L. (2006). Wood den‐
sity and vessel traits as distinct correlates of ecological strategy 

in 51 California coast range angiosperms. New Phytologist, 170(4), 
807–818.

Price, C. A., & Enquist, B. J. (2007). Scaling mass and morphology in 
leaves: An extension of the WBE model. Ecology, 88(5), 1132–1141.

Pyankov, V. I., Kondratchuk, A. V., & Shipley, B. (1999). Leaf structure and 
specific leaf mass: The alpine desert plants of the Eastern Pamirs, 
Tadjikistan. The New Phytologist, 143(1), 131–142.

Quero, J. L., Villar, R., Marañón, T., Zamora, R., Vega, D., & Sack, L. (2008). 
Relating leaf photosynthetic rate to whole‐plant growth: Drought 
and shade effects on seedlings of four Quercus species. Functional 
Plant Biology, 35(8), 725–737.

Quested, H. M., Cornelissen, J. H. C., Press, M. C., Callaghan, T. V., Aerts, 
R., Trosien, F., … Jonasson, S. E. (2003). Decomposition of sub‐arc‐
tic plants with differing nitrogen economies: A functional role for 
hemiparasites. Ecology, 84(12), 3209–3221.

Reich, P. B., Oleksyn, J., & Wright, I. J. (2009). Leaf phosphorus influences 
the photosynthesis–nitrogen relation: A cross‐biome analysis of 314 
species. Oecologia, 160(2), 207–212.

Reich, P. B., Tjoelker, M. G., Pregitzer, K. S., Wright, I. J., Oleksyn, J., & 
Machado, J. L. (2008). Scaling of respiration to nitrogen in leaves, 
stems and roots of higher land plants. Ecology Letters, 11(8), 793–801.

Sack, L. (2004). Responses of temperate woody seedlings to shade and 
drought: Do trade‐offs limit potential niche differentiation?. Oikos, 
107(1), 110–127.

Sack, L., & Frole, K. (2006). Leaf structural diversity is related to hydraulic 
capacity in tropical rain forest trees. Ecology, 87(2), 483–491.

Sack, L., Tyree, M. T., & Holbrook, N. M. (2005). Leaf hydraulic archi‐
tecture correlates with regeneration irradiance in tropical rainforest 
trees. New Phytologist, 167(2), 403–413.

Sack, L., Cowan, P. D., Jaikumar, N., & Holbrook, N. M. (2003). The ‘hy‐
drology’ of leaves: Co‐ordination of structure and function in tem‐
perate woody species. Plant, Cell & Environment, 26(8), 1343–1356.

Sack, L., Melcher, P. J., Liu, W. H., Middleton, E., & Pardee, T. (2006). How 
strong is intracanopy leaf plasticity in temperate deciduous trees?. 
American Journal of Botany, 93(6), 829–839.

Sandel, B., Corbin, J. D., & Krupa, M. (2011). Using plant functional traits 
to guide restoration: A case study in California coastal grassland. 
Ecosphere, 2(2), 1–16.

Scherer‐Lorenzen, M., Schulze, E. D., Don, A., Schumacher, J., & Weller, 
E. (2007). Exploring the functional significance of forest diversity: A 
new long‐term experiment with temperate tree species (BIOTREE). 
Perspectives in Plant Ecology, Evolution and Systematics, 9(2), 53–70.

Schweingruber, F. H., & Landolt, W. (2005). The xylem database. Swiss 
Federal Research Institute WSL Updated.  Avaiable at:  https://www.
wsl.ch/en/services‐and‐products/software‐websites‐and‐apps/the‐
xylem‐database.html

Scoffoni, C., Pou, A., Aasamaa, K., & Sack, L. (2008). The rapid light re‐
sponse of leaf hydraulic conductance: New evidence from two experi‐
mental methods. Plant, Cell & Environment, 31(12), 1803–1812.

Shipley, B. (1995). Structured interspecific determinants of specific leaf 
area in 34 species of herbaceous angiosperms. Functional Ecology, 
9(2),312–319.

Shipley, B. (2002). Trade‐offs between net assimilation rate and specific 
leaf area in determining relative growth rate: Relationship with daily 
irradiance. Functional Ecology, 16(5), 682–689.

Shipley, B., & Lechowicz, M. J. (2000). The functional co‐ordination of 
leaf morphology, nitrogen concentration, and gas exchange in 40 
wetland species. Ecoscience, 7(2), 183–194.

Shipley, B., & Parent, M. (1991). Germination responses of 64 wetland 
species in relation to seed size, minimum time to reproduction and 
seedling relative growth rate. Functional Ecology, 5(1), 111–118.

Shipley, B., & Vu, T. T. (2002). Dry matter content as a measure of dry 
matter concentration in plants and their parts. New Phytologist, 
153(2), 359–364.



1826  |     FLORES‐MORENO et al.

Soudzilovskaia, N. A., Elumeeva, T. G., Onipchenko, V. G., Shidakov, 
I. I., Salpagarova, F. S., Khubiev, A. B., … Cornelissen, J. H. (2013). 
Functional traits predict relationship between plant abundance dy‐
namic and long‐term climate warming. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences USA, 110(45), 18180–18184.

Spasojevic, M. J., & Suding, K. N. (2012). Inferring community assembly 
mechanisms from functional diversity patterns: The importance of 
multiple assembly processes. Journal of Ecology, 100(3), 652–661.

Swaine, E. K. (2007). Ecological and evolutionary drivers of plant community 
assembly in a Bornean rain forest (PhD thesis), University of Aberdeen, 
Aberdeen.

Tucker, S. S., Craine, J. M., & Nippert, J. B. (2011). Physiological drought 
tolerance and the structuring of tallgrass prairie assemblages. 
Ecosphere, 2(4), 1–19.

van Bodegom, P. M., Sorrell, B. K., Oosthoek, A., Bakker, C., & Aerts, R. 
(2008). Separating the effects of partial submergence and soil oxy‐
gen demand on plant physiology. Ecology, 89(1), 193–204.

van Bodegom, P. M., De Kanter, M., & Aerts, C. B. R. (2005). Radial oxy‐
gen loss, a plastic property of dune slack plant species. Plant and Soil, 
271(1‐2), 351–364.

Vergutz, L., S. Manzoni, Porporato, A., Novais, R. F., & Jackson, R. B. 
(2012). A global database of carbon and nutrient concentrations of 
green and senesced leaves. Data set. Available on‐line [http://daac.
ornl.gov] from Oak Ridge National Laboratory Distributed Active 
Archive Center, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, U.S.A. 

Vile, D. (2005). Significations fonctionnelle et écologique des traits des es‐
pèces végétales: Exemple dans une succession post‐culturale méditer‐
ranéenne et généralisations (PhD thesis, Montpellier 2). 

Von Holle, B., & Simberloff, D. (2004). Testing Fox's assembly rule: Does 
plant invasion depend on recipient community structure?. Oikos, 
105(3), 551–563.

Waite, M., & Sack, L. (2010). How does moss photosynthesis relate to leaf 
and canopy structure? Trait relationships for 10 Hawaiian species of 
contrasting light habitats. New Phytologist, 185(1), 156–172.

Williams, M., Y. E. Shimabokuro, and E. B. Rastetter. "LBA‐ECO CD‐09 
Soil and Vegetation Characteristics, Tapajos National Forest, 
Brazil." Oak Ridge National Laboratory Distributed Active Archive 
Center, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, USA. http://dx. doi. org/10.3334/
ORNLDAAC/1104(2012).

Wilson, K. B., Baldocchi, D. D., & Hanson, P. J. (2000). Spatial and sea‐
sonal variability of photosynthetic parameters and their relation‐
ship to leaf nitrogen in a deciduous forest. Tree Physiology, 20(9), 
565–578.

Wirth, C., & Lichstein, J. W. (2009). The imprint of species turnover 
on old‐growth forest carbon balances‐insights from a trait‐based 
model of forest dynamics. In C. Wirth, G. Gleixner, & M. Heimann 
(Eds.), Old‐growth forests (pp. 81–113). Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.

Wright, I. J., Ackerly, D. D., Bongers, F., Harms, K. E., Ibarra‐Manriquez, 
G., Martinez‐Ramos, M., … Poorter, L. (2006). Relationships among 
ecologically important dimensions of plant trait variation in seven 
Neotropical forests. Annals of Botany, 99(5), 1003–1015.

Wright, I. J., Reich, P. B., Westoby, M., Ackerly, D. D., Baruch, Z., Bongers, 
F., … Flexas, J. (2004). The worldwide leaf economics spectrum. 
Nature, 428(6985), 821.

Wright, S. J., Kitajima, K., Kraft, N. J., Reich, P. B., Wright, I. J., 
Bunker, D. E., … Engelbrecht, B. M. (2010). Functional traits and 
the growth–mortality trade‐off in tropical trees. Ecology, 91(12), 
3664–3674. 

Yguel, B., Bailey, R., Tosh, N. D., Vialatte, A., Vasseur, C., Vitrac, X., … 
Prinzing, A. (2011). Phytophagy on phylogenetically isolated trees: 
Why hosts should escape their relatives. Ecology Letters, 14(11), 
1117–1124.

http://daac.ornl.gov
http://daac.ornl.gov

