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Abstract

Leaf traits are important indicators of ecosystem functions. Trait values can
vary widely between species, and a considerable amount of variation also
occurs within species. However, within-individual variation is often neglected
due to the limitations of traditional measurement tools. Many leaf trait values
respond to light availability, which, in turn, is affected by the surrounding veg-
etation. Additionally, there is a strong within-individual light gradient, espe-
cially in tree canopies. In the BEF-China (Biodiversity—Ecosystem Functioning
China) subtropical forest plantation, we analyzed how leaf trait values
respond to light availability and neighboring tree species richness at the
within-individual level. We sampled across the vertical light gradient formed
by neighboring trees planted at varying diversity levels from monocultures to
24-species mixtures. We closely paired the leaf samples with sensor-based mea-
surements of light availability. We used visible and near-infrared spectroscopy
(spectral range: 350-2500 nm) to predict 14 leaf traits across 4981 leaves from
15 native tree species. Using a key feature of spectroscopy—deriving multiple
leaf traits from a single spectral measurement of a sample—we assessed all
traits simultaneously at the leaf level. We investigated whether an individual
tree’s direct neighbor or the surrounding tree species richness had a stronger
influence on the light-trait relationship. Most trait values responded to light
availability, though this response differed between deciduous and evergreen
species. We found that tree species richness and a tree’s direct neighbor could
modify the light-trait relationship at the individual level. In some instances, a
focal tree’s direct neighbor influenced its leaf trait values more than the tree
species richness in its local neighborhood. Specifically, in conspecific tree pairs
of evergreens, specific leaf area and leaf nitrogen displayed a stronger response
to changing light conditions. This response to light availability suggests a
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INTRODUCTION

Trait-based studies have become an integral part of plant
ecology, as ecosystem functions are reflected in and
mediated through functional traits (Laughlin, 2014;
Poorter & Bongers, 2006; Violle et al., 2007). Leaf traits
are particularly relevant because of their role in various
ecological processes. Some of these leaf traits align with
the leaf economics spectrum (LES), which characterizes a
plant’s return-on-investment strategy (Wright et al., 2004).
The LES categorizes plant species along a continuum from
fast-growing/acquisitive to slow-growing/conservative,
based on their leaf trait values (Reich, 2014). One of the
key indicators of the LES is specific leaf area (SLA), with
high SLA values generally being associated with an acquis-
itive strategy. Such acquisitive leaves also tend to have
higher concentrations of leaf macronutrients (Delpiano
et al., 2020; Freschet et al.,, 2013), including high trait
values for mass-based concentration of leaf nitrogen (leaf
N), magnesium (leaf Mg), phosphorus (leaf P), potassium
(leaf X), calcium (leaf Ca), and sulfur (leaf S), which are
linked to metabolic processes such as photosynthesis and
growth (Bird et al., 1973; Jackson & Volk, 1968; Poorter
et al., 2009; Terry, 1976; Triankner et al, 2018; Wang
et al., 2019). Moreover, plants with an acquisitive growth
strategy tend to have higher values in chemical defense
traits such as phenolics and tannins, as they typically lack
structural defenses (Coley et al, 1985; Eichenberg
et al., 2015). Although not all of the traits mentioned are
directly involved in resource acquisition, high values of
these traits are typically observed in the plants on the
acquisitive side of the LES (Wright et al., 2004). Given the
strong correlations between high SLA, macronutrient con-
centrations, and chemical defense traits, we consider them
a group of correlated traits in the framework of this study
(hereafter “acquisitive traits™).

By contrast, many leaf traits show high values on the
conservative side of the LES (hereafter “structural
traits”). For example, high values in leaf dry matter con-
tent (LDMC), cellulose, and the mass-based carbon

mechanism for avoiding within-species competition that is observable at the
within-individual level. Our results show that biodiversity influences ecosys-
tem functions through its effects on within-individual leaf trait variation. The
fact that the interplay between light availability, biodiversity, and leaf traits
can be observed within-individual trees highlights the importance of
within-individual leaf trait variation in biodiversity research.

BEF-China, FieldSpec, leaf habit, leaf trait variation, leaf traits, light availability, NIRS,
phenotypic plasticity, subtropical forest, Vis/NIR spectroscopy

content (leaf C) facilitate structural integrity (Kitajima
et al., 2016; Xing et al., 2021). Furthermore, plants may
adjust the leaf lignin content in response to drought
stress, while lignin also serves as a physical defense
against pathogens (Liu et al.,, 2018). Finally, the leaf
carbon-to-nitrogen ratio (CN ratio) reflects the role of N
in structural compounds and metabolic processes (Xu
et al., 2023) and has been reported to be positively corre-
lated with other structural traits (Prof} et al., 2021).

Leaf traits are often assessed as species mean traits
(Garnier et al.,, 2001; McGill et al., 2006). However,
within-species leaf trait variation may contribute a sub-
stantial amount to the total variability observed within a
community (Siefert et al., 2015; Violle et al., 2012). The
most important drivers of within-species leaf trait varia-
tion are ontogenetic shifts (Dayrell et al., 2018) as well as
genetic variation and phenotypic plasticity (Callaway
et al., 2003; Coleman et al., 1994). The latter is often caused
by abiotic factors like gradients of precipitation, tempera-
ture, or elevation (Choi et al., 2019; Kiihn et al., 2021;
Souza et al., 2018). Within-individual variation is rarely
addressed in current studies, but existing literature indi-
cates that it is a major contributor to overall leaf trait
variation (Escribano-Rocafort et al., 2016; Herrera, 2017
Messier et al., 2010). In forest stands, the progressive
decrease in light availability from the top to the bottom of
a tree’s crown likely represents the most important envi-
ronmental gradient (Scartazza et al., 2016). As many leaf
traits are influenced by light availability (Bohnke &
Bruelheide, 2013; Poorter et al., 2019), the light gradient
drives the within-individual variation in leaf trait values
through adjustments in morphology and physiology (Coble &
Cavaleri, 2014), particularly, in traits related to photosynthesis
(Koike et al., 2001; Terashima et al., 2001; Wyka et al., 2012).
Yet, changes in light conditions within the crown might affect
traits idiosyncratically (Givnish, 1988). In order to maintain a
net positive photosynthesis rate under low-light conditions
(i.e., at the bottom of the crown), leaves should have high
values of acquisitive leaf traits and low values for struc-
tural leaf traits (Shipley et al., 2006). By contrast, under full
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light conditions (i.e., at the top of the crown), optimization
for photosynthesis promotes thicker leaves, resulting in
higher values in structural traits (Bjorkman, 1981).

Another factor influencing leaf traits is plant-plant
interactions, which occur aboveground and belowground
(Callaway et al., 2003; Davrinche & Haider, 2021; Le
Bagousse-Pinguet et al., 2013). Aboveground, light avail-
ability is a primary driver, which is itself influenced by
the structure and density of the forest canopy
(Pretzsch, 2014). In stands with higher species richness,
spatial complementarity of tree crowns leads to more
efficient crown space utilization compared to monocul-
tures (Jucker et al., 2015; Williams et al., 2017). This
results in a steeper vertical gradient of light availability,
which, in turn, drives variation in light-dependent leaf
traits (Williams et al., 2020). Such biodiversity-mediated
light effects on leaf traits should be visible already at the
very small scale because light availability changes dras-
tically even across short distances (Escribano-Rocafort
et al., 2016). Moreover, in a recent study, Davrinche
and Haider (2021) demonstrated that local species
richness can influence multiple leaf traits, with the
strongest effects often arising from a tree’s closest neigh-
bor rather than the surrounding community, hence
suggesting a scale dependency of light-mediated biodi-
versity effects.

Belowground interactions also influence leaf traits,
albeit through different mechanisms than aboveground
interactions. High species richness can enhance the
availability of belowground resources through comple-
mentary resource use of different root systems (McKane
et al,, 2002; Turner, 2008). Belowground resource use
complementarity may shift leaf trait values toward more
acquisitive strategies in environments with higher species
richness (Richards et al., 2010). To make use of additional
belowground resources, a sufficient amount of light is
necessary for photosynthesis (Freschet et al., 2015;
Meziane & Shipley, 1999). Therefore, biodiversity effects
on leaf traits might be stronger under full light condi-
tions, where plants can fully utilize the enhanced
resources provided in a species-rich environment. By
contrast, under low-light conditions, the influence of
biodiversity on leaf traits might decrease, as physiologi-
cal constraints could outweigh the benefits of increased
belowground resource availability (Dewar et al., 2012;
Lloyd et al., 2010; Niinemets, 2012).

When analyzing the light availability effect on leaf
traits, it is also important to take into account the
leaf habit of the tree species, as leaves of deciduous and
evergreen trees strongly differ in their trait values.
Deciduous trees typically have higher values in acqui-
sitive traits and lower ones in structural traits than
evergreen trees (Qin et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2022).

Furthermore, there is some indication that in deciduous
trees, some leaf traits respond more plastically to chang-
ing light conditions than in evergreens (Bohnke &
Bruelheide, 2013; Wyka et al., 2012). In both deciduous
and evergreen trees, trait responses to changes in light
conditions are limited by the leaf structure (Niinemets
et al., 2006; Oguchi et al., 2005). However, this limitation
appears to be stronger in evergreen trees than in decidu-
ous trees (Niinemets, 2016b). We therefore expect that
leaf traits of evergreen trees will show a weaker response
to the light gradient within a tree crown than that of
deciduous trees. We studied leaf trait responses to light
availability in the subtropical BEF-China experiment
(Biodiversity-Ecosystem Functioning China) in forest
plots differing in species richness. The aim of this study is
to reveal the relationship between light availability and
leaf trait values at the within-individual level and how
this relationship is mediated by local biodiversity,
including the effect of the directly adjacent tree as well
as the tree species richness of the surrounding neighbor-
hood. We investigated to what extent the leaf habit of a
tree might influence these interactions, assuming that
leaves of evergreen trees are generally less acquisitive
but possess higher values of structural traits. Further
assuming that values of acquisitive traits increase with
decreasing light availability (vice versa for structural
traits, see Figure 1), we hypothesized that (1) the light
responsiveness of leaf traits is more pronounced in
deciduous species than in evergreen species. Assuming
a positive effect of neighborhood species richness on
acquisitive traits (vice versa for structural traits), we
expected that (2) the effect of neighborhood species rich-
ness on leaf traits is more pronounced under full light
conditions than under low-light conditions. Thereby,
(3) the effect of the direct neighbor tree on leaf trait vari-
ation is greater than the effect of the surrounding
neighborhood.

Analyzing large datasets for leaf traits constitutes a
major challenge because conventional methods often
require extensive sample preparation and labor-intensive
chemical analyses (Perez-Harguindeguy et al., 2013).
Moreover, most of these methods are inherently
destructive (Cornelissen et al., 2003). This is especially
problematic when applied to within-individual ana-
lyses, as samples cannot be remeasured and multiple
trait measurements from the same sample cannot be
combined. We therefore analyzed the leaf traits via com-
bined visible and near-infrared spectroscopy, which has
become a well-established method in ecological research
(Trogisch et al., 2017). This method allows for nonde-
structive leaf-level trait analyses (Prof3 et al., 2024),
which helps avoid data fragmentation and enables multi-
variate analysis of leaf traits.
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FIGURE 1 Conceptual figure of the expected interacting effects of leaf habit, light availability, and different biodiversity factors on

(a) acquisitive traits, for example, leaf nitrogen content and specific leaf area; (b) structural traits, for example, leaf dry matter content and
leaf carbon content. The line type indicates whether the closest neighbor of the target tree is conspecific (solid line) or heterospecific (broken
line), and the line color indicates the neighborhood species richness (blue line for low, red line for high species richness). Three hypotheses
are tested: H1 states that the light responsiveness of leaf traits is more pronounced in deciduous species than in evergreen species, as

reflected in steeper slopes in deciduous species. H2 states that neighborhood species richness strongly affects leaf traits under full light
conditions, while this effect weakens under low-light conditions. This is visualized by all lines intersecting at low light while diverging
toward full light. H3 states that the effect of the direct neighbor tree on leaf trait variation is greater than the effect of the surrounding
neighborhood. This is symbolized by the broken line for heterospecific direct neighbors taking more different trait values than the solid lines
for conspecific neighbors, irrespective of line color representing different species richness of the wider neighborhood.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study site

The study took place in the BEF-China experiment
(Bruelheide et al., 2014), which is located in southeast
China near the city of Xingangshan (Jiangxi province).
The experimental site is characterized by a subtropical
climate with a mean annual temperature of 16.7°C and
an average annual precipitation of 1821 mm (Yang
et al., 2013). The main experiment is subdivided into two
experimental sites (Sites A and B). Our study took place
on Site A (29.1241° N, 117.9079° E), which was
established in 2009 on land that was previously covered
with a forest dominated by Pinus massoniana Lams. The
site has a total area of 184 ha and consists of
271 square-shaped plots with an area of 667 m” each,
corresponding to the Chinese unit of 1 mu. In each plot,
400 trees were planted in a square grid pattern with a
grid distance of 1.29 m between the trees. The plots
consisted of monocultures and mixtures of 2, 4, 8, 16, and
24 native tree species, with species randomly assigned to
positions within the grid. In the main random extinction
scenario used in this study, the species of the monocul-
tures and in the 2-, 4-, 8-, and 16-species mixtures were
drawn from the same pool of 16 species, ensuring that all
16 species were equally represented at each of these
diversity levels. The 24-species mixture included an addi-
tional eight species that occurred in two other random
extinction scenarios but were not part of the other mix-
tures included in our study. Spontaneously emerging

woody plants were cut every year to maintain the experi-
mental design.

Sampling design

Sampling took place in August and September 2017 in
66 plots across all plot diversity levels. We focused on the
species that were present in the diversity levels up to
16 species. However, because of the high mortality of
Koelreuteria bipinnata throughout the experimental site,
we excluded it from the sampling. In total, 400 trees from
the remaining 15 species (9 broad-leaved deciduous and
6 broad-leaved evergreen species, Appendix S1: Table S1)
were selected for sampling. Trees were sampled in pairs
(tree species pairs, hereafter, TSPs). TSPs consist either of
two trees of the same or different species and are referred
to as “Mono TSPs” and “Mixed TSPs,” respectively. While
we paid attention to choose TSPs with a mostly complete
neighborhood, that is, a low mortality of neighbors, the
final choice of the TSPs within the plots was random.
Mono TSPs were sampled throughout all plot diversity
levels, and mixed TSPs were sampled in all but monocul-
tures. The species compositions of the mixed TSPs
included all possible species compositions that were pre-
sent in the four-species mixture plots (see Appendix S1:
Table S2 for species pairings and Table S3 for number of
samples). These species combinations also occur in the
2-, 8-, 16-, and 24-species plots. Tree species richness was
assessed at the TSP level. The number of different tree
species directly neighboring a TSP (with a theoretical
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maximum of 10 different species) was considered as a
measure of its species richness (hereafter “neighborhood
species richness”). The observed neighborhood species
richness of the TSPs ranged from 1 to 7 for both mono
and mixed TSPs. Leaf samples were taken on the side
which faced the other TSP partner. The TSP partner is
considered as the “direct neighbor.” Sampling was done
along the vertical interaction plane of the crown between
the two tree individuals of a TSP. Depending on the
height of the trees, one to five sampling points were cho-
sen in areas where crowns were intermingled. Sampling
points were located between 30 cm and 8 m above-
ground, with a minimum distance of 30 cm between
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FIGURE 2

them. From every sampling point, we aimed to collect at
least three fully developed leaves from both TSP partners.
Leaves were harvested without petioles, sealed in a
zip-lock bag, and stored cool until further processing in
the laboratory on the same day (total sample size of 4981
leaves). For a graphical overview of the study site and the
sampling design, see Figure 2.

Light measurement

We recorded the local light availability at each sam-
pling point using a LI-1400 logger with a LI-190SA
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Graphical overview on the experimental design. (a) Overview of Site A of the BEF-China main experiment near Xingangshan.

The plots that were selected for sampling are marked with their x- and y-coordinates (characters for x and numbers for y coordinates). The plots are
color-coded according to their initial diversity level. (b) Example for the sampling design within a plot (here Plot P19). Different species are
indicated by different symbols, and dead or missing trees are indicated with X. Sampled trees (tree species pairs [TSPs]) are marked with green
rectangles and the corresponding local neighborhood with blue rectangles. (c) Example for sampling within a TSP (here TSP 0416-0516), showing
the relationship between the focal tree and its TSP partner. Sampling took place along the vertical interaction plane of both individuals, indicated
by the vertical line. Along the interaction plane, up to five sampling points (yellow points) were chosen from which at least three fully developed
leaves were sampled from each tree. The illustration was created by Tobias Profy using Inkscape version 1.0.
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quantum sensor (LI-COR Biosciences Inc., Lincoln, NE,
USA). A single reading per sampling point was used for
both trees of the TSP. To account for different light
conditions caused by changes in weather conditions, an
identical device was located outside of the experimental
site (position 29.1200° N, 117.9060° E) and fully exposed
to the open sky as a reference logger. The horizontal
distance between the sampling points and the reference
logger ranged from 93 to 856 m. Both devices were syn-
chronized in time (synchronization accuracy approxi-
mately 1s) to record the photosynthetically active
radiation (PAR in micromoles of photons per square
meter per second) between 400 and 700 nm. The
quotient of both values was used as a measure of the
relative light availability at the sampling point. The
method of linking two loggers was used to minimize
the influence of differences in sky conditions during
measurements; however, under variable sky conditions,
differences might not have been fully compensated,
particularly at longer distances.

Leaf trait analysis

We acquired visible and near-infrared spectra (Vis/NIR
spectra, 350-2500 nm) from the adaxial side of each
harvested leaf. Each leaf was scanned threefold with an
ASD FieldSpec 4 WideRes Field Spectroradiometer
(Malvern Panalytical Ltd., Almelo, the Netherlands) fitted
with a “high-bright” contact probe, including an internal
6.5 watt halogen light source. For scanning, we placed the
samples between the contact probe of the FieldSpec and a
black background. The three scans were averaged into sin-
gle spectra in order to reduce instrument noise. A subset
of 190 randomly chosen samples were analyzed for leaf
traits via conventional means in the laboratory (see
Appendix S1: Table S4 for reference methods). We ana-
lyzed 14 leaf traits, including LDMC, SLA, CN ratio as well
as the mass-based concentrations of leaf C, leaf N, lignin,
cellulose, leaf Mg, leaf Ca, leaf K, leaf P, leaf S, phenolics,
and tannin. Trait-specific prediction models were developed
via partial least squares regression (PLS regression) using
“The Unscrambler X” (Version 10.1, Camo Analytics, Oslo,
Norway) and “OPUS QUANT?2” (Version 7.0 Bruker Optics
Ltd., Billerica, MA, USA) calibration software. The models
were subsequently applied to the spectral data of all leaves,
yielding predicted values for each leaf trait.

Statistical analyses

Statistical analysis was conducted using R version 4.0.3
(The R Core Team, 2020).

Exploratory analysis

To identify the key drivers of leaf trait variation in
our dataset, we fitted a linear mixed-effects model
(“Imer” function in “lmerTest” package version 3.1-3;
Kuznetsova et al., 2017) for each leaf trait. The response
variable in the models was the trait value predicted by
Vis/NIR spectroscopy at the level of individual scan
files. The fixed effects included light availability at the
sampling point, TSP type (Mono TSP vs. Mixed TSP),
and neighborhood species richness, along with all possi-
ble interactions between these variables. The model fur-
ther captured how the two types of tree strategies with
respect to leaf habit (deciduous and evergreen) and the
different species responded differently to light availabil-
ity (random slope for light across leaf habits and tree
species), as well as how different species responded to
differences in neighborhood species richness (random
slope for neighborhood species richness across tree
species).

The possible baseline differences in leaf trait values
among species and leaf habits were considered (random
intercept). To address the hierarchical structure of the
dataset, a nested random effect was included in
the models: The ID of each individual leaf was nested
within the sampling point, which was nested within the
individual tree, which was nested within the TSP identity,
and further nested within the plot. We calculated the pro-
portion of variance explained by each effect in the models
(“calcVarPart” function in ‘“variancePartition” package
version 1.28.7; Hoffman & Schadt, 2016). To explore the
relationship between the leaf traits, we calculated
the pairwise correlations and performed a principal
components analysis (PCA) at the sampling point level.

Hypothesis testing

For every leaf trait, linear mixed-effects models were
fitted (“Imer” function in “ImerTest” package version
3.1-3; Kuznetsova et al., 2017). The response variable in
the models was the trait value at each sampling point.
The fixed effects included light availability at the sam-
pling point, TSP type (Mono TSP vs. Mixed TSP), and
neighborhood species richness, along with all possible
interactions between these variables. Additionally, leaf
habit (deciduous or evergreen) was added as the fourth
fixed effect, and we allowed its interaction with light
availability. This model structure captured how species
may respond differently to light availability or neighbor-
hood species richness by allowing these variables to
vary across species (random slope model). Furthermore,
the models accounted for possible baseline differences
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in leaf traits among species (random intercept model).
To address the hierarchical structure of the spatial sam-
pling, a nested random effect was included in the
models: The ID of each tree individual was nested
within TSP identity, which was further nested within
the plot.

Since we found significant leaf habit-by-light interactions
for many leaf traits—which suggests that the relationship
between light availability and trait values differs with leaf
habit—we fitted separate linear mixed-effects models for
deciduous and evergreen species, with otherwise identical
model parameters. In all models, TSP type was distinguished
with binary values (mono TSP = 0, mixed TSP = 1). The
values of the other fixed effects (i.e., light and neighborhood
richness) were scaled by dividing them by two times their
SD, as this treatment makes them directly comparable to
binary values (Gelman, 2008). Type 1 analysis of variance
using Satterthwaite approximation for estimation of the
denominator degrees of freedom was used to assess
the significance of the fixed effects. All hypotheses were
tested by assessing the significant effects on leaf traits in the
models that were separately fitted for evergreen and decidu-
ous species. To confirm H1, traits needed to be significantly
influenced by light. To confirm H2, models should show a
significant light-by-species richness interaction, and to con-
firm H3 models, it should show a significant effect of the TSP.

RESULTS
Leaf trait prediction models

We were able to fit a prediction model for each of the leaf
traits. Model performance ranged from 0.44 for leaf K to
0.95 for SLA based on the coefficient of determination
from model validation. For other performance metrics
and detailed information on the prediction models, see
Appendix S1: Table S5. Appendix S1: Figure S1 shows the
PLS regression coefficients for every leaf trait prediction
model across all wavelengths. Each leaf trait is predicted
by distinct wavelengths, with some traits utilizing
broader wavelength ranges than others.

Leaf trait variation and relationship
between leaf traits

All leaf traits showed strong variation between species,
within-species, and within-individual trees (Figure 3 and
Appendix S1: Figure S2). While a large portion of the var-
iation was explained by species, species also responded
differently to light, TSP type, and neighborhood richness.
The unexplained variance (“residual” in Figure 3), which

includes both systematic biases (i.e., model limitations)
and random noise in individual predictions, is quite small
compared to the other effects in the trait-specific models.

Analysis of the leaf traits revealed that nearly all
acquisitive traits were strongly correlated with one
another, except for lignin and cellulose. Similarly, most
structural traits exhibited strong intercorrelations
(Appendix S1: Figure S3). In the PCA (Appendix S1:
Figure S4), all structural traits showed positive loadings,
and all acquisitive traits showed negative loadings on the
first principal component. However, these traits had vary-
ing contributions to the second principal component.
Only the chemical defense traits were major contributors
to the third principal component.

Leaf trait response to light availability for
different leaf habits

Light availability strongly influenced many leaf traits.
In particular, SLA, leaf K and CN ratio, phenolics,
leaf C, and LDMC responded to changes in light avail-
ability (significant main effects, see Appendix SI:
Table S6). However, for 7 of the 14 leaf traits, the influ-
ence of light also depended on the leaf habit (significant
light-by-leaf habit interaction, Appendix S1: Table S6).
Separate analyses for evergreen and deciduous species
(Figure 4; Appendix S1: Figure S5 and Table S7) revealed
that values of acquisitive traits in evergreen species, such
as SLA and tannin, decreased (Figure 4a,c) while leaf N
increased (Appendix S1: Figure S5a) with increasing light
availability. By contrast, values of structural traits leaf C,
lignin, and CN ratio decreased (Appendix S1: Figure S5h,j,
k) with increasing light availability. For acquisitive traits of
deciduous species, SLA, leaf P, leaf K, and leaf S decreased
(Figure 4a and Appendix S1: Figure S5b,d,g) with increas-
ing light availability. The structural trait LDMC increased
with increasing light availability (Figure 4b). SLA
decreased in both leaf habits, with deciduous trees show-
ing a stronger reaction (steeper slope, Figure 4a). Finally,
phenolics increased in both leaf habits, with no significant
difference between the slopes (Appendix S1: Figure S5f).

Influence of biodiversity and light
availability on leaf traits

In most cases, biodiversity alone did not directly affect
the leaf traits. However, biodiversity mediated the effect
of light on leaf traits, as separate analyses for evergreen
and deciduous species revealed multiple interactions
between light and TSP type as well as between light and
neighborhood species richness. For evergreen species, the
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FIGURE 3 Proportions of explained variance for each leaf trait. Fixed effects include light, TSP type (tree species pair type), and NSR
(neighborhood species richness), as well as all possible interactions (Light: TSP type, Light:NSR, TSP type:NSR, Light:TSP type:NSR). The
model also accounts for species-specific and leaf habit-specific trait responses to light (Light:Species, Light:Leaf habit), as well as
species-specific leaf trait response to neighborhood species richness (NSR:Species). Random factors are nested: species within leaf habit, leaf

within sampling point, sampling point within tree, tree within TSP, and TSP within plot. Residual represents unexplained variance.

observed light effect on SLA, CN ratio, and leaf N was
significantly stronger in mono TSPs than in mixed TSPs
(visible as steeper slopes of mono TSPs in Figure 4a and
Appendix S1: Figure S5a,k). By contrast, CN ratio in
deciduous trees decreased with increasing light availabil-
ity in species-rich neighborhoods, while no light effect
was observed in low-species-richness environments
(Appendix S1: Figure S5k). However, the TSP type fur-
ther influenced this relationship, and mono TSPs showed
an increase, while mixed TSPs showed a stronger
decrease of the CN ratio in dependency on light availabil-
ity (Appendix S1: Figure S5k). For evergreen species,
neighborhood species richness mediated the decrease in
leaf tannin content with increasing light availability: The
effect of light was significantly stronger in species-rich
neighborhoods (Figure 4c).

DISCUSSION

Overall, coupling intra-crown leaf trait variation with
detailed light measurements and tree diversity gradients

demonstrates how strongly trait values adjust to local
light conditions.

Effectiveness of Vis/NIR spectroscopy for
leaf trait analysis across scales

Our findings demonstrate that Vis/NIR spectroscopy can
be effectively used for leaf trait analyses, especially when
applied to large leaf-to-ecosystem datasets. While predic-
tion accuracy varies across traits, the key limitation lies
in the fact that some traits are inherently less predictable
from spectral data than others. Nonetheless, this does not
diminish the overall utility of the method. Some models
performed exceptionally well. For example, the model for
SLA achieved a very low Normalized Root Mean Square
Error of 0.073 (NRMSE, which expresses the root mean
square error relative to the mean of the observed values).
By contrast, the model for tannin had the highest
NRMSE with 0.556, indicating an average prediction
error of 55.6 percent of the mean tannin value. However,
our variance partitioning analysis revealed that the trait
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variance for tannin, as well as for most other traits, was
primarily driven by species identity, leaf habit, light avail-
ability, and special variables, that is, the location of the
sampled leaf, the individual tree, and the plot within
the experimental site. In most cases, the residual vari-
ance was smaller than what the NRMSE of the predic-
tion model might suggest. This implies that even for
traits with moderate predictive accuracy, such as tan-
nin, the inaccuracy of the prediction model contributes
little to the unexplained variance. This is likely because
the prediction errors are largely random rather than
systematic, which allows the trait predictions to retain
a sufficiently strong signal to reflect the underlying
ecological variation.

A striking result of this study is that even the
predicted values of the least accurate model (tannin)
revealed significant ecological interactions when used in
a linear mixed-effects model. These results highlight a
key advantage of using Vis/NIR spectroscopy for
large-scale ecological studies: Even with moderate predic-
tion errors at the sample level, each trait prediction still
retains a meaningful signal to detect ecological patterns
across biological and ecological scales.

Another strength of Vis/NIR spectroscopy is that it
enables the simultaneous prediction of multiple leaf
traits from a single spectral measurement. This makes
it a highly effective tool in large-scale ecological studies
where traditional trait measurements would be infeasi-
ble. However, concerns may arise regarding the poten-
tial nonindependence of trait predictions (Kothari &
Schweiger, 2022), since all traits are derived from the
same reflectance spectrum. If multiple traits were
predicted from identical spectral features, this could
artificially inflate trait-trait correlations. In practice,
though, this concern is unwarranted. The spectral
ranges used by the models to predict different traits
vary considerably, and even when overlapping regions
are used, the models assign different weights to spec-
tral features (Appendix S1: Figure S1). This indicates
that the predictions are based on trait-specific spectral
signatures. Therefore, while some level of correlation
between the predicted traits is expected—especially for
functionally related traits—the models still capture
biologically meaningful and largely independent
information.

Relationship between leaf traits

All observed leaf traits showed strong alignment with the
first PCA axis, with acquisitive and structural traits
pointing toward opposing directions. This observation is
consistent with previous studies (Delpiano et al., 2020;
Dominguez et al., 2012). Hence, the first PCA axis is in
our case a good representation of the LES. Additionally,
traits differ in their alignment with the second PCA axis,
which indicates that their variation is further influenced
by other variables beyond the conservative-acquisitive
trade-off. Finally, the alignment of phenolics and tannin
with the first and third PCA axis, respectively, suggests
that defense traits do correlate with high values of acquis-
itive traits but are still influenced by another independent
variable.

Varying trait responses of evergreen and
deciduous species to light

We expected that the light dependency of leaf traits was
stronger in deciduous trees than in evergreens, which
was the case for SLA. Furthermore, LDMC responded to
changes in light conditions in deciduous, but not in ever-
green, species. While the trait responses differed between
evergreen and deciduous species, the overall patterns
suggest that leaves of deciduous species are morphologi-
cally more adjustable to changes in light conditions, or in
other words, that the response of leaves of evergreen spe-
cies is more physiologically restricted, as proposed by
Niinemets (2016a). The other traits (leaf P, leaf K, and
leaf S) that showed a light dependency only in deciduous
but not in evergreen species are all macronutrients and
key elements in photosynthesis. On average, trees relo-
cate larger proportions of phosphorus, potassium, and
sulfur from their leaves before senescence compared to
calcium and magnesium (Hagen-Thorn et al., 2006). If
the proportion of the recovered macronutrients can be
interpreted as an indicator of their general mobility in
the plant, this would be consistent with our observation
that leaf P, leaf K, and leaf S respond to light conditions
only in deciduous trees. A possible explanation for this
pattern is that these macronutrients are essential for opti-
mizing photosynthetic efficiency. Phosphorus plays a

FIGURE 4 Leaf traits as functions of light availability, modified by TSP type (tree species pair type) and neighborhood species richness.

Separate graphs display results for deciduous and evergreen species. Continuous lines represent monospecific TSPs; dashed lines represent

mixed TSPs. Line colors correspond to different levels of tree species richness. Letters indicate significant main effects and interactions
(L = light, T = TSP type, N = neighborhood species richness, x = interaction, *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001). For the numerical results
of the underlying models, see Appendix S1: Table S7. LDMC, leaf dry matter content.
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central role in energy metabolism, and in nucleic acid
synthesis, potassium regulates stomatal conductance and
enzyme activation, and sulfur is involved in amino
acid and protein metabolism (Lambers et al.,, 2008;
Terry, 1976). As light availability declines, deciduous
trees may prioritize the redistribution of these elements
to maximize short-term photosynthetic gains. This
greater plasticity in nutrient allocation supports faster
growth and ensures efficient resource use in environ-
ments with fluctuating light conditions. The stronger
adjustment of the photosynthesis-related leaf traits in
deciduous species could be a crucial mechanism to main-
tain plant growth under sub-ideal conditions and hence
to overall follow a faster growth strategy (Givnish, 2002).
Leaves of deciduous trees represent the acquisitive side of
the leaf economics spectrum (Zhao et al., 2017). As they
have a shorter lifespan than leaves of evergreen trees, it is
likely that the corresponding leaf traits are inherently
more flexible in deciduous trees, especially in the darker
sections of the crown.

However, contrary to our expectations, the light
dependency of leaf N, tannin, leaf C, lignin, and CN ratio
appeared to be stronger in evergreen trees. Yet, these leaf
traits could be influenced by factors other than the local
light availability. For lignin and tannin, a possible expla-
nation could be found in their role as chemical defense
agents.

Deciduous trees have been reported to lose more leaf
area to herbivory than evergreen trees, and one contrib-
uting factor is their higher SLA (Pérez-Harguindeguy
et al., 2003; Silva et al., 2015). To counter this vulnerabil-
ity, deciduous trees tend to accumulate more chemical
defenses (Eichenberg et al., 2015), which is in line with
our observation of higher base levels of phenolics and
tannin in deciduous species. By contrast, leaves of ever-
green trees are generally better protected against herbiv-
ory due to their lower SLA (Silva et al., 2015). However,
we still observed an increased SLA with decreased light
availability. We speculate that evergreen trees only apply
chemical defenses selectively, that is, in the darker sec-
tions of the crown, where the SLA of their leaves is
highest, potentially explaining our observed stronger
light dependency in evergreen trees.

An alternative explanation may lie in the seasonal
dynamics of carbon acquisition (Xu et al., 2024). Unlike
deciduous species, evergreen trees retain their foliage
year-round, allowing them to sequester carbon dioxide
outside the main growing season. Under shaded condi-
tions, the increased SLA observed in evergreen trees indi-
cates a strategic shift to enhance light capture. By
producing thinner, more efficient leaves in low-light con-
ditions, evergreens can optimize carbon gain in shaded
parts of the canopy while still maintaining their ability to

gain carbon during cooler months. This suggests that,
despite following a generally conservative strategy, ever-
green species retain some degree of plasticity in leaf
structure to balance light acquisition, seasonal carbon
economy, and leaf longevity, much like the more acquisi-
tive strategy seen in deciduous species.

A possible explanation for the observed increase in
leaf C with decreasing light availability could be that,
in leaves of evergreen trees, changes in leaf C are primar-
ily driven by changes in lignin, which shows a similar
pattern in response to light availability. The observed leaf
N decrease in darker locations could be simply a dilution
effect, resulting as a secondary effect from the increase in
carbon compounds in these areas (Niinemets, 1997).
Given these mixed results, we can only partially confirm
our first hypothesis, and while light availability seems to
be an important driver mainly for structural leaf traits, it
has only indirect or no effects on traits associated with
defense or biochemical activity.

Influence of local biodiversity

Effect of neighborhood species richness in
different light regimes

In most cases, leaf traits did not depend on light availabil-
ity alone but also on one of the biodiversity variables
(neighborhood species richness or TSP type) or a combi-
nation of both. We expected that a biodiversity effect on
leaf traits would be primarily visible in full light and
weaken under low-light conditions. Tannin showed this
pattern in evergreen trees, and we found lower trait
values in full light conditions, especially in high species
richness. A possible interpretation is that tannin alloca-
tion in forest ecosystems is a response to herbivore pres-
sure (Hunter & Schultz, 1993), which itself depends on
the tree species richness and leaf morphology (Schuldt
et al., 2015; Stiegel et al., 2017), with the latter being fur-
ther modified by light availability (Poorter et al., 2019).
Tannin is an effective defense component against insect
herbivores (Barbehenn & Constabel, 2011). However,
plants might allocate resources to tannin only if neces-
sary because they are subject to a “growth-defense
trade-off” (Herms & Mattson, 1992), in which growth is
typically prioritized over the production of secondary
metabolites (Tuomi et al., 1991). In low-light conditions,
tannin content was generally higher than in full light,
with no differences between levels of tree species rich-
ness. Under low-light conditions, leaves also had higher
SLA, which makes them more vulnerable to herbivory,
thus making a generally higher allocation of tannin nec-
essary. By contrast, in full-light conditions, we found
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higher tannin concentrations in environments with low
tree species richness than in species-rich environments.
In full light, leaves had lower SLA values, which means
that they can at least partially rely on structural defense.
However, in full light, tannin concentration additionally
depended on the level of tree species richness, with lower
tannin concentrations being observed at higher levels of
tree species richness.

For the CN ratio of deciduous species, we confirmed
the predicted light-dependent biodiversity effect. In full
light, leaves in species-rich environments had a lower CN
ratio than those in monocultures, while we could not
detect a biodiversity effect under low-light conditions.
This is consistent with our second hypothesis. As the rel-
ative response of leaf N to biodiversity is higher than the
response of leaf C, we might consider the change in CN
ratio as primarily driven by changes in leaf N (Xu
et al., 2023). Other studies reported an increase in leaf N
with increasing biodiversity (Lang et al., 2013; Oelmann
et al., 2010), possibly resulting from increasing niche
partitioning in nitrogen uptake among tree species (Liu
et al.,, 2022). However, these studies typically do not
account for within-individual trait variation (Lang
et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2022; Oelmann et al., 2010). Our
results suggest that a potential increase in available nitro-
gen due to increased species richness could result in an
accumulation of nitrogen in the more sun-exposed areas
of the tree crown, where it would be utilized for photo-
synthesis. However, for all other leaf traits, we did not
observe the predicted relationship. While many traits
depended on both light and biodiversity, this relationship
was not consistent.

Effect of the direct neighbor compared to the
surrounding neighborhood

We predicted that the biodiversity influence on the
light-leaf trait relationship would be greater by the direct
neighbor than the species richness of the local neighbor-
hood. When analyzing evergreen and deciduous trees
together, we were not able to observe the predicted pat-
tern. However, when analyzing leaf habits separately, we
observed the predicted relationship in evergreen trees for
SLA, leaf N, and CN ratio. For these traits, trees with a
conspecific partner reacted stronger to changes in light
conditions than those in mixed TSPs (visible as steeper
slopes of the trait-light curve).

The stronger reaction of monospecific TSPs to
changes in light conditions could be interpreted as a
mechanism to mitigate within-species competition
between the TSP partners, which can be observed at the
within-individual level. The steeper trait-light curve

indicates a greater trait variation along the light gradient,
thus allowing the individuals to cover a larger trait space.
A similar concept has been established among species in
limiting similarity theory (MacArthur & Levins, 1967)
that suggests that two species cannot coexist in the same
habitat if they are too similar regarding their occupied
niche. In this case, similar resource requirements would
lead to greater competition. However, an increase in trait
variation typically leads to a relaxation of the competition
between species (Beltran et al., 2012; Tilman, 1977),
thereby enabling coexistence. Additionally, there are
hints that this principle could also apply to the level of
within-species competition, that is, two individuals of the
same species experience greater competition than
heterospecific individuals because they are too similar
regarding their resource requirements (Asay et al., 2020;
File et al., 2012). By modifying their leaf traits in the pres-
ence of a conspecific competitor, both individuals can
broaden their trait space. While this might not necessar-
ily result in reduced competition, it could lead to a more
efficient resource usage for both individuals. Clark (2010)
demonstrated that individual-level variation allows spe-
cies to persist in competitive environments by enabling
them to respond differently to environmental conditions,
even when populations show no mean differences. Our
observation is consistent with Prof3 et al. (2021) who
showed that individuals of the same species show
increased leaf trait variation when grown in monocul-
ture. In our case, the observed trait shift occurs in
monospecific TSPs when two individuals of the same
species—that have very similar resource requirements—
compete for the same aboveground resources. However,
it remains unclear whether this increased intraspecific
trait variation is an adaptive response that improves
performance or simply a consequence of resource hetero-
geneity (i.e., differences in light availability or nutrient
competition). Further research is needed to disentangle
these possibilities. Controlled experiments would be
needed that manipulate both competition intensity and
resource availability to assess whether trait variation con-
fers a competitive advantage or merely reflects environ-
mental constraints.

Our results are further consistent with findings from
Davrinche and Haider (2021) who demonstrated that leaf
traits are more strongly influenced by a tree’s closest
neighbor than by the surrounding community. This is
especially relevant because their study was conducted on
the same research platform, using a similar sampling
design. In species-rich neighborhoods, they observed a
shift toward a more acquisitive growth strategy for mono
TSPs and attributed it to aboveground spatial niche com-
plementarity (Davrinche & Haider, 2021). Our results
indicate that apart from species richness, light
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availability, which itself depends on species richness,
appears to be the second important driver of trait varia-
tion. This aligns with previous findings by Ellsworth and
Reich (1993), who demonstrated a light-dependent trait
gradient in forest canopies, emphasizing the strong influ-
ence of light on leaf trait expression. Our findings are
consistent with Williams et al. (2020) who demonstrated
at the community level that leaf trait expression is medi-
ated by light availability and biodiversity. Our results pro-
vide novel evidence that the same mechanisms are in
place at the individual level.

CONCLUSION

Our study demonstrated that within-individual leaf trait
values respond to changes in light conditions and to tree
species richness of the local neighborhood. Such
within-individual leaf trait variation has rarely been
recorded in this detail, yet our findings highlight the
importance of this approach. Leaf traits of deciduous and
evergreen species responded differently to changes in
light conditions, which reflects the acquisitive or conser-
vative growth strategy of the species. The leaf trait-light
gradient within individuals was influenced by the sur-
rounding neighborhood and the direct partner of a focal
tree. This is an important distinction, as more leaf traits
responded to the direct neighbor. While these findings
provide insights into the potential mechanisms of species
interactions, their direct role in species coexistence has
yet to be demonstrated. In our case, conspecific tree pairs
experienced a stronger light influence on leaf traits. The
coexistence of conspecific individuals within an ecosys-
tem is inherently hampered, as they have similar
resource requirements. In this case, increased leaf trait
variation could be a means of complementary resource
usage and thereby enable coexistence. Additionally, our
study highlights the value of Vis/NIR spectroscopy as a
powerful tool for leaf trait analysis. A key advantage of
this method is its ability to capture multiple leaf traits
simultaneously with a single measurement, making it
highly efficient for large-scale studies. This capacity is par-
ticularly useful when applied to extensive leaf-to-ecosystem
datasets, allowing for a more comprehensive understanding
of trait variation across different spatial scales.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Helge Bruelheide and Sylvia Haider conceived and
designed the study. Tobias Prof3 conducted fieldwork
and analyzed the data with support from Helge Bruelheide
and Sylvia Haider. Tobias Prof3 wrote the first draft of the
manuscript under the supervision of Sylvia Haider and
Helge Bruelheide. All authors contributed to the

interpretation of the results and the revision and final ver-
sion of the manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful for support from the BEF-China platform
and the Zhejiang Qianjiangyuan Forest Biodiversity
National Observation and Research Station. We thank
Shan Li and Yang Bo for the site management, logistic,
and administrative support. We further thank Niels
Preuk, Falk Schrewe, and Stefan Trogisch for help with the
fieldwork, as well as Henriette Christel, Leana Meder, and
Tim Walther for their help in the laboratory. We also thank
Amanda Ratier Backes, Andréa Davrinche, Andrea
Cortegoso Galmdn, and Pablo Castro Sdnchez-Bermejo for
insightful discussions and comments that greatly improved
this manuscript. The BEF-China platform was supported by
the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German
Research Foundation FOR 891) and the University of
Chinese Academy of Sciences (UCAS). Tobias Prof3, Helge
Bruelheide, and Sylvia Haider acknowledge support by the
German Centre for Integrative Biodiversity Research (iDiv)
Halle-Jena-Leipzig (DFG-FZT 118, 202548816) and the sup-
port received by the Sino-German Centre for Research
Promotion (GZ 986). Tobias Prof3 was funded by the gradu-
ate scholarship program of Saxony-Anhalt and supported by
the International Research Training Group TreeDi (GRK2324)
jointly funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft
(DFG, German Research Foundation)—319936945, and the
University of Chinese Academy of Sciences (UCAS). Open
Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data (Profi et al.,, 2025) are available on Zenodo at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15584525.

ORCID

Tobias Prof3 ‘® https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2330-9353
Helge Bruelheide ' https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3135-0356
Sylvia Haider ‘® https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2966-0534

REFERENCES

Asay, A. K, S. W. Simard, and S. A. Dudley. 2020.
“Altering Neighborhood Species
Composition Affects Interior Douglas-Fir Size and Morphological
Traits with Context-Dependent Responses.” Frontiers in Ecology
and Evolution 314. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2020.578524.

Barbehenn, R. V., and C. P. Constabel. 2011. “Tannins in
Plant-Herbivore Interactions.” Phytochemistry 72: 1551-65.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phytochem.2011.01.040.

Beltran, E., A. Valiente-Banuet, and M. Verdu. 2012. “Trait
Divergence and Indirect Interactions Allow Facilitation of

Relatedness and

85U8017 SUOWILIOD BAEaID 3|edljdde auy Aq peusench ae Sapiie YO ‘SN JO S9N 10} A%Iq1T 8UIIUQ AB|IAN UO (SUONIPUCD-PUR-SLLIBILID A 1M ARIq U1 UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiB | 8L} 88S [5202/0T/9T] uo Arigiauliuo A8|iMm ‘Biequenim-|eH AIsRAIUN BUINT UnRN Aq 09T0Z A99/200T 0T/I0P/W0 A8 | 1M AfeIq Ul |UO'S feUINO fess//SdY WOy pepeolumod */ ‘G202 ‘0L T66E6T


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15584525
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2330-9353
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2330-9353
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3135-0356
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3135-0356
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2966-0534
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2966-0534
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2020.578524
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phytochem.2011.01.040

14 of 17

PROS ET AL.

Congeneric Species.” Annals of Botany 110: 1369-76. https://
doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcs089.

Bird, I. F., M. J. Cornelius, A. J. Keys, and C. P. Whittingham. 1973.
“Intracellular Site of Sucrose Synthesis in Leaves.”
Phytochemistry 13: 59-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9422
(00)91267-6.

Bjorkman, O. 1981. “Responses to Different Quantum Flux
Densities.” In Encyclopedia of Plant Physiology I: Responses to
the Physical Environment, edited by O. L. Lange, P. S. Nobel,
C. B. Osmond, and H. Ziegler, 72-107. Berlin: Springer-Verlag.

Bohnke, M., and H. Bruelheide. 2013. “How Do Evergreen and
Deciduous  Species Respond to  Shade?—Tolerance
and Plasticity of Subtropical Tree and Shrub Species of
South-East China.” Environmental and Experimental Botany
87: 179-190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envexpbot.2012.09.010.

Bruelheide, H., K. Nadrowski, T. Assmann, J. Bauhus, S. Both, F.
Buscot, X.-Y. Chen, et al. 2014. “Designing Forest Biodiversity
Experiments: General Considerations Illustrated by a New
Large Experiment in Subtropical China.” Methods in Ecology
and Evolution 5: 74-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.
12126.

Callaway, R. M., S. C. Pennings, and C. L. Richards. 2003.
“Phenotypic Plasticity and Interactions among Plants.” Ecology
84: 1115-28. https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2003)084[1115:
PPAIAP]2.0.CO;2.

Choi, B., H. Jeong, and E. Kim. 2019. “Phenotypic Plasticity of
Capsella Bursa-Pastoris (Brassicaceae) and its Effect on Fitness
in Response to Temperature and Soil Moisture.” Plant Species
Biology 34: 5-10. https://doi.org/10.1111/1442-1984.12227.

Clark, J. S. 2010. “Individuals and the Variation Needed for High
Species Diversity in Forest Trees.” Science 26: 1129-32. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1183506.

Coble, A. P, and M. A. Cavaleri. 2014. “Light Drives Vertical
Gradients of Leaf Morphology in a Sugar Maple (Acer
saccharum) Forest.” Tree Physiology 34: 148-158. https://doi.
org/10.1093/treephys/tpt126.

Coleman, J. S., K. D. M. McConnaughay, and D. D. Ackerly. 1994.
“Interpreting Phenotypic Variation in Plants.” Trends in
Ecology & Evolution 9: 187-191. https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-
5347(94)90087-6.

Coley, P. D, J. P. Bryant, and F. S. Chapin, III. 1985. “Resource
Availability and Plant Antiherbivore Defense.” Science 230:
895-99. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.230.4728.895.

Cornelissen, J. H. C., S. Lavorel, E. Garnier, S. Diaz, N. Buchmann,
E. D. Gurvich, P. B. Reich, et al. 2003. “A Handbook of
Protocols for Standardised and Easy Measurement of Plant
Functional Traits Worldwide.” Australian Journal of Botany
51: 335-380. https://doi.org/10.1071/BT02124.

Davrinche, A., and S. Haider. 2021. “Intra-Specific Leaf Trait
Responses to Species Richness at Two Different Local Scales.”
Basic and Applied Ecology 55: 20-32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
baae.2021.04.011.

Dayrell, R. L. C., A. J. Arruda, S. Pierce, D. Negreiros, P. B. Meyer,
H. Lambers, et al. 2018. “Ontogenetic Shifts in Plant
Ecological Strategies.” Functional Ecology 32: 2730-41. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13221.

Delpiano, C. A., L. Prieto, A. P. Loayza, D. E. Carvajal, and F. A.
Squeo. 2020. “Different Responses of Leaf and Root Traits to
Changes in Soil Nutrient Availability Do Not Converge into a

Community-Level Plant Economics Spectrum.” Plant and Soil
450: 463-478. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-020-04515-2.

Dewar, R. C., L. Tarvainen, K. Parker, G. Wallin, and R. E.
McMurtrie. 2012. “Why Does Leaf Nitrogen Decline within
Tree Canopies less Rapidly than Light? An Explanation from
Optimization Subject to a Lower Bound on Leaf Mass per
Area.” Tree Physiology 32: 520-534. https://doi.org/10.1093/
treephys/tps044.

Dominguez, M. T., C. Aponte, I. M. Pérez-Ramos, L. V. Garcia, R.
Villar, and T. Marafidén. 2012. “Relationships between Leaf
Morphological Traits, Nutrient Concentrations and Isotopic
Signatures for Mediterranean Woody Plant Species and
Communities.” Plant and Soil 357: 407-424. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11104-012-1214-7.

Eichenberg, D., O. Purschke, C. Ristok, L. Wessjohann, H.
Bruelheide, and A. Austin. 2015. “Trade-Offs between Physical
and Chemical Carbon-Based Leaf Defence: Of Intraspecific
Variation and Trait Evolution.” Journal of Ecology 103:
1667-79. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12475.

Ellsworth, D. S., and P. B. Reich. 1993. “Canopy Structure and
Vertical Patterns of Photosynthesis and Related Leaf Traits in
a Deciduous Forest.” Oecologia 96: 169-178. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF00317729.

Escribano-Rocafort, A. G., A. B. Ventre-Lespiaucq, C. Granado-Yela,
R. Rubio de Casas, J. A. Delgado, and L. Balaguer. 2016.
“The Expression of Light-Related Leaf Functional Traits
Depends on the Location of Individual Leaves within the
Crown of Isolated Olea Europaea Trees.” Annals of Botany 117:
643-651. https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcw004.

File, A. L., G. P. Murphy, and S. A. Dudley. 2012. “Fitness
Consequences of Plants Growing with Siblings: Reconciling
Kin Selection, Niche Partitioning and Competitive Ability.”
Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 279:
209-218. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.1995.

Freschet, G. T., E. M. Swart, and J. H. Cornelissen. 2015.
“Integrated Plant Phenotypic Responses to Contrasting above-
and below-Ground Resources: Key Roles of Specific Leaf Area
and Root Mass Fraction.” New Phytologist 206: 1247-60.
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13352.

Freschet, G. T., P. J. Bellingham, P. O. Lyver, K. I. Bonner, and
D. A. Wardle. 2013. “Plasticity in above- and Belowground
Resource Acquisition Traits in Response to Single and
Multiple Environmental Factors in Three Tree Species.”
Ecology and Evolution 3: 1065-78. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.520.

Garnier, E., G. Laurent, A. Bellmann, S. Debain, P. Berthelier, B.
Ducount, and M.-L. Navas. 2001. “Consistency of
Species Ranking Based on Functional Leaf Traits.” New
Phytologist 152: 69-83. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0028-646X.
2001.00239.x.

Gelman, A. 2008. “Scaling Regression Inputs by Dividing by Two
Standard Deviations.” Statistics in Medicine 27: 2865-73.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.3107.

Givnish, T. J. 1988. “Adaptation to Sun and Shade: A Whole-Plant
Perspective.” Australian Journal of Plant Physiology 15: 63-92.
https://doi.org/10.1071/PP9880063.

Givnish, T. J. 2002. “Adaptive Significance of Evergreen
Vs. Deciduous Leaves: Solving the Triple Paradox.” Silva
Fennica 36: 703-743. https://doi.org/10.14214/sf.535.

851017 SUOWILOD SAIERID) B[ged1 dde 3Ly AQ pauieAh a1 BRI YO (88N JO SN 104 ARG 1T BUIIUO AB]IAN UO (SUORIPUOI-PUR-SWLRI WD A8 I AReJq 1BU1IUO// A1) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS L 3} 89S *[5202/0T/9T] uo Ariqiiauluo Ajim ‘Bequenim2irH Aiseaun BuinT unen Aq 09102 A38/200T 0T/10p/wod™ Ao |im AReiq 1 puljuo's puIno fesa//sdny wo.y papeojumoq ‘2 ‘G202 ‘0LT66E6T


https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcs089
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcs089
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9422(00)91267-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9422(00)91267-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envexpbot.2012.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.12126
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.12126
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2003)084%5B1115:PPAIAP%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2003)084%5B1115:PPAIAP%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/1442-1984.12227
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1183506
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1183506
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpt126
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpt126
https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(94)90087-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(94)90087-6
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.230.4728.895
https://doi.org/10.1071/BT02124
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2021.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2021.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13221
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13221
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-020-04515-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tps044
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tps044
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-012-1214-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-012-1214-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12475
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00317729
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00317729
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcw004
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.1995
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13352
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.520
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.520
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0028-646x.2001.00239.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0028-646x.2001.00239.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.3107
https://doi.org/10.1071/PP9880063
https://doi.org/10.14214/sf.535

ECOLOGY

15 of 17

Hagen-Thorn, A., I. Varnagiryte, B. Nihlgard, and K. Armolaitis.
2006. “Autumn Nutrient Resorption and Losses in Four
Deciduous Forest Tree Species.” Forest Ecology and
Management 228: 33-39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2006.
02.021.

Herms, D. A., and W. J. Mattson. 1992. “The Dilemma of Plants: To
Grow or Defend.” The Quarterly Review of Biology 67: 283-335.
https://doi.org/10.1104/pp.20.00497.

Herrera, C. M. 2017. “The Ecology of Subindividual Variability in
Plants: Patterns, Processes, and Prospects.” Web Ecology 17:
51-64. https://doi.org/10.5194/we-17-51-2017.

Hoffman, G. E., and E. E. Schadt. 2016. “variancePartition:
Interpreting Drivers of Variation in Complex Gene Expression
Studies.” BMC Bioinformatics 17: 483. https://doi.org/10.1186/
$12859-016-1323-z.

Hunter, M. D., and J. C. Schultz. 1993. “Induced Plant Defenses
Breached? Phytochemical Induction Protects an Herbivore
from Disease.” Oecologia 94: 195-203. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF00341317.

Jackson, W. A., and R. J. Volk. 1968. “Role of Potassium in
Photosynthesis and Respiration.” Journal Series of the North
Carolina State University Agricultural Experiment Station 2551:
105-145. https://doi.org/10.2134/1968.roleofpotassium.c6.

Jucker, T., O. Bouriaud, D. A. Coomes, and J. Baltzer. 2015. “Crown
Plasticity Enables Trees to Optimize Canopy Packing in
Mixed-Species Forests.” Functional Ecology 29: 1078-86.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12428.

Kitajima, K., S. J. Wright, and J. W. Westbrook. 2016. “Leaf
Cellulose Density as the Key Determinant of Inter- and
Intra-Specific Variation in Leaf Fracture Toughness in a
Species-Rich Tropical Forest.” Interface Focus 6: 20150100.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2015.0100.

Koike, T., M. Kitao, Y. Maruyama, S. Mori, and T. T. Lei. 2001.
“Leaf Morphology and Photosynthetic Adjustments among
Deciduous Broad-Leaved Trees within the Vertical Canopy
Profile.” Tree Physiology 21: 951-58. https://doi.org/10.1093/
treephys/21.12-13.951.

Kothari, S., and A. K. Schweiger. 2022. “Plant Spectra as Integrative
Measures of Plant Phenotypes.” Journal of Ecology 110:
2536-54. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13972.

Kiihn, P., A. Ratier Backes, C. Romermann, H. Bruelheide, and S.
Haider. 2021. “Contrasting Patterns of Intraspecific Trait
Variability in Native and Non-native Plant Species along an
Elevational Gradient on Tenerife, Canary Islands.” Annals of
Botany 127: 565-576. https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcaa067.

Kuznetsova, A., P. B. Brockhoff, and R. H. B. Christensen. 2017.
“ImerTest Package: Tests in Linear Mixed Effects Models.”
Journal of Statistical Software 82: 1-26. https://doi.org/10.
18637/jss.v082.i13.

Lambers, H., F. S. Chapin, and T. L. Pons. 2008. Plant Physiological
Ecology, 2nd ed. New York: Springer.

Lang, A. C., G. Oheimb, M. Scherer-Lorenzen, B. Yang, S. Trogisch,
H. Bruelheide, K. Ma, and P. Kardol. 2013. “Mixed
Afforestation of Young Subtropical Trees Promotes Nitrogen
Acquisition and Retention.” Journal of Applied Ecology 51:
224-233. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12157.

Laughlin, D. C. 2014. “Applying Trait-Based Models to Achieve
Functional Targets for Theory-Driven Ecological Restoration.”
Ecology Letters 17: 771-784. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12288.

Le Bagousse-Pinguet, Y., E. Forey, B. Touzard, R. Michalet, and F.
de Bello. 2013. “Disentangling the Effects of Water and
Nutrients for Studying the Outcome of Plant Interactions in
Sand Dune Ecosystems.” Journal of Vegetation Science 24:
375-383. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-1103.2012.01462.x.

Liu, M., X. Xu, B. Yang, N. Zhang, Z. Ma, N. M. van Dam, and H.
Bruelheide. 2022. “Niche Partitioning in Nitrogen Uptake
among Subtropical Tree Species Enhances Biomass
Production.” Science of the Total Environment 823: 153716.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.153716.

Liu, Q., L. Luo, and L. Zheng. 2018. “Lignins: Biosynthesis and
Biological Functions in Plants.” International Journal
of Molecular Sciences 19: 335. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijms19020335.

Lloyd, J., S. Patifio, R. Q. Paiva, G. B. Nardoto, C. A. Quesada,
A. J. B. Santos, T. R. Baker, et al. 2010. “Optimisation of
Photosynthetic Carbon Gain and within-Canopy Gradients
of Associated Foliar Traits for Amazon Forest Trees.”
Biogeosciences 7: 1833-59. https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-7-1833-
2010.

MacArthur, R., and R. Levins. 1967. “The Limiting Similarity,
Convergence, and Divergence of Coexisting Species.” The
American Naturalist 101: 377-385. https://doi.org/10.1086/
282505.

McGill, B. J., B. J. Enquist, E. Weiher, and M. Westoby. 2006.
“Rebuilding Community Ecology from Functional Traits.”
Trends in Ecology & Evolution 21: 178-185. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tree.2006.02.002.

McKane, R. B., L. C. Johnson, G. R. Shaver, K. J. Nadelhoffer, E. B.
Rastetter, B. Fry, and G. Murray. 2002. “Resource-Based
Niches Provide a Basis for Plant Species Diversity and
Dominance in Arctic Tundra.” Letters to nature 415: 68-71.
https://doi.org/10.1038/415068a.

Messier, J., B. J. McGill, and M. J. Lechowicz. 2010. “How Do Traits
Vary across Ecological Scales? A Case for Trait-Based
Ecology.” Ecology Letters 13: 838-848. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j-1461-0248.2010.01476.x.

Meziane, D., and B. Shipley. 1999. “Interacting Determinants of
Specific Leaf Area in 22 Herbaceous Species: Effects
of Irradiance and Nutrient Availability.” Plant, Cell &
Environment 22: 447-459. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3040.
1999.00423.X.

Niinemets, U. 1997. “Acclimation to Low Irradiance inPicea Abies:
Influences of Past and Present Light Climate on Foliage
Structure and Function.” Tree Physiology 17(11): 723-732.
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/17.11.723.

Niinemets, U. 2012. “Optimization of Foliage Photosynthetic
Capacity in Tree Canopies: Towards Identifying Missing
Constraints.” Tree Physiology 32: 505-9. https://doi.org/10.
1093/treephys/tps045.

Niinemets, U. 2016a. “Leaf Age Dependent Changes in
within-Canopy Variation in Leaf Functional Traits: A
Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Plant Research 129: 313-338.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10265-016-0815-2.

Niinemets, U. 2016b. “Within-Canopy Variations in Functional
Leaf Traits: Structural, Chemical and Ecological Controls and
Diversity of Responses.” In Canopy Photosynthesis: From
Basics to Applications, edited by K. Hikosaka, U. Niinemets,
and N. P. R. Anten, 101-141. New York: Springer.

851017 SUOWILOD SAIERID) B[ged1 dde 3Ly AQ pauieAh a1 BRI YO (88N JO SN 104 ARG 1T BUIIUO AB]IAN UO (SUORIPUOI-PUR-SWLRI WD A8 I AReJq 1BU1IUO// A1) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS L 3} 89S *[5202/0T/9T] uo Ariqiiauluo Ajim ‘Bequenim2irH Aiseaun BuinT unen Aq 09102 A38/200T 0T/10p/wod™ Ao |im AReiq 1 puljuo's puIno fesa//sdny wo.y papeojumoq ‘2 ‘G202 ‘0LT66E6T


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2006.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2006.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1104/pp.20.00497
https://doi.org/10.5194/we-17-51-2017
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12859-016-1323-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12859-016-1323-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00341317
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00341317
https://doi.org/10.2134/1968.roleofpotassium.c6
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12428
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2015.0100
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/21.12-13.951
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/21.12-13.951
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13972
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcaa067
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12157
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12288
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-1103.2012.01462.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.153716
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms19020335
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms19020335
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-7-1833-2010
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-7-1833-2010
https://doi.org/10.1086/282505
https://doi.org/10.1086/282505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2006.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2006.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/415068a
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01476.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01476.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3040.1999.00423.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3040.1999.00423.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/17.11.723
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tps045
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tps045
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10265-016-0815-2

16 of 17

PROS ET AL.

Niinemets, U., A. Cescatti, M. Rodeghiero, and T. Tosens. 2006.
“Complex Adjustments of Photosynthetic Potentials and
Internal Diffusion Conductance to Current and Previous Light
Availabilities and Leaf Age in Mediterranean Evergreen
Species Quercus Ilex.” Plant, Cell & Environment 29: 1159-78.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2006.01499.x.

Oelmann, Y., C. Potvin, T. Mark, L. Werther, S. Tapernon, and W.
Wilcke. 2010. “Tree Mixture Effects on Aboveground Nutrient
Pools of Trees in an Experimental Plantation in Panama.”
Plant and Soil 326: 199-212. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-
009-9997-x.

Oguchi, R., K. Hikosaka, and T. Hirose. 2005. “Leaf Anatomy as a
Constraint for Photosynthetic Acclimation: Differential
Responses in Leaf Anatomy to Increasing Growth Irradiance
among Three Deciduous Trees.” Plant, Cell & Environment 28:
916-927. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2005.01344.x.

Pérez-Harguindeguy, N., S. Diaz, E. Garnier, S. Lavorel, H. Poorter,
P. Jaureguiberry, M. S. Bret-Harte, et al. 2013. "New handbook
for standardised measurement of plant functional traits world-
wide." Australian Journal of Botany 61: 167-234. http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1071/BT12225

Pérez-Harguindeguy, N., S. Diaz, F. Yendramini, J. H. C.
Cornelissen, D. E. Gurvich, and M. Cabido. 2003. “Leaf Traits
and Herbivore Selection in the Field and in Cafeteria
Experiments.” Austral Ecology 28: 642-650. https://doi.org/10.
1046/j.1442-9993.2003.01321.X.

Poorter, H., U. Niinemets, L. Poorter, I. J. Wright, and R. Villar.
2009. “Causes and Consequences of Variation in Leaf Mass per
Area (LMA): A Meta-Analysis.” The New Phytologist 182:
565-588. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2009.02830.x.

Poorter, H., U. Niinemets, N. Ntagkas, A. Siebenkas, M. Maenpaa,
S. Matsubara, and T. Pons. 2019. “A Meta-Analysis of Plant
Responses to Light Intensity for 70 Traits Ranging from
Molecules to Whole Plant Performance.” The New Phytologist
223:1073-1105. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15754.

Poorter, L., and F. Bongers. 2006. “Leaf Traits Are Good Predictors
of Plant Performance across 53 Rain Forest Species.” Ecology
87: 1733-43. https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2006)87[1733:
LTAGPO]2.0.CO;2.

Pretzsch, H. 2014. “Canopy Space Filling and Tree Crown
Morphology in Mixed-Species Stands Compared with
Monocultures.” Forest Ecology and Management 327: 251-264.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.04.027.

Prof}, T., H. Bruelheide, and S. Haider. 2025. “Data from:
Within-Individual Leaf Trait Response to Local Light Availability
and Biodiversity in a Subtropical Forest Experiment.” Zenodo.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15584525

Prof3, T., H. Bruelheide, C. Potvin, M. Sporbert, S. Trogisch, and S.
Haider. 2021. “Drivers of within-Tree Leaf Trait Variation in a
Tropical Planted Forest Varying in Tree Species Richness.”
Basic and Applied Ecology 50: 203-216. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.baae.2020.11.001.

Prof}, T., S. Haider, H. Auge, and H. Bruelheide. 2024. “Leaf Trait
Variation within Individuals Mediates the Relationship
between Tree Species Richness and Productivity.” Oikos 2024:
€10255. https://doi.org/10.1111/0ik.10255.

Qin, Y., C. Wang, T. Zhou, Y. Fei, Y. Xu, X. Qiao, and M. Jiang.
2024. “Interactions between Leaf Traits and Environmental
Factors Help Explain the Growth of Evergreen and Deciduous

Species in a Subtropical Forest.” Forest Ecology and Management
560: 121854. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2024.121854.

Reich, P. B. 2014. “The World-Wide ‘Fast-Slow’ Plant Economics
Spectrum: A Traits Manifesto.” Journal of Ecology 102:
275-301. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12211.

Richards, A. E., D. 1. Forrester, J. Bauhus, and M.
Scherer-Lorenzen. 2010. “The Influence of Mixed Tree
Plantations on the Nutrition of Individual Species: A Review.”
Tree Physiology 30: 1192-1208. https://doi.org/10.1093/
treephys/tpq035.

Scartazza, A., D. Di Baccio, P. Bertolotto, O. Gavrichkova, and G.
Matteucci. 2016. “Investigating the European Beech (Fagus
sylvatica L.) Leaf Characteristics along the Vertical Canopy
Profile: Leaf Structure, Photosynthetic Capacity, Light Energy
Dissipation and Photoprotection = Mechanisms.”  Tree
Physiology 36: 1060-76. https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/
tpw038.

Schuldt, A., H. Bruelheide, W. Hérdtle, T. Assmann, Y. Li, K. Ma,
G. Oheimb, and J. Zhang. 2015. “Early Positive Effects of Tree
Species Richness on Herbivory in a Large-Scale Forest
Biodiversity Experiment Influence Tree Growth.” Journal of
Ecology 103: 563-571. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.
12396.

Shipley, B., M. J. Lechowicz, 1. J. Wright, and P. B. Reich. 2006.
“Fundamental Trade-Offs Generating the Worldwide Leaf
Economics Spectrum.” Ecology 87: 535-541. https://doi.org/10.
1890/05-1051.

Siefert, A., C. Violle, L. Chalmandrier, C. H. Albert, A. Taudiere, A.
Fajardo, L. W. Aarssen, et al. 2015. “A Global Meta-Analysis of
the Relative Extent of Intraspecific Trait Variation in Plant
Communities.” Ecology Letters 18: 1406-19. https://doi.org/10.
1111/ele.12508.

Silva, J. O., M. M. Espirito-Santo, and H. C. Morais. 2015. “Leaf
Traits and Herbivory on Deciduous and Evergreen Trees in a
Tropical Dry Forest.” Basic and Applied Ecology 16: 210-19.

Souza, M. L., A. A. Duarte, M. B. Lovato, M. Fagundes, F.
Valladares, and J. P. Lemos-Filho. 2018. “Climatic Factors
Shaping Intraspecific Leaf Trait Variation of a Neotropical
Tree along a Rainfall Gradient.” PLoS One 13: e0208512.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208512.

Stiegel, S., M. H. Entling, and J. Mantilla-Contreras. 2017. “Reading
the Leaves’ Palm: Leaf Traits and Herbivory along the
Microclimatic Gradient of Forest Layers.” PLoS One 12:
€0169741. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169741.

Terashima, I., S.-I. Miyazawa, and Y. T. Hanba. 2001. “Why Are
Sun Leaves Thicker than Shade Leaves? Consideration Based
on Analyses of CO, Diffusion in the Leaf.” Journal of Plant
Research 114: 93-105. https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00013972.

Terry, N. 1976. “Effects of Sulfur on the Photosynthesis of Intact
Leaves and Isolated Chloroplasts of Sugar Beets.” Plant
Physiology 57: 477-79. https://doi.org/10.1104/pp.57.4.477.

The R Core Team. 2020. R: A Language and Environment for
Statistical Computing. Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical
Computing. https://www.R-project.org/.

Tilman, D. 1977. “Resource Competition between Plankton Algae:
An Experimental and Theoretical Approach.” Ecology 58:
338-348. https://doi.org/10.2307/1935608.

Trénkner, M., E. Tavakol, and B. Jakli. 2018. “Functioning of
Potassium and Magnesium in Photosynthesis, Photosynthate

851017 SUOWILOD SAIERID) B[ged1 dde 3Ly AQ pauieAh a1 BRI YO (88N JO SN 104 ARG 1T BUIIUO AB]IAN UO (SUORIPUOI-PUR-SWLRI WD A8 I AReJq 1BU1IUO// A1) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS L 3} 89S *[5202/0T/9T] uo Ariqiiauluo Ajim ‘Bequenim2irH Aiseaun BuinT unen Aq 09102 A38/200T 0T/10p/wod™ Ao |im AReiq 1 puljuo's puIno fesa//sdny wo.y papeojumoq ‘2 ‘G202 ‘0LT66E6T


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2006.01499.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-009-9997-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-009-9997-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2005.01344.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/BT12225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/BT12225
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1442-9993.2003.01321.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1442-9993.2003.01321.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2009.02830.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15754
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2006)87%5B1733:LTAGPO%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2006)87%5B1733:LTAGPO%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.04.027
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15584525
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2020.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2020.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.10255
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2024.121854
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12211
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpq035
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpq035
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpw038
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpw038
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12396
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12396
https://doi.org/10.1890/05-1051
https://doi.org/10.1890/05-1051
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12508
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12508
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208512
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169741
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00013972
https://doi.org/10.1104/pp.57.4.477
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.2307/1935608

ECOLOGY

17 of 17

Translocation and Photoprotection.” Physiologia Plantarum
163: 414-431. https://doi.org/10.1111/ppl.12747.

Trogisch, S., A. Schuldt, J. Bauhus, J. A. Blum, S. Both, F.
Buscot, N. Castro-Izaguirre, et al. 2017. “Toward a
Methodical Framework for Comprehensively Assessing
Forest Multifunctionality.” Ecology and Evolution 7:
10652-74. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3488.

Tuomi, J., T. Fagerstrom, and P. Niemela. 1991. “Carbon
Allocation, Phenotypic Plasticity, and Induced Defenses.” In
Phytochemical Induction by Herbivores, edited by D. W.
Tallamy and M. J. Raupp, 85-105. New York, NY: John
Wiley & Sons.

Turner, B. L. 2008. “Resource Partitioning for Soil Phosphorus: A
Hypothesis.” Journal of Ecology 96: 698-702. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1365-2745.2008.01384.x.

Violle, C., B. J. Enquist, B. J. McGill, L. Jiang, C. H. Albert, C.
Hulshof, V. Jung, and J. Messier. 2012. “The Return of the
Variance: Intraspecific Variability in Community Ecology.”
Trends in Ecology & Evolution 27: 244-252. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tree.2011.11.014.

Violle, C., M.-L. Navas, D. Vile, E. Kazakou, C. Fortunel, I.
Hummel, and E. Garnier. 2007. “Let the Concept of Trait be
Functional!” Oikos 116: 882-892. https://doi.org/10.1111/].
0030-1299.2007.15559.X.

Wang, Q., S. Yang, S. Wan, and X. Li. 2019. “The Significance of
Calcium in Photosynthesis.” International Journal of Molecular
Sciences 20: 1353. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms20061353.

Williams, L. J., A. Paquette, J. Cavender-Bares, C. Messier, and
P. B. Reich. 2017. “Spatial Complementarity in Tree Crowns
Explains Overyielding in Species Mixtures.” Nature Ecology &
Evolution 1: 63. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-016-0063.

Williams, L. J., J. Cavender-Bares, A. Paquette, C. Messier, P. B.
Reich, and A. Hector. 2020. “Light Mediates the Relationship
between Community Diversity and Trait Plasticity in
Functionally and Phylogenetically Diverse Tree Mixtures.”
Journal of Ecology 108: 1617-34. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-
2745.13346.

Wright, 1. J., P. B. Reich, M. Westoby, D. D. Ackerly, Z. Baruch, F.
Bongers, J. Cavender-Bares, et al. 2004. “The Worldwide Leaf
Economics Spectrum.” Nature 428: 821-27. https://doi.org/10.
1038/nature02403.

Wyka, T. P., J. Oleksyn, R. Zytkowiak, P. Karolewski, A. M.
Jagodzinski, and P. B. Reich. 2012. “Responses of Leaf Structure
and Photosynthetic Properties to Intra-Canopy Light Gradients:
A Common Garden Test with Four Broadleaf Deciduous
Angiosperm and Seven Evergreen Conifer Tree Species.”
Oecologia 170: 11-24. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-012-2279-y.

Xing, K., M. Zhao, U. Niinemets, S. Niu, J. Tian, Y. Jiang, H. Y. H.
Chen, P. J. White, D. Guo, and Z. Ma. 2021. “Relationships
between Leaf Carbon and Macronutrients across Woody
Species and Forest Ecosystems Highlight How Carbon Is
Allocated to Leaf Structural Function.” Frontiers in Plant
Science 12: 674932. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2021.674932.

Xu, H., H. Wang, I. C. Prentice, and S. P. Harrison. 2023. “Leaf
Carbon and Nitrogen Stoichiometric Variation along
Environmental Gradients.” Biogeosciences 20: 4511-25. https://
doi.org/10.5194/bg-20-4511-2023.

Xu, W., B. Zhang, Q. Xu, D. Gao, H. Zuo, R. Ren, K. Diao, and Z.
Chen. 2024. “Enhanced Carbon Storage in Mixed Coniferous
and Broadleaf Forest Compared to Pure Forest in the North
Subtropical-Warm Temperate Transition Zone of China.”
Forests 15: 1520. https://doi.org/10.3390/f15091520.

Yang, X,, J. Bauhus, S. Both, T. Fang, W. Haerdtle, W. Krober, K.
Ma, et al. 2013. “Establishment Success in a Forest
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Functioning Experiment in
Subtropical China (BEF-China).” European Journal of Forest
Research 132: 593-606. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-013-
0696-z.

Ye, Y., K. Kitayama, and Y. Onoda. 2022. “A Cost-Benefit Analysis
of Leaf Carbon Economy with Consideration of Seasonal
Changes in Leaf Traits for Sympatric Deciduous and
Evergreen Congeners: Implications for their Coexistence.” The
New Phytologist 234: 1047-58. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.
18022.

Zhao, Y. T., A. Ali, and E. R. Yan. 2017. “The Plant Economics
Spectrum Is Structured by Leaf Habits and Growth Forms
across Subtropical Species.” Tree Physiology 37: 173-185.
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpw098.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this
article.

How to cite this article: Prof3, Tobias,

Helge Bruelheide, and Sylvia Haider. 2025.
“Within-Individual Leaf Trait Response to Local
Light Availability and Biodiversity in a Subtropical
Forest Experiment.” Ecology 106(7): €70160.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.70160

851017 SUOWILOD SAIERID) B[ged1 dde 3Ly AQ pauieAh a1 BRI YO (88N JO SN 104 ARG 1T BUIIUO AB]IAN UO (SUORIPUOI-PUR-SWLRI WD A8 I AReJq 1BU1IUO// A1) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS L 3} 89S *[5202/0T/9T] uo Ariqiiauluo Ajim ‘Bequenim2irH Aiseaun BuinT unen Aq 09102 A38/200T 0T/10p/wod™ Ao |im AReiq 1 puljuo's puIno fesa//sdny wo.y papeojumoq ‘2 ‘G202 ‘0LT66E6T


https://doi.org/10.1111/ppl.12747
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3488
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2008.01384.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2008.01384.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15559.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15559.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms20061353
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-016-0063
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13346
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.13346
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02403
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02403
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-012-2279-y
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2021.674932
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-20-4511-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-20-4511-2023
https://doi.org/10.3390/f15091520
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-013-0696-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-013-0696-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.18022
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.18022
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpw098
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.70160

	Within‐individual leaf trait response to local light availability and biodiversity in a subtropical forest experiment
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Study site
	Sampling design
	Light measurement
	Leaf trait analysis
	Statistical analyses
	Exploratory analysis
	Hypothesis testing


	RESULTS
	Leaf trait prediction models
	Leaf trait variation and relationship between leaf traits
	Leaf trait response to light availability for different leaf habits
	Influence of biodiversity and light availability on leaf traits

	DISCUSSION
	Effectiveness of Vis/NIR spectroscopy for leaf trait analysis across scales
	Relationship between leaf traits
	Varying trait responses of evergreen and deciduous species to light
	Influence of local biodiversity
	Effect of neighborhood species richness in different light regimes
	Effect of the direct neighbor compared to the surrounding neighborhood


	CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION


