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Herbivory, growth rates, and habitat specialization in tropical tree
lineages: implications for Amazonian beta-diversity
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Abstract. Tropical plant diversity is extraordinarily high at both local and regional scales.
Many studies have demonstrated that natural enemies maintain local diversity via negative
density dependence, but we know little about how natural enemies influence beta-diversity
across habitats and/or regions. One way herbivores could influence plant beta-diversity is by
driving allocation trade-offs that promote habitat specialization across resource gradients. We
therefore predicted that increasing resource availability should be accompanied by increasing
herbivory rates and decreasing plant allocation to defense. Second, relative abundances within
plant lineages are predicted to reflect patterns of habitat specialization and allocation trade-
offs. A phylogenetic context is vital not only to compare homologous plant traits (including
defense strategies) across habitat types, but also to connect evolutionary trade-offs to patterns
of species diversification in each phylogenetic lineage.

We tested these predictions for trees in white-sand, clay terra firme, and seasonally flooded
forests in Peru and French Guiana that represent the range of soil fertility, forest structure,
and floristic compositions found throughout the Amazon region. We established 74 0.5-ha
plots in these habitats and sampled all trees. Within 12 representative plots we marked newly
expanding leaves of 394 saplings representing 68 species, including the most abundant species
in each plot in addition to species from five focal lineages: Swartzia and Inga (Fabaceae),
Protieae (Burseracaeae), Bombacoideae (Malvaceae), and Micropholis (Sapotaceae). We
measured total leaf production rates for each sapling and calculated relative herbivory impact
as the ratio between herbivory rate and leaf production rate.

Herbivory rates averaged 2.1% per month, did not correlate with leaf production rate, and
were similar across habitats. Relative herbivore impacts exceeded leaf production rates for
most species. Leaf production rate averaged 2.8%, was significantly higher in seasonally
flooded forests than the other two habitats, and exhibited significant correlations with specific
leaf area. Species with high herbivory rates exhibited significantly lower relative abundances in
terra firme forests. Overall, focal species within lineages present contrasting patterns regarding
their herbivory rates and leaf production rate within habitats. These results highlight why a
lineage-based approach is necessary when attempting to connect hypotheses regarding
evolutionary trade-offs to community assembly patterns.

Key words:  Amazon rainforest; beta-diversity, forest habitat; French Guiana; herbivory; natural
enemies, Peru; plant defense traits; resource availability.

INTRODUCTION

Tropical plant diversity is extraordinarily high at both
local and regional scales, including a significant compo-
nent of beta-diversity, or the turnover in species
composition across habitats and regions (Condit 2002,
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Tuomisto et al. 2003, Fine et al. 2010, Swenson et al.
2012). Increasing evidence has demonstrated the critical
role of natural enemies in maintaining local diversity via
negative density dependence (Carson et al. 2008, Comita
et al. 2010, Mangan et al. 2010, Metz et al. 2010), but we
know very little about how natural enemies influence
beta-diversity. Recently, Fine et al. (2004) proposed that
herbivores contribute to plant beta-diversity by driving
allocation trade-offs that promote habitat specialization
across resource gradients.
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Plant defense theory predicts that, in low-resource
environments, the impact of herbivory will be especially
large because of the cost of replacing lost tissue, thereby
driving natural selection for plant defenses (Janzen 1974,
Coley et al. 1985). Investment in defenses, in turn, will
cause even slower growth rates due to the impossibility
of allocating energy simultaneously to both growth and
defense (the growth—defense trade-off; Coley 1987). In
high-resource environments, plants can invest more of
their energy into growth rather than defense because
resources are more available and thus tissue loss is less
costly. Across habitats that differ in resource availabil-
ity, herbivores are therefore predicted to reinforce
convergence within habitats and divergence among
habitats in allocation strategies of growth vs. defense
investment and in the corresponding herbivory rates. In
this way, herbivores can promote habitat specialization
and beta-diversity in plants (Fine et al. 2004, 2006).

The Amazonian lowlands exhibit substantial habitat
heterogeneity. Hoorn et al. (2010) present evidence that
the complex geological history during the Miocene
involving the Andean uplift, marine incursions, and
major fluvial changes promoted environmental and
topographic heterogeneity that has been a major driver
of Amazonian diversification. In addition, there is a
broad soil fertility gradient that corresponds with
seasonality from the western Amazon (fertile clay soils,
no annual dry season) to the Guianas (infertile eroded
clays, well-established dry season). In the mega-diverse
Amazonian lowlands there are three well-defined hab-
itats: (1) white-sand forest habitat islands (WS) that are
surrounded by (2) terra firme clay forests with higher
nutrient availabilities (TF; see Plate 1); and, in low-lying
areas near rivers and streams (3) seasonally flooded
forests (SF) in which the water table never descends
below 50 cm depth and where surface soils often remain
submerged during periods of high precipitation. Each of
these three habitat types harbors a unique floristic
composition (Fine et al. 2010, Wittmann et al. 2010),
and there is high beta-diversity among these three
habitats due to the high propensity of habitat specialist
species (Baraloto et al. 2007, Fine et al. 2010). Notably,
many of the same lineages (i.e., genera) have represen-
tative habitat specialist species that occur in each of
these habitats.

We focused on such lineages in addition to other
species that are the most abundant in each habitat type,
to investigate whether insect herbivores drive habitat
specialization to white-sand, terra firme, and seasonally
flooded forests. Here we expanded on the hypothesis
that the growth—defense trade-off interacts with envi-
ronmental gradients to promote habitat specialization in
plants. We integrated multiple axes of divergent
environmental gradients (soil fertility, drought, and
flooding), and developed explicit predictions regarding
how evolutionary trade-offs in plant allocation to
growth, defense, and flood tolerance should influence
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the evolution and maintenance of specialization to
habitats, and hence, promote beta-diversity.

We posit that allocation to growth, anti-herbivore
defense and flood tolerance is best conceptualized as a
series of evolutionary trade-offs, because each costs
energy and a plant cannot simultaneously invest in all
three. Thus, we predict that in nutrient-poor WS soils,
plants invest in defense at the expense of growth and
flood tolerance. In SF forests, we predict that plants
invest in flood tolerance, which reduces their invest-
ments to growth and/or defense. In nutrient-rich TF
forests, we predict that plants should invest more in
growth at the expense of defense and flood tolerance.
We therefore predict, not only that species with higher
investment in growth will incur lower defense invest-
ment, but also that the extent of this investment will
depend on the resource availability of the habitat in
which the species occurs (Fig. la). However, defense
investment may not always correlate well with herbivore
attack, especially with limited sampling effort (Fig.
la, b). For example, plants with low defense investment
and high growth rates can either experience high
herbivory rates (e.g., pioneer species; Coley 1983,
1988) or low-to-high herbivory rates (Fig. 1b, diamond
lineage) depending on whether some conspecific indi-
viduals are able to escape natural enemies via herbivore
satiation or unpredictable phenology of leaf production
(Aide 1988, 1993). Alternatively, species may be able to
defend themselves at low cost or herbivores may not be
important selective agents, in which case, we would
predict no strong correlation between herbivory rates
and growth rates.

Trade-offs in allocation between growth and defense
may be mostly enforced by specialist herbivores that
themselves are undergoing antagonistic coevolution with
their host plants, which in turn, may have phylogenet-
ically conserved defense strategies (Ehrlich and Raven
1964, Agrawal et al. 2009). As a result, phylogenetic
relatedness of plants often mediates plant—insect inter-
actions (Fine et al. 2006, Agrawal et al. 2009), and a
phylogenetic context is necessary to make predictions
about how the growth—defense trade-off may influence
community composition and beta-diversity. Allocation
strategies to growth, defense, and flood tolerance within
and among plant lineages could be evolutionarily
convergent (high variability within lineages) or conser-
vative (low variability within lineages). If traits are
convergent, then lineages may be comprised of multiple
habitat specialists, and we would predict positive
correlations between growth traits and herbivory rates
within lineages, which in turn, may explain the relative
abundance of species across habitats.

In this paper, we tested these predictions for trees in
WS, TF, and SF forests in Peru and French Guiana. We
integrate data on leaf production, herbivory rates, leaf
traits, and species distribution across a network of 74
plots that represent the range of soil fertility, forest
structure, and floristic compositions found throughout
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the Amazon region. We used a comparative approach
for both abundant species in each habitat type and for
five focal lineages that comprise habitat specialists
(Swartzia and Inga [Fabaceae], Proticae [Burseracaeae],
Bombacoideae [Malvaceae], and Micropholis [Sapota-
ceae]) to address three research questions: (1) How do
allocation strategies related to growth and defense vary
among species and lineages? (2) How does leaf
production and herbivory vary among habitats and
countries? (3) How do allocation trade-offs predict the
relative abundance of a species across white-sand, clay
terra firme, and seasonally flooded forests?

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study sites and plot network

This study is based in a permanent vegetation plot
network of 74 modified Gentry plots established during
2008-2010 to broadly sample geographic and environ-
mental gradients in lowland tropical forests of South
America (Baraloto et al. 2011). The plot network
represents a factorial design, with multiple replicates in
Loreto, Peru, and French Guiana, of the three broad
habitat classes (SF, TF, and WS).

Focal species

We selected focal species to address our research
questions using an expanded phylogenetic approach to
ensure adequate representation of local floristic compo-
sition in each habitat and region. We focused our
analyses on five lineages that are widespread in the
Amazon Basin and Guiana Shield and contain multiple
species associated with each of the three studied
habitats: Inga and Swartzia (Fabaceae), Protium (Bur-
seracaeae), Bombacoideae (Malvaceae), and Micropholis
(Sapotaceae) (Table 1). These lineages are phylogenet-
ically dispersed within the eudicots, the dominant
angiosperms in tropical rain forests, with representatives
of asterids (Sapotaceae), fabids (Fabaceae), and malvids
(Malvaceae and Burseraceae). Each of these lineages is
known to employ diverse physical and chemical defense
strategies (Table 1). We also studied at least three species
in each plot that were among the species with the highest
relative abundance in each habitat in each region.
Overall, we focused on 68 species across the two regions
(Fig. 2). Here we integrated three data sets collected for
these species: censuses of sapling leaf production and
leaf herbivory, measures of leaf functional traits related
to plant growth and herbivore defense, and measures of
habitat association from the floristics data of the 74
plots.

Leaf production and herbivory censuses

We marked newly expanding leaves of saplings of the
focal taxa within 12 plots representing the three habitats
in two locations of each geographic region (French
Guiana and Peru). Overall, the 12 focal plots represent
almost the entire range of variation in environmental
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Fic. 1. A conceptual illustration of the predicted relation-
ships among growth rates, defense investment, and herbivory
rates and how they relate to habitat association. Three different
lineages are shown by the three different shapes, and shading
corresponds to habitat association arranged in a gradient of
increasing resource availability from left to right (white is white-
sand forest, gray is seasonally flooded forest, and black is terra
firme forest). (a) Species from white-sand forests are predicted
to have low growth and high investment in antiherbivore
defenses, flooded forest species are predicted to have interme-
diate levels of growth and defense investment, and terra firme
species are predicted to have high growth rates and low defense
rates. (b) Predicted herbivory rates are plotted against leaf
production rates for the same three lineages and across the
same habitat gradient. Traits related to growth—defense trade-
offs are shown to be phylogenetically convergent, allowing
species from each lineage to adapt and specialize to habitats
with divergent resource availabilities. Note that the diamond
lineage employs an “escape” strategy by allocating leaf
production unpredictably and synchronously to cause herbi-
vore satiation in higher-resource habitats and can experience
either high or low rates of herbivory, depending on which
individuals are sampled.

factors observed in the plot network (Baraloto et al.
2011).

For each focal species present in each plot, we located
3-8 saplings from 1 to 5 m in height, to permit
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A summary of the focal lineages with preliminary results of distribution from plots in Peru and French Guiana (FG)

including clay terra firme, seasonally flooded forest (SF), and white-sand (WS) habitats.

No. spp.
No. shared  No. spp. Chemical
No. Ama- No.spp. between in two Existing DNA defense
spp. zonian in Peru Peru or more No. spp. No. spp. data, genes used strategies
Lineage total spp. and FG and FG habitats in SF in WS (sources) (sources)
Inga (Fabaceae) 300 250 86 19 17 15 6 ITS, trnL-F (1) phenolics,
saponins, non-
protein amino
acids (6)
Micropholis 40 35 16 5 5 2 4 ndhF, rbcL, trnlL, latex (2, 7)
(Sapotaceae) psl6 (2)
Pachira (s.l.) 48 45 9 2 3 3 2 trnL-F matK, ITS mucilaginous
(Malvaceae) 3) latex, fungicides
(7
Tribe Protieae 180 100 45 14 6 4 6 phyC, ETS, ITS, terpenes, lignans,
(Burseraceae) trnL-F, rps16 coumarins,
4) phenolics (8)
Swartzia 180 140 21 4 5 3 5 atpB-rbcL, trnL-F, saponins, terpenes,
(Fabaceae) Aat, ITS (5) isoflavones,

pterocarpans (9)

Sources: (1) Richardson et al. 2001, Lavin 2006; (2) Anderberg and Swenson 2003, Swenson and Anderberg 2005; (3) Duarte
etal. 2011; (4) Fine et al. 2005, Weeks et al. 2005, A. Weeks (unpublished data); (5) Lavin et al. 2005, Torke and Schaal 2008; (6)
Coley et al. 2006, Lokvam and Kursar 2005, Lokvam et al. 2006; (7) Schultes and Raffauf 1990; (8) Fine et al. 2006, Zoghbi et
al. 1994, Ramos et al. 2000, Siani et al. 1999, Almeida et al. 2002; (9) DuBois and Sneden 1996, Orphelin et al. 1996.

comparisons with other studies investigating herbivory
rates in tropical forests (e.g., Coley 1983). Saplings were
chosen to represent understory light conditions in each
habitat, with crown exposure indices (Poorter et al.
2006) between 1 and 2.5. The crown exposure index of
each sapling was noted as a covariate in all analyses. We
followed all individuals once every two weeks to monitor
leaf production and herbivory. As buds burst, we
marked a cohort of 5-8 leaves for each individual and
tracked their fates once every two weeks until leaves
were fully expanded. In French Guiana, surveys began
in March 2010 with the final census in December 2010;
this period corresponds to the end of the rainy season
and most of the dry season (Bonal et al. 2008). In Peru,
there is generally no marked dry season, and monitoring
was initiated in July 2010 with the final census in June
2011.

At each census, we estimated the proportion of full
expansion surface area of the leaf developmental stage,
and we evaluated surface area removed by herbivores
using a plastic grid (0.25-cm” squares). All removed
parts caused by herbivorous insects, as a loss of
photosynthetic surface, necrosis, leaf mines, and galls,
were considered to be likely natural enemy attacks.
Other types of physical damage were not considered to
be herbivore damage. The proportion of area damaged
at each census was estimated visually and confirmed in
the laboratory by analyzing in situ pictures using
WinFolia software (Regent Instruments, Toronto,
Canada).

From the field measurements, we calculated three
indices describing leaf production (a proxy for growth
allocation) and herbivory (a proxy of defense alloca-
tion). First, we defined leaf production rate (LPR;

leaf-leaf "month™") for time 7 (initial and final) for each
individual based on measures of net assimilation rate
(Hunt 1978) to standardize the amount of biomass
allocated into leaf tissue production per unit time by
initial plant size as follows:

LPR = [log(leaf blade count at fgy)
— log(leaf blade count at fini)]/(ffin — finit)-

We then estimated herbivory rate (HR; leafleaf -
month™") for each individual using a linear approxima-
tion of surface area removed during leaf expansion,
averaged for all observed leaves to a composite measure
for each individual as

L
Area removed
HR = ;( Total area > / Expansion time

where L is the total number of leaves per individual and
leaf expansion time was estimated, to the nearest week,
as the time from bud opening to attain maximum leaf
size. This measure standardizes leaf surface removed by
herbivores among plants with different leaf expansion
rates. Nevertheless, it may overestimate total herbivory
because it assumes a linear extrapolation across leaf
lifetime, even though most herbivory is expected to
occur during leaf expansion (Coley and Barone 1996).
The consequence of herbivory on the opportunity cost
for the plant will depend not only on the amount of
biomass removed by herbivores, but also on the rate at
which this biomass can be replaced (Coley 1987, Cyr and
Pace 1993, Cebrian and Duarte 1994). We therefore
estimated an index of herbivore impact (HI) as the ratio
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Evolutionary relationships and habitat associations for the focal taxa in Peru and French Guiana. The cladogram is

based on the Angiosperm Phylogeny Group (APG) III classification and nomenclature (APG 2009). Colors of species epithets are
scaled to the proportion of stems of each species found across 74 0.5-ha plots in each of clay terra firme (red, TF), white-sand

(green, WS), and seasonally flooded (blue, SF) forests.

of herbivory rates and leaf production rates:

__HR

Hl = —
LPR

This index is unit-less because it represents the ratio of
two parameters with the same units. An HI of 1
indicates that leaf biomass is transferred to the herbivore
trophic level at a rate equivalent to its production. An
HI >1 indicates that herbivore consumption outpaces

foliar production, whereas if the index is <1, then tissue
loss from herbivory is less than that produced.

Leaf functional traits

We measured six leaf functional traits related to
growth and herbivory on at least one individual of each
species in each of the 12 plots. We sampled individuals
other than those censused for herbivory and leaf
production because our methods included destructive
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sampling. On three leaves per individual, leaf chloro-
phyll content was estimated using three values from a
Minolta SPAD 502DL meter (Spectrum Technologies,
Plainfield, Illinois, USA) with calibrations after Coste et
al. (2010); leaf thickness was measured as the mean of
three measurements with a digital micrometer (Mitutoyo
Instruments, Singapore), and leaf toughness was mea-
sured as the average of three punch tests with a
Chatillon penetrometer (Ametek, Largo, Florida,
USA). The leaves were scanned using a portable scanner
(LiDE 60; Canon, Lake Success, New York, USA), and
their area was determined by image analyses with
Winfolia software (Regent Instruments, Toronto, Can-
ada). The leaves were dried at 60°C for 72 h, and their
dry mass was weighed to determine specific leaf area
(SLA; leaf area divided by its dry mass). All leaves were
then pooled together and ground to fine powder using a
ball mill (Retsch MM200, Retsch, Haan, Germany).
Their C and N contents (%) were determined by mass
spectrometry at the Mass Spectrometry Facility of the
University of Florida, Gainsville, Florida.

Habitat association

For each focal species, we compiled data from all 74
plots to determine its relative abundance in each habitat
(e.g., Baraloto et al. 2007). We then used the indicator
species value following the method of Dufrene and
Legendre (1997) as a measure of habitat association for
each species in each habitat. This measure scales from 0
to 1 and integrates both the relative frequency of each
species across plots in a given habitat, with its relative
abundance in each habitat.

Data analyses

We tested relationships between LPR and HR
(Question 1) using standardized major axis regression
(SMA) to account for variance in both variables
(Warton 2007). We performed SMA analyses on the
entire dataset and within each lineage.

To examine phylogenetic signal in LPR, HR, and HI
(Question 1), we constructed a phylogenetic topology
for the focal species using the backbone of the APG3
megatree (R20091110) provided by the Phylomatic
utility (Webb and Donoghue 2005), in addition to
existing published and unpublished work from each
lineage’s molecular phylogenetic analyses (Fine et al.
2005, Torke and Schaal 2008, Dexter et al. 2009, Duarte
et al. 2011; P. Fine, unpublished data; C. Baraloto, J.
Vieu, and J. Chave, unpublished data). We updated
polytomies below the family level using Mesquite
(Maddison and Maddison 2010) when further resolution
from more than one gene indicated higher than 90
posterior probability or bootstrap support. We then
calculated Blomberg’s K (2003) for all 68 focal taxa, and
examined differences among the five focal lineages
conducting an analysis of variance (ANOVA). To
examine relationships between leaf functional traits
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and LPR, HR, and HI (Question 1), we performed
correlation analyses with and without phylogenetically
independent contrasts based on the topology of our
phylogenetic tree.

We then conducted an ANOVA to test for differences
in LPR, HR, and HI among habitats and countries
(Question 2).

We tested for relationships between LPR and HR and
habitat associations within each habitat (Question 3)
using 95% quantile regressions to determine if LPR and
HR constrained the extent to which species had high
indicator values in a particular habitat (Koenker 2005).

All analyses were conducted in the R statistical
platform, version 2.11 (R Core Development Team
2010), using the packages smatr (Warton 2007), picante
(Kembel et al. 2010), APE (Paradis et al. 2004), vegan
(Oksanen et al. 2010), labdsv (Roberts 2010), and
quantreg (Koenker 2011).

RESULTS

Leaf production and herbivory rates
in species and lineages

Leaf production rates varied almost 50-fold among
the studied species, from 0.002 leaves-leaf™ Lmonth™' in
Oxandra euneura (Annonaceae, Peru SF) to 0.12
leaves-leaf ™" -month™" in Didymocistus chrysadenius (Eu-
phorbiaceae, Peru SF; Fig. 3). Herbivory rates were also
highly variable, ranging from 0.1% per month in
Lecythis poiteaui (Lecythidaceae, French Guiana TF)
to 7.8% per month in Pachira aquatica (Malvaceae, Peru
SF). We found no relationship between LPR and HR
using major axis regressions among all species or within
each of the five focal lineages. Indeed, the ratio of HR to
LPR, as measured by HI, was also highly variable.
Oxandra euneura was estimated to have lost leaf tissue
14 times faster than it replaced it over the study period,
whereas Protium subserratum ‘morphotype 3’ (see Daly
and Fine 2011; Burseraceae, Peru WS) replaced tissue
nearly 20 times faster than it was lost. Overall, about
half of the studied taxa lost tissue faster than it was
replaced (i.e., HI > 1) during the study period (above
the 1:1 line in Fig. 3).

Phylogenetic signal in leaf production and herbivory rates

None of the three indices describing growth—defense
trade-offs showed significant phylogenetic correlations
across the 68 studied taxa; all three indices had very low
Blomberg’s K indices < 0.066 (see the Appendix), within
the range of confidence intervals under the null
hypothesis of no phylogenetic correlation. Indeed, we
observed as much variation among species within
Protium, Inga, and Bombacoideac as among most
genera (see Fig. 3). Nevertheless, we did find overall
differences in leaf production and herbivory rates
among the five focal genera (Fig. 4), with Micropholis
exhibiting significantly lower LPR than Pachira and
lower HR and HI than Inga.
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Relationships between herbivory rates and leaf production rates for abundant species (pink symbols) in each habitat

(circles, seasonally flooded forest; squares, terra firme clay; and diamonds, white-sand forest) and the five focal lineages: Swartzia
(green), Inga (black), Protieae (blue), Bombacoideae (orange), and Micropholis (red). The black diagonal line indicates a rate of
herbivory equivalent to a rate of leaf production (herbivore impact [HI] index = 1). Trend lines for Protium and Bombacoideae are
shown to illustrate contrasting patterns, even though no relationship within genus or overall was significant for major axis

regression (P > 0.05).

Leaf production, herbivory rates, and leaf functional traits

Leaf production rates were correlated with some leaf
functional traits describing the leaf economics spectrum
(Fig. 5). Leaf production was faster in species with
higher SLA and lower leaf toughness, especially when
phylogenetically independent contrasts were employed
(Table 2). However, neither HR nor HI was significantly
correlated with any leaf traits for the studied taxa (Fig.
5).

Leaf production and herbivory rates
in contrasting habitats

Leaf production rates differed among both habitats
and countries (Fig. 6), with consistently higher rates in
SF forests in both countries (£ 349=238.4, P < 0.001) and
Peruvian forests in general (F) 349 = 3.6, P = 0.006).
Herbivory rates were also nearly twice as high in Peru as
in French Guiana (F} 349 = 8.4, P < 0.001), but there
was no significant difference in herbivory rates among
habitats (F, 349 = 0.6, P =0.54). The relative impact of
herbivory reflects the balance between leaf biomass
produced and eaten by herbivores. Overall, this index
did not differ significantly among habitats, but saplings
in Peru had nearly twice the relative herbivory impact as

did those studied in French Guiana (F; 349 = 7.0, P =
0.008; Fig. 6).

Growth—defense trade-offs and habitat specialization

The focal taxa exhibited striking contrasts in habitat
association across the 74 plots, with more than two-
thirds of the focal species showing clear preference for a
single habitat. This can be visualized by the range of
colors represented by species names in Fig. 2. We found
strong support for divergent patterns of habitat associ-
ations within each of the five focal lineages, and we were
able to study specialists to each of the three habitats in
each of the five lineages. Species that were strongly
associated with TF forests exhibited significantly lower
rates of leaf production and lower herbivory (Fig. 7),
such that no species with high LPR or high HR was
dominant in that habitat. Species strongly associated
with the other habitats also tended to have lower LPR
and HR, but the triangular trend was not as strong (Fig.
7).

The five lineages we studied in detail showed
contrasting patterns with respect to their herbivory
and leaf production rates and habitat association. In
Protium and Swartzia, relative abundances in TF forests
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are well explained by the herbivory rates of saplings
(Fig. 7), and to a lesser extent by their leaf production
rates.

Discussion
Variation in growth and defense strategies

Our study represents the most comprehensive exam-
ination of leaf production and herbivory rates in tropical
trees, including both a phylogenetic approach to species
selection and a broad gradient of environmental
conditions. We predicted that we would find a general
positive relationship between LPR and HR (or HI) and
that differences in HR and HI would be found among
habitats, consistent with the hypothesis that the growth—
defense trade-off contributes to observed patterns of
habitat specialization in trees (Fig. la, b). Instead, we
found no general positive relationship between HR and
LPR (Fig. 3), although we did find some significant
differences among habitats (Fig. 6).

Potential explanations for the lack of correlation
between HR and LPR include (1) herbivores may not be
important selective agents for these trees, and/or not at
this particular life stage; (2) our sample included only
shade-tolerant species; (3) fast-growing species in our
sample may be flushing their leaves synchronously and
satiating their specialist enemies and/or flushing their
leaves at unpredictable times, and thereby escaping their
enemies; or (4) fast-growing species may have some
novel defense that is effective, but does not entail a large
allocation cost and thus does not trade-off with LPR.
We treat each of these explanations in turn.

Our results may reflect the fact that herbivores are not
important selective agents in these forests; more
specifically, the sapling stage may not be the most
appropriate stage at which to evaluate the impact of
herbivory. Saplings are commonly the focus of woody-
plant herbivory studies (Coley 1983, Endara and Coley
2011, Moles et al. 2011), perhaps in large part because
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they are easy to survey. However, saplings are known to
have lower levels of defense than seedlings (Boege and
Marquis 2005), and in general, tropical tree seedlings
experience less herbivory-related mortality as they age

(Baraloto et al. 2005, Fine and Mesones 2011). Previous
work on WS and TF plants that reported significant
differences in growth rates, defense allocation, and
herbivory-related mortality between habitats for multi-

TaBLE 2. Pairwise correlations between leaf production rate (LPR), herbivory rate (HR), herbivory impact (HI), and leaf traits.

Trait LPR HR HI SLA LA Thick Tough LN LC:N
LPR 1 —0.113 —0.355 0.427 0.021 —0.036 —0.270 —0.009 —0.024
HR —0.014 1 0.571 0.026 —0.171 —0.175 0.071 0.083 —0.050
HI —0.222 0.658 1 —0.036 —0.086 —0.175 0.183 0.143 —0.088
SLA 0.473 —0.038 —0.021 1 —0.282 —0.555 —0.705 0.515 —0.544
LA —0.174 0.086 0.044 —0.392 1 0.206 0.421 —0.143 0.151
Thick 0.327 —0.112 —0.148 —0.533 0.199 1 0.699 —0.480 0.566
Tough —0.495 0.267 0.327 —0.697 0.412 0.628 1 —0.529 0.620
LN 0.379 —0.081 —0.083 0.524 —0.115 —0.398 —0.561 1 —0.914
LC:N —0.421 0.053 0.103 —0.544 0.092 0.588 0.647 —0.907 1

Notes: Pearson correlation coefficients for species means (above diagonal) and phylogenetically independent contrasts (below
diagonal) are shown in boldface type when significant, following Bonferroni-corrected alpha values (P < 0.0014). Leaf functional
traits include: specific leaf area (SLA), total leaf area (LA), leaf thickness (Thick), leaf toughness (Tough), leaf nitrogen content
(mass based; LN), and leaf carbon-nitrogen content ratios (LC:N).
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ple lineages was based on seedlings, not saplings (Fine et
al. 2004, 2006).

Second, whereas previous studies that have found a
positive relationship between growth and herbivory
across resource gradients have also studied saplings,
they have included both pioneers and shade-tolerant
species in high-light environments (Coley 1988, Endara
and Coley 2011). In our study, by not including true
pioneer species or light gaps, we have excluded those
trees (both within and among species) that are likely to
have the highest relative growth rates (see the top right
quadrant in Fig. 1). This fact is especially important
when considering that the seasonally flooded and
Peruvian terra firme habitats generally have large light
gaps with abundant pioneer species (e.g., Cecropia,
Trema, and so on) that were not included in our sample
(and that never occur in white-sand forests; Fine et al.
2010). Saplings in the understory are thought to be
mostly light limited, waiting for a gap to allow them the
chance to grow to the canopy and become a reproduc-
tive adult (Wright 2002). Insect herbivores are also less
likely to be attracted to shady environments (Richards
and Windsor 2007), and in general, lower overall leaf
biomass and insect herbivore abundances are found in
the understory of undisturbed forests compared to edges

of light gaps (Whitfeld et al. 2012). Further research
integrating herbivory rates for the same species across
different life history stages, and across light environ-
ments, will be critical to fully evaluate the true
relationship between growth and herbivory rates.

A third explanation for the lack of a general
relationship between LPR and HR is that some species
may be experiencing low herbivory rates without
investing in defenses, by escaping through time and/or
space. Protium species (Fig. 3) that have high LPR
appear to be escaping their herbivores, perhaps via
synchronous leaf flushing and herbivore satiation (Aide
1988, 1993). However, herbivory rates in such “escape”
species are thought to be extremely variable, because
some individuals in a population will be heavily
defoliated while others will be left untouched, perhaps
due to herbivore satiation (Coley and Kursar 1996).
Alternatively, plants may be escaping their enemies
through space, perhaps with unpredictable leaf flushing.
This explanation is very similar to apparency theory
(Feeny 1976). Endara and Coley (2011) argue strongly
that apparency theory does not explain plant defense
strategies, as there is no evidence that “unapparent”
plant species suffer more damage from specialist
herbivores than from generalist herbivores, nor is there
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any evidence that herbivores have any difficulty in
locating their host plants. Our comparative analysis
focused on a large number of species, with the
compromise of relatively low sample sizes (between
three and eight individuals per species per plot). We
posit that with such small sample sizes it is likely that we
failed to observe the full breadth of variation in
herbivore attack. As a result, the fast-growing species
that appear to be escaping their herbivores in Fig. 3 are
unlikely to do so over larger spatial and temporal scales.
Larger sample sizes will allow better characterization of
the relative importance of stochastic processes in
herbivory rates within communities (Barber and Mar-
quis 2011).

Finally, it is possible that the growth—defense trade-
off is not universal, and that some species are able to
defend themselves adequately at little cost, allowing
them to produce high LPR and escape herbivory.

Although this possibility is important to consider, a
recent meta-analysis of 50 studies evaluating the
growth—defense trade-off found strong general support
for the trade-off, suggesting that plant defenses are
indeed costly and come at the expense of growth rates
(Endara and Coley 2011). In agreement with our results,
this meta-analysis found no significant differences in
defenses or herbivory rates among habitats differing in
resource availabilities, a pattern the authors attributed
to the difficulty in sampling herbivory appropriately
through time and space (Endara and Coley 2011).

Phylogenetic signal and correlations
of growth and defense strategies

We found strong patterns of convergence in herbivory
rates, leaf production, and our index of relative impact
of herbivory throughout the 68 species, with species
within our five focal lineages exhibiting high variation in
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the rates of both leaf production and herbivore attack
(Figs. 3 and 4). These results are consistent with the idea
that there are plant defense syndromes that are
evolutionarily convergent within and among lineages
(Agrawal and Fishbein 2006). Fine et al. (2006) found a
similar pattern studying a much smaller subset of species
from three of these same focal lineages in Peru; and here
we confirm this pattern across broader phylogenetic,
spatial, and environmental scales, including 68 species
from 17 plant families in WS forests, SF forest, and TF
forests in two different regions on opposite sides of the
Amazon Basin. Similarly, Whitfeld et al. (2012) found
high phylogenetic lability in latex production within
their sample of trees, which was an important predictor
of herbivory levels in their study. Furthermore, they
found that neither insect abundance nor diversity in a
New Guinean forest was predicted by plant phylogenetic
information.

The strong correlations between LPR and leaf
functional traits (Fig. 5, Table 2) suggest that our
measure of leaf production rates was consistent with a
general pattern of growth strategy among these species
(Baraloto et al. 2010). Indeed, we expect species with
thinner, cheaper leaves to exhibit higher growth rates
(Poorter et al. 2006) and more rapid leaf turnover
(Coley 1983). However, leaf traits associated with the
leaf economics spectrum (Wright et al. 2004) were not
correlated with herbivory rates across species (Table 2).
We suggest this may be due to variable investment in
chemical defenses that may not correlate with other leaf
morphological and physiological characteristics.

It is important to note that the predictions in Fig. 1
regarding the growth—defense trade-off and its role in
beta-diversity refer to defense investment (i.e., energy
allocated to defense), rather than to defense type
(terpenes vs. alkaloids, for example). Indeed, even
though we found convergence in herbivore rates (our
proxy for defense), defense type could still be phyloge-
netically conserved (e.g., all Bursera species produce
monoterpenes; Becerra 1997). Defense type is thought to
influence the degree of specialization by herbivores
(Ehrlich and Raven 1964). Although general predictions
regarding plant investment in growth vs. defense focus
on the amount of defense, the type of defense and its
influence on host plant specialists may impact both
measurement of the growth—defense trade-off, as well as
patterns of community assembly within and across
habitats (Cavender-Bares et al. 2009).

Measuring herbivory in tropical forests

To what extent do our measures of leaf production
and herbivory represent appropriate proxies of alloca-
tion strategies of growth and defense? Our method of
scaling HR with LPR represents a synthesis of plant
defense theory with community-level trophic analyses
(Coley 1987, Cyr and Pace 1993, Cebrian and Duarte
1994). This approach allows for comparisons of the
relative impact of herbivory across plants of different
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sizes and across habitats with different resource
availabilities, and gives an estimate of the relative
amount of plant biomass that is transferred to higher
trophic levels.

Previous studies have generally sampled herbivory
using much less labor-intensive methods, sampling
percentage of leaf area eaten sometimes only once or
twice, but rarely repeatedly over several months
(reviewed in Coley and Barone 1996, Moles et al.
2011). When one samples herbivory rates without also
calculating LPR, it is difficult to interpret what
“percentage of leaf area eaten” means to the plant and
to the community of herbivores. In our opinion,
including both of these measures is critical. Global
comparisons of herbivory rates (Moles et al. 2011)
should consider herbivory rate in the context of LPR
and leaf lifetime before drawing conclusions about
whether or not tropical forests have higher herbivory
rates than temperate forests, because it is necessary to
standardize herbivory rate and impact across resource
gradients and growth forms (see also Johnson and
Rassman 2011). Our measure of herbivory impact as the
ratio of herbivory to leaf production reveals that most
plants in these tropical forests are experiencing high
rates of herbivory scaled to the amount of biomass
produced, suggesting that herbivory represents a signif-
icant cost to plants.

Variation in the growth—defense trade-off
across habitats and countries

The contrasts in herbivore impacts between TF and
WS forests have been well studied in Peru (Fine et al.
2004, 2006). From this work, we predicted that plants in
nutrient-poor white-sand soils will invest in defense at
the expense of growth, leading to slow turnover of leaf
tissues (low LPR) that are well defended (low HR; e.g.,
Fig. la). In this study, we found some evidence for lower
rates of leaf production and lower herbivory in WS
forests of French Guiana (Fig. 6), as found in previous
studies (Coomes and Grubb 1998, Fine et al. 2004,
2006). In nutrient-rich TF forests, we predicted the
opposite trend, with plants investing more in growth at
the expense of defense, leading to high LPR and high
HR, a pattern for which we did not find support (Fig. 6).

We found significantly higher LPR in SF forests. This
result correlates with the higher soil resources found in
these habitats and rapid rates of turnover of stems in
these forests due to seasonal flooding (Ferry et al. 2010,
Baraloto et al. 2011). However, higher LPR was not
accompanied by higher HR. We posit that this may be
explained in part by predators and parasitoids of
herbivores, which play a crucial role in tropical forests
by regulating herbivore populations (Raw 1998, Dyer
and Letourneau 2003, Van Bael et al. 2003). Both plant
defense theory and trophic cascade theory predict that
plant defenses should be lower in high-resource plant
communities and higher in low-resource plant commu-
nities. Differences in herbivory rates across habitats may
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PLATE. 1.
Loreto, Peru. Photo credit: G. P. A. Lamarre.

therefore be dependent on the strength of a trophic
cascade. Indeed, pressure on herbivores from a third
trophic level can allow plants in high-resource environ-
ments to persist with a lower defense investment (Van
Bael et al. 2003, Richards and Coley 2007, Mooney et al.
2010).

Because of the higher variability of soil fertility among
habitats in Peru (Baraloto et al. 2011), we expected the
differences in LPR and HR among habitats to be much
more marked in Peru than in French Guiana, which was
not the case. Still, these results must be interpreted in
their temporal context given an extreme drought event
that occurred in the western Amazon during the study
period, reducing precipitation by more than two-thirds
in some of our Peruvian study sites (Lewis et al. 2011).
We suggest that the 2010 drought may have induced
substantial drought stress in our study sites in Peru,
resulting in lower leaf production than typical years, and
perhaps, driving down herbivory rates in SF and TF.
Moreover, drought may have provoked cascading
interactions at higher trophic levels. Indeed, previous
research at Barro Colorado Island in Panama has
documented that in years of extreme drought, herbivore

Five Heliconius caterpillars (Nymphalidae: Heliconiinae) feeding in a terra firme forest plot near the Nanay River,

abundances greatly decreased and caused major die-offs
in the third trophic level (Wright et al. 1999).

Finally, we found significantly higher HR in Peru
than in French Guiana. Seasonality differs between the
eastern and western Amazon, with aseasonal ever-wet
rain forests common near the equator in the west, and
strong two-to-three-month dry seasons in the east
(Baraloto et al. 2011). Insect abundance is predicted to
be higher in aseasonal regions (Basset et al. 2003). In
addition, the western Amazon contains edaphic habitats
that range from fertile to extremely infertile while the
rest of the basin has much lower variance in soil fertility,
being composed of brown sand, eroded ancient clays
and similar white-sand quartzite edaphic habitats
(Hoorn et al. 2010). Plant productivity tracks soil
fertility and also correlates with insect abundance
(Kaspari et al. 2000). Thus, we expect that the higher
rates of herbivory found in Peru were due to both the
higher soil fertility overall and aseasonal climates.

Growth—defense strategies and habitat specialization

Herbivory rates influence the relative abundance of
plant species across contrasting habitat types, as we
found that species suffering high herbivory rates do not
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become dominant in any of the three habitats we studied
(Fig. 7). For TF forests, there was a significant and
negative correlation between both LPR and HR with
relative abundance. Thus, herbivory rates do affect beta-
diversity in these forests, but not directly as we
predicted, with different species experiencing divergent
impacts of herbivory in different habitats. Instead, we
observed that no species was common within any
habitat if it suffered high herbivory rates (Fig. 7). We
envision a hierarchical model by which species are
filtered among habitat types based on environmental
filtering across abiotic gradients (Kraft et al. 2008), with
local abundances determined by herbivore assemblages.
We also expect herbivores to influence the evolution of
functional traits that are linked to habitat association,
although we acknowledge that these interactions do not
appear to be very important at the sapling life stage.
Our approach represents several advances, with a
strong integration of novel indices relating herbivory
and species traits to species distributions across con-
trasting habitats in two biogeographic regions, and with
contrasts among multiple monophyletic lineages. How-
ever, the strength of the relationships we observed was
relatively weak. Our results underline the need for long-
term studies integrating a phylogenetic context with field
observations to better understand the role of species
interactions in shaping regional patterns of biodiversity.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank the many colleagues who participated in field work
in French Guiana, especially Pascal Pétronelli, Julien Engel,
Alec Baxt, Benoit Burban, Benjamin Leudet, Jean-Yves Goret,
Seth Kauppinen, Tim Paine, Suzanne Rabaud, Isabelle Fabre,
Anthony Percevaux, and Xavier Leroy; and in Peru, especially
Julio Sanchez and Fabio Casado. Research was supported by a
collaborative NSF grant (DEB-0743103/0743800) to C. Bara-
loto and P. V. A. Fine, the Fond Social Européen (FSE) to
G. P. A. Lamarre, and an INRA Package grant to C. Baraloto.

LITERATURE CITED

Agrawal, A. A., and M. Fishbein. 2006. Plant defense
syndromes. Ecology 87(Supplement):S132-S149.

Agrawal, A. A., M. Fishbein, R. Halitschke, A. P. Hastings,
D. L. Rabosky, and S. Rasmann. 2009. Evidence for adaptive
radiation from a phylogenetic study of plant defenses.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA
106:18067-18072.

Aide, T. M. 1988. Herbivory as a selective agent on the timing
of leaf production in a tropical understory community.
Nature 336:574-575.

Aide, T. M. 1993. Patterns of leaf development and herbivory
in a tropical understory community. Ecology 74:455-466.
Almeida, E. X., L. M. Conserva, and R. P. Lyra-Lemos. 2002.
Coumarins, coumarinolignoids and terpenes from Protium
heptaphyllum. Biochemical Systematics and Ecology 30:685—

687.

Anderberg, A. A., and U. Swenson. 2003. Evolutionary lineages
in Sapotaceae (Ericales): a cladistic analysis based on ndhF
sequence data. International Journal of Plant Science
164:763-773.

APG [Angiosperm Phylogeny Group]. 2009. An update of the
Angiosperm Phylogeny Group classification for the orders
and families of flowering plants: APG III. Botanical Journal
of the Linnean Society 161:105-121.

GREG P. A. LAMARRE ET AL.

Ecology Special Issue

Baraloto, C., D. E. Goldberg, and D. Bonal. 2005. Performance
trade offs among tropical seedlings in contrasting microhab-
itats. Ecology 86:2461-2472.

Baraloto, C., F. Morneau, D. Bonal, L. Blanc, and B. Ferry.
2007. Seasonal water stress tolerance and habitat associations
within four neotropical tree genera. Ecology 88:478—489.

Baraloto, C., C. E. T. Paine, L. Poorter, J. Beauchene, D.
Bonal, A.-M. Domenach, B. Hérault, S. Patifio, J.-C. Roggy,
and J. Chave. 2010. Decoupled leaf and stem economics in
rainforest trees. Ecology Letters 13:1338-1347.

Baraloto, C., S. Rabaud, Q. Molto, L. Blanc, C. Fortunel, B.
Hérault, N. Davila, I. Mesones, M. Rios, E. Valderrama, and
P. V. A. Fine. 2011. Disentangling stand and environmental
correlates of aboveground biomass in Amazonian forests.
Global Change Biology 17:2677-2688.

Barber, N. A., and R. J. Marquis. 2011. Leaf quality, predators,
and stochastic processes in the assembly of a diverse
herbivore community. Ecology 92:699-708.

Basset, Y., T. Kitching, S. Miller, and V. Novotny, editors.
2003. Arthropods of tropical forests: spatio-temporal dy-
namics and resource use in the canopy. Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, Cambridge, UK.

Becerra, J. X. 1997. Insects on plants: macroevolutionary
chemical trends in host use. Science 276:253-256.

Blomberg, S. P., T. Garland, and A. R. Ives. 2003. Testing for
phylogenetic signal in comparative data: behavioral traits are
more labile. Evolution 57:717-745.

Boege, K., and R. J. Marquis. 2005. Facing herbivory as you
grow up: the ontogeny of resistance in plants. Trends in
Ecology and Evolution 20:441-448.

Bonal, D., A. Bosc, S. Ponton, J. Y. Goret, B. Burban, P.
Gross, J. M. Bonnefond, J. A. N. Elbers, B. Longdoz, D.
Epron, J. M. Guehl, and A. Granier. 2008. Impact of severe
dry season on net ecosystem exchange in the neotropical
rainforest of French Guiana. Global Change Biology
14:1917-1933.

Carson, W. P., J. Anderson, E. Leigh, and S. A. Schnitzer.
2008. Challenges associated with testing and falsifying the
Janzen Connell hypothesis: a review and critique. Pages 210—
242 in W. P. Carson and S. A. Schnitzer, editors. Tropical
community ecology. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford, UK.

Cavender-Bares, J., K. H. Kozak, P. V. A. Fine, and S. W.
Kembel. 2009. The merging of community ecology and
phylogenetic biology. Ecology Letters 12:693-715.

Cebrian, J., and C. M. Duarte. 1994. The dependence of
herbivory on growth rate in natural plant communities.
Functional Biology 8:518-525.

Coley, P. D. 1983. Herbivory and defensive characteristics of
tree species in a lowland tropical forest. Ecological Mono-
graphs 53:209-233.

Coley, P. D. 1987. Interspecific variation in plant anti-herbivore
properties: the role of habitat quality and rate of disturbance.
New Phytologist 106:251-263.

Coley, P. D. 1988. Effects of plant growth rate and leaf lifetime
on the amount and type of anti-herbivore defense. Oecologia
74:531-536.

Coley, P. D., and J. A. Barone. 1996. Herbivory and plant
defenses in tropical forests. Annual Review of Ecology and
Systematics 27:305-335.

Coley, P. D., J. P. Bryant, and F. S. Chapin, III. 1985. Resource
availability and plant antiherbivore defense. Science 230:895—
899.

Coley, P. D., and T. A. Kursar. 1996. Anti-herbivore defenses
of young tropical leaves: Physiological constraints and
ecological tradeoffs. Pages 305-336 in S. S. Mulkey, R.
Chazdon, and A. P. Smith, editors. Tropical forest plant
ecophysiology. Chapman and Hall, New York, New York,
USA.

Coley, P. D., et al. 2006. Divergent defensive strategies of young
leaves in two Neotropical species of Inga. Ecology 86:2633—
2643.



August 2012

Comita, L. S., H. C. Muller-Landau, S. Aguilar, and S. P.
Hubbell. 2010. Asymetric density dependence shapes species
abundances in a tropical tree community. Science 329:330—
332.

Condit, R. 2002. Beta-diversity in tropical forest trees. Science
295:666—669.

Coomes, D. A., and P. J. Grubb. 1998. A comparison of 12 tree
species of Amazonian caatinga using growth rates in gaps
and understorey, and allometric relationships. Functional
Ecology 12:426-435.

Coste, S., C. Baraloto, C. Leroy, E. Marcon, A. Renaud, A. D.
Richardson, J. C. Roggy, H. Schimann, J. Uddling, and B.
Heérault. 2010. Assessing foliar chlorophyll contents with the
SPAD-502 chlorophyll meter: a calibration test with thirteen
tree species of tropical rainforest in French Guiana. Annals
of Forest Science 67:607.

Cyr, H., and M. Pace. 1993. Magnitude and patterns of
herbivory in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystem. Nature
466:753-756.

Daly, D. C., and P. V. A. Fine. 2011. A new Amazonian section
of Protium (Burseraceae) including both edaphic specialist
and generalist taxa. Studies in Neotropical Burseraceae XVI.
Systematic Botany 36:939-949.

Dexter, K. G., T. D. Pennington, and C. W. Cunningham.
2009. Using DNA to assess errors in tropical tree identifica-
tions: How often are ecologists wrong and when does it
matter? Ecological Monographs 80:267-286.

Duarte, M., G. L. Esteves, M. F. Salatino, K. C. Walsh, and D.
Baum. 2011. Phylogenetic analyses of Eriotheca and related
genera (Bombacoideae, Malvaceae). Systematic Botany
36:690-701.

DuBois, J. L., and A. T. Sneden. 1996. Ferreirinol: A new 3-
hydroxyisoflavanone from Swartzia polyphylla. Journal of
Natural Products 59:902-903.

Dufrene, M., and P. Legendre. 1997. Species assemblages and
indicator species: the need for a flexible asymmetrical
approach. Ecological Monographs 67:345-366.

Dyer, L. A., and D. Letourneau. 2003. Top-down and bottom-
up diversity cascades in detrital vs. living food webs. Ecology
Letters 6:60—68.

Ehrlich, P. R., and P. H. Raven. 1964. Butterflies and plants: a
study of coevolution. Evolution 18:586—608.

Endara, M.-J., and P. D. Coley. 2011. The resource availability
hypothesis revisited: a meta-analysis. Functional Ecology
25:389-398.

Feeny, P. 1976. Plant apparency and chemical defense. Pages 1—
40 in J. W. Wallace and R. L. Mansell, editors. Recent
advances in phytochemistry. Plenum Press, New York, New
York, USA.

Ferry, B., F. Morneau, J. D. Bontemps, L. Blanc, and V.
Freycon. 2010. Higher treefall rates on slopes and water-
logged soils result in lower stand biomass and productivity in
a tropical rain forest. Journal of Ecology 98:106—116.

Fine, P. V. A., D. C. Daly, G. V. Munoz, I. Mesones, and
K. M. Cameron. 2005. The contribution of edaphic
heterogeneity to the evolution and diversity of Burseraceae
trees in the western Amazon. Evolution 59:1464—-1478.

Fine, P. V. A., R. Garcia-Villacorta, N. Pitman, I. Mesones,
and S. W. Kembel. 2010. A floristic study of the white sand
forests of Peru. Annals of the Missouri Botanical Garden
97:283-305.

Fine, P. V. A., and I. Mesones. 2011. The role of natural
enemies in the germination and establishment of Pachira
(Malvaceae) trees in the Peruvian Amazon. Biotropica
43:265-269.

Fine, P. V. A., I. Mesones, and P. D. Coley. 2004. Herbivores
promote habitat specialization by trees in Amazonian forests.
Science 305:663-665.

Fine, P. V. A., Z. J. Miller, 1. Mesones, S. Irazuzta, H. M.
Appel, 1. Stevens, I. Saaksjarvi, J. C. Schultz, and P. D.
Coley. 2006. The growth—defense trade-off and habitat

HERBIVORY AND AMAZON TREE BETA-DIVERSITY

S209

specialization by plants in Amazonian forests. Ecology
87(Supplement):S150-S162.

Hoorn, C., et al. 2010. Amazonia through time: Andean uplift,
climate change, landscape evolution, and biodiversity.
Science 330:927-931.

Hunt, R. 1978. Plant growth analysis. Edward Arnold,
London, UK.

Janzen, D. H. 1974. Tropical blackwater rivers, animals and
mast fruiting by the Dipterocarpaceae. Biotropica 6:69—103.

Johnson, M. T. J., and S. Rassman. 2011. The latitudinal
herbivory-defence hypothesis takes a detour on the map.
New Phytologist 191:589-592.

Kaspari, M., L. Alonso, and S. O’Donnell. 2000. Three energy
variables predict ant abundance at a geographical scale.
Proceedings of the Royal Society B 267:485-489.

Kembel, S. W., P. D. Cowan, M. R. Helmus, W. K. Cornwell,
H. Morlon, D. D. Ackerly, S. P. Blomberg, and C. O. Webb.
2010. Picante: R tools for integrating phylogenies and
ecology. Bioinformatics 26:1463-1464.

Koenker, R. W. 2005. Quantile regression. Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, Cambridge, UK.

Koenker, R. W. 2011. R package ‘quantreg.” R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. http://cran.r-project.
org/web/packages/quantreg/index.html

Kraft, N. J. B., R. Valencia, and D. D. Ackerly. 2008.
Functional traits and niche-based tree community assembly
in an Amazonian forest. Science 322:580-582.

Lavin, M. 2006. Floristic and geographic stability of discon-
tinuous seasonally dry tropical forests explains patterns of
plant phylogeny and endemism. CRC Press, Boca Raton,
Florida, USA.

Lavin, M., P. Herendeen, and M. F. Wojciechowski. 2005.
Evolutionary rates analysis of Leguminosae implicates a
rapid diversification of lineages during the Tertiary. System-
atic Biology 54:530—549.

Lewis, S. M., P. M. Brando, O. L. Phillips, M. Geertje, F. van
der Heijden, and D. Nepstad. 2011. The 2010 Amazon
drought. Science 331:554.

Lokvam, J., T. Brenes-Arguedas, J. S. Lee, P. D. Coley, and
T. A. Kursar. 2006. Allelochemic function for a primary
metabolite: the case of L-tyrosine hyper-production in Inga
umbellifera. American Journal of Botany 93:1109-1113.

Lokvam, J., and T. A. Kursar. 2005. Divergence in structure
and activity of phenolic defenses in two co-occurring Inga
species. Journal of Chemical Ecology 31:2563-2580.

Maddison, W. P., and D. R. Maddison. 2010. Mesquite: a
modular system for evolutionary analysis. Version 2.73.
Arizona Board of Regents on Behalf of the University of
Arizona, Tuscon, Arizona, USA. http://mesquiteproject.org/

Mangan, S. A., S. A. Schnitzer, E. A. Herre, K. M. L. Mack,
M. C. Valencia, E. 1. Sanchez, and J. D. Bever. 2010.
Negative plant-soil feedback predicts tree-species relative
abundance in a tropical forest. Nature 456:753-756.

Metz, M., W. P. Sousa, and R. Valencia. 2010. Widespread
density-dependent seedling mortality promotes species coex-
istence in a highly diverse Amazonian rain forest. Ecology
91:3675-3685.

Moles, A. T., S. P. Bonser, A. G. B. Poore, I. R. Wallis, and
W. J. Foley. 2011. Assessing the evidence for latitudinal
gradients in plant defence and herbivory. Functional Ecology
25:380-388.

Mooney, K. A., R. Halitschke, A. Kessler, and A. A. Agrawal.
2010. Evolutionary trade-offs in plants mediate the strength
of trophic cascades. Science 327:1642—-1644.

Oksanen, J., F. G. Blanchet, R. Kindt, P. Legendre, R. B.
O’Hara, G. L. Simpson, P. Solymos, M. H. H. Stevens, and
H. Wagner. 2010. vegan: community ecology package. R
package version 1.17-2. R Foundation for Statistical
Computing, Vienna, Austria. http://cran.r-project.org/web/
packages/vegan/index.html

Orphelin, B., M. Brum-Bousquet, F. Tillequin, M. Koch, and
C. Moretti. 1996. Swartziarboreols A—E, five new cassane



S210

diterpenoids from Swartzia arborescens (Aubl.) Pittier.
Heterocycles 43:173-183.

Paradis, E., J. Claude, and K. Strimmer. 2004. APE: analyses of
phylogenetics and evolution in R language. Bioinformatics
20:289-290.

Poorter, L., L. Bongers, and F. J. J. M. Bongers. 2006.
Architecture of 54 moist forest species: traits, trade-offs, and
functional groups. Ecology 87:1289-1301.

Ramos, M., A. Siani, M. Tappin, A. Guimaraes, and J. E. d. S.
Ribeiro. 2000. Essential oils from oleoresins of Protium spp.
of the Amazon region. Flavour and Fragrance Journal
15:383-387.

Raw, A. 1998. The third trophic level of plant defence:
neotropical social wasps’ use of odors of freshly damaged
leaves when hunting. Revista Brasileira de Zoologia 15:1075—
1092.

Richards, L. A., and P. D. Coley. 2007. Seasonal and habitat
differences affect the impact of flood and predation on
herbivores: a comparison between gaps and understory of a
tropical forest. Oikos 116:31-40.

Richards, L. A., and D. M. Windsor. 2007. Seasonal variation
of arthropod abundance in gaps and the understorey of a
lowland moist forest in Panama. Journal of Tropical Ecology
23:169-176.

Richardson, J. E., R. T. Pennington, T. D. Pennington, and
P. M. Hollingsworth. 2001. Rapid diversification of a species-
rich genus of neotropical rain forest trees. Science 293:2242—
2245.

Roberts, D. W. 2010. labdsv: ordination and multivariate
analysis for ecology. R package version 1.4-1. R Foundation
for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. http://cran.
r-project.org/web/packages/labdsv/labdsv.pdf

Schultes, R. E., and R. F. Raffauf. 1990. The healing forest:
medicinal and toxic plants of the northwest Amazonia.
Dioscorides Press, Portland, Oregon, USA.

Siani, A. C., M. F. S. Ramos, O. Menezes-de-Lima, Jr., R.
Ribeiro-dos-Santos, E. Fernandez-Ferreira, R. O. A. Soares,
E. C. Rosas, G. S. Susunaga, A. C. Guimaraes, M. G. B.
Zoghbi, and M. G. M. O. Henriques. 1999. Evaluation of
anti-inflammatory-related activity of essential oils from the
leaves and resins of species of Protium. Journal of Ethno-
pharmacology 66:57-69.

Swenson, N. G., et al. 2012. Phylogenetic and functional alpha
and beta diversity in temperate and tropical tree communi-
ties. Ecology 93(Supplement):S112-S125.

GREG P. A. LAMARRE ET AL.

Ecology Special Issue

Swenson, U., and A. A. Anderberg. 2005. Phylogeny, character
evolution, and classification of Sapotaceae (Ericales). Cla-
distics 21:101-130.

Torke, B. M., and B. A. Schaal. 2008. Molecular phylogenetics
of the species-rich neotropical genus Swartzia (Leguminosae,
Papilionoideae) and related genera of the swartzioid clade.
American Journal of Botany 95:215-228.

Tuomisto, H., K. Ruokolainen, M. Aguilar, and A. Sarmiento.
2003. Floristic patterns along a 43-km long transect in an
Amazonian rain forest. Journal of Ecology 91:743-756.

Van Bael, S. A., J. D. Brawn, and S. K. Robinson. 2003. Birds
defend trees from herbivores in a Neotropical forest canopy.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA
100:8304-8307.

Warton, D. I., and J. Ormerod. 2006. smart R package. Version
2.0. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna,
Austria. http://cran.r-project.org/

Webb, C. O., and M. J. Donoghue. 2005. Phylomatic: tree
assembly for applied phylogenetics. Molecular Ecology
Notes 5:181-183.

Weeks, A., D. C. Daly, and B. B. Simpson. 2005. The
phylogenetic history and historical biogeography of the
frankincense and myrrh family (Burseraceae) based on
nuclear and chloroplast sequence data. Molecular Phyloge-
netics and Evolution 35:85-101.

Whitfeld, T.J. S., V. Novotny, S. E. Miller, J. Hrcek, P. Klimes,
and G. D. Weiblen. 2012. Predicting tropical insect herbivore
abundance from plant traits and phylogeny. Ecology
93(Supplement):S211-S223.

Wittmann, F., J. Schongart, and W. J. Junk. 2010. Phytoge-
ography, species diversity, community structure and dynam-
ics of Central Amazonian floodplain forests. Pages 57-97 in
W. J. Junk, M. T. F. Piedade, P. Parolin, F. Wittmann, and J.
Schongart, editors. Amazonian floodplain forests: ecophys-
iology, biodiversity and sustainable management. Springer
Verlag, Heidelberg, Germany.

Wright, 1., et al. 2004. The world-wide leaf economics spectrum.
Nature 428:821-827.

Wright, S. J. 2002. Plant diversity in tropical forests: a review of
mechanisms of species coexistence. Oecologia 130:1-14.

Wright, S. J., C. Carrasco, O. Calderon, and S. Paton. 1999.
The El Nifo Southern Oscillation, variable fruit production,
and famine in a tropical forest. Ecology 80:1632—-1647.

Zoghbi, M., J. Sigueira, E. Wolter, and O. Junior. 1994.
Chemical constituents of Protium (Burseraceae). Acta
Amazonica 24:59-62.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Appendix

A summary of phylogenetic signal tests (Ecological Archives E093-186-Al).




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'AP_Press'] Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


