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Summary

Here, we analysed a wide range of literature data on the leaf dry mass per unit area
(LMA). In nature, LMA varies more than 100-fold among species. Part of this variation
(c. 35%) can be ascribed to differences between functional groups, with evergreen
species having the highest LMA, but most of the variation is within groups or
biomes. When grown in the same controlled environment, leaf succulents and
woody evergreen, perennial or slow-growing species have inherently high LMA.
Within most of the functional groups studied, high-LMA species show higher leaf
tissue densities. However, differences between evergreen and deciduous species
result from larger volumes per area (thickness). Response curves constructed from
experiments under controlled conditions showed that LMA varied strongly with light,
temperature and submergence, moderately with CO2 concentration and nutrient
and water stress, and marginally under most other conditions. Functional groups
differed in the plasticity of LMA to these gradients. The physiological regulation is still
unclear, but the consequences of variation in LMA and the suite of traits interconnected
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with it are strong. This trait complex is an important factor determining the fitness
of species in their environment and affects various ecosystem processes.

Abbreviations: DPI, daily photon irradiance; LD, leaf density; LMA, leaf mass per area;
LVA, leaf volume per area (~thickness); RGR, relative growth rate; SLA, specific leaf area;
TNC, total non-structural carbohydrates; ULR, unit leaf rate; VA, volume per area.

I. Leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) 
in perspective

1. Importance for light interception and plant growth

A leaf is primarily a photosynthetic organ and as such a large
number of chloroplasts are contained in a layer of mesophyll.
The mesophyll is protected by an epidermis, which also
can provide support for the leaf, and is intermingled with a
vascular transport system. Fibres may add rigidity to a leaf
and deter herbivores that are after the protein-rich mesophyll.
Although this principle is quite general, there is amazing
variation among the 250 000 higher plant species in how a
leaf is composed from these building blocks. Consequently,
there is large variation in the amount of carbon and nutrients
that is invested in a certain area of light-intercepting foliage.
The ratio between leaf dry mass and leaf area (‘Leaf Mass per
Area’, LMA in g m−2) can be understood as the leaf-level cost
of light interception (Gutschick & Wiegel, 1988), be it that
respiratory costs for construction and maintenance are not
included.  The LMA is a key trait in plant growth (Lambers
& Poorter, 1992) and an important indicator of plant
strategies (Grime, 2001; Westoby et al., 2002), which has
been used widely in plant ecology, agronomy and forestry, but
less so in plant physiology. This review aims for a quantitative
framework that structures the wealth of data available on
LMA and identifies the gaps in our knowledge.

The inverse of LMA, the ratio of leaf area to leaf mass was
introduced in the growth analysis literature in the middle of
the last century (Coombe, 1960) and is termed SLA (specific
leaf area, m2 kg−1). The SLA and the fraction of plant biomass
allocated to leaves (leaf mass fraction, LMF), determine the
total amount of leaf area displayed per unit plant biomass
and are important parameters determining a plant’s relative
growth rate (RGR). By definition,

RGR = SLA × LMF × ULR Eqn 1

where ULR (‘unit leaf rate’) is the rate of increase in plant
biomass per unit leaf area, a variable closely related to the
daily rate of photosynthesis per unit leaf area (Poorter &
van der Werf, 1998).

The merit of SLA is that it scales positively and linearly
with RGR and is therefore often used in growth analyses.
However, if one wishes to analyse the underlying reasons for
variation in this ratio (anatomy, chemical composition), the
complication arises that with each additional investment in

the leaf, SLA decreases hyperbolically. In such cases, it is more
straightforward to use LMA, which scales positive linearly
with additional investments in the leaf. Throughout this review
we will therefore use the term LMA.

2. Breakdown of LMA

Leaf dry mass per area is itself a composite attribute: for
flat-leaved species LMA can be decomposed as the product of
leaf density (LD, g DM cm−3 leaf ) and leaf lamina thickness
(µm; Witkowski & Lamont, 1991). Quantifying lamina
thickness is less straightforward for species with complex
foliage structure, such as needles (Niinemets & Kull, 1995;
see Appendix A1 for a short discussion on methodological
aspects). We therefore prefer a more general term and use the
leaf volume to area ratio (LVA, cm3 m−2) rather than thickness.
This ratio has been used previously in the anatomical literature
(Shield, 1950). The LMA then is:

LMA = LVA × LD Eqn 2

These parameters can be relatively easily measured or estimated
(Vile et al., 2005). More insight into the causes of variation in
these parameters can be obtained by considering LMA as the
sum of the volumes of i different leaf tissue types per unit area
– plus the volume of air spaces – each multiplied by their
specific density (Roderick et al., 1999):

Eqn 3

In principle, for flat leaves with parallel tissue layers, the thickness
of each tissue layer could be used instead of its volume : area
ratio. However, for tissue types such as sclerenchyma, which
are diffusely distributed throughout the leaf, thickness has no
clear physical meaning. This is the second reason that we
consider LVA to be a more meaningful term than thickness to
characterize a leaf ’s anatomy.

The analysis according to Eqn 3 can be taken further by
determining the number of cells in each tissue type (Ni) and
the average size of the cells (Si) of that tissue:

Eqn 4

The last factorization links in directly with the approach of
the Russian school, where size of mesophyll and epidermal
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cells are related to number and volume of chloroplasts
(Pyankov et al., 1998; Ronzhina & Pyankov, 2001). In this
way, we can fully explore the anatomical traits that underlie
differences in LMA, and have a framework that can
quantitatively link variation over three levels of integration,
from chloroplast volume to cell size and LMA to the RGR.

An alternative way to break down LMA is to consider leaf
biomass as a composite of the mass of j different classes of
compounds, such as proteins, lignin, total nonstructural
carbohydrates (TNC) and minerals (Poorter & Villar, 1997).
In this way LMA is decomposed as:

Eqn 5

Equations 3 and 5 are interrelated, as a high volume of, say,
sclerenchymatic tissue per unit area also implies a higher
lignin content, while a high LVA taken up by mesophyll will
also entail a greater protein content.

3. Topics of this review

In this review we first consider variation in LMA across
species, as observed in the field for a wide range of plant
species belonging to various functional groups and from
various habitats (Section II). We then analyse to what extent
inherent variation in LMA can explain the observed differences
between functional groups (Section III) and decompose inherent
variation in LMA in terms of the underlying anatomical traits
and chemical composition (Section IV). Third, we consider
how plastic LMA is to environmental differences. To this end
we construct – in a second meta-analysis – response curves of
LMA for a range of environmental factors, based on
experiments under controlled conditions (Section V). We
subsequently pay attention to variation in LMA in time and
space (see Section VI), and the limited information that is
known about the physiological and molecular regulation (see
Section VII). Finally, we will return to the ecology and discuss
the importance of LMA for the performance of plants in the
field (Section VIII).

II. LMA in the field

The first reported field measurements for LMA date back at
least as far as Hanson (1917). It has now become one of the
leaf characteristics that is routinely measured in many field
studies. Here we compiled data on 6100 average LMA values
for a total of 3800 species (Appendix A2), in an aim to
understand the pattern of variation across species and biomes.
For that reason, species were categorised into 10 functional
groups and 11 habitats. Because most researchers did not aim
for a systematic sampling of the vegetation, these data will be
an approximation of how functional groups and habitats
differ in the average and range of LMA.

1. Functional groups

Plant species growing in the field show a wide variation in
LMA, with values ranging from less than 3 g m−2 for freshwater
Myriophyllum species (Gerber & Les, 1994) to > 2000 g m−2

for Agave deserti (Nobel, 1980). These are extreme values.
From the 5th and 95th percentile of the overall distribution
of data in the literature we derive that LMA of most terrestrial
species in the field lies between 30 g m−2 and 330 g m−2 (Fig. 1a).

LMA j

j

= ∑
M

A

Fig. 1 Distribution of leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) values in the 
field, as observed for a wide range of species from (a) different 
functional groups and (b) different habitats. Box plots characterize 
this distribution, with the bottom and top part of the box indicating 
the 25th and 75th percentile, respectively, the two whiskers the 10th 
and the 90th percentile, respectively, and the horizontal line within 
the box the median value. The median value is also printed right 
above the box plots. The total number of species present in each 
functional group or habitat is indicated at the top of the graphs. More 
information is given in Appendix A2. Post-hoc tests showed that most 
functional groups were significantly different from at least the groups 
beyond the adjacent groups in the graphs.
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How well does a categorization into ‘functional groups’ of
species explain the observed variation across species? Analysis
of variance after ln-transformation indicates that 36% of the
variation in LMA can be attributed to the groups shown
in Fig. 1a, with a general trend for LMA to increase from
aquatic plants < ferns < herbs/grasses < deciduous shrubs and
trees < evergreen shrubs and trees and succulents. There were
hardly any differences in LMA between annual and perennial
herbaceous dicots, but perennial herbaceous graminoids
showed, on average, a 60% higher LMA than annual grasses
(P < 0.001). The extreme high values observed in the
perennial graminoids are from species with evergreen leaves,
such as Lygenia and Lepidosperma, which are found in
nutrient- and water-limited ecosystems in Australia and the
southern part of Africa. The cluster of very high LMA species
seen in the shrub species-group are also from these regions
(e.g. Banksia and Hakea species from Australia, and Protea
from South Africa). Evergreen gymnosperms and succulents
show the highest mean LMA. This is true even for fern species
such as Pyrrosia, which are succulent and may show LMA
values over 200 g m−2 (Winter et al., 1986), much higher
than most other ferns.

2. Habitats

Different environmental conditions may impose different
selectional forces on plants, and drive traits to a certain degree
of divergence. We therefore considered how LMA of species
differs between habitats. Submerged plants from fresh-water
habitats have the lowest LMA (Fig. 1b), an attribute that will
concur with the low light values found in these environments,
a need for facilitation of gas exchange and the reduced
requirement for investments in support. Seagrasses have higher
LMA than freshwater species, which is likely a consequence of
the higher drag by waves in this habitat that probably requires
sturdier leaves (Cambridge & Lambers, 1998). Alpine grasslands
show somewhat higher LMA than lowland grasslands
(64 g m−2 vs 50 g m−2), but are pooled for this graph. Tundra
species have a larger LMA range than grasslands. Differences
between different types of forest are remarkably small, with, as
yet, too few data for boreal forest to allow for a good estimate.
Habitats that stand out because of a large proportion of
high-LMA species are the desert, shrublands (which we define as
rather open vegetations with shrubs) and woodlands (which
we define as open vegetation with trees), where either drought,
nutrient limitation or both strongly hamper growth. These
are the ecosystems that support evergreen shrubs, small trees
or succulents, which show the highest LMA values.

Analysis of variance showed that the current separation into
11 habitats explains 36% of the total variation. Within each
habitat, there is at least a two- to six-fold range in LMA. In
multistorey communities, this will partly be the consequence
of plants being sampled from different strata of the vegetation,
which differ in light availability (Eliáš, 1979; see section V.1).

However, also in larger scale comparisons across grasslands or
shrublands, where only sun-exposed leaves are sampled,
approx. 40–60% of the total variation in LMA is between
species within habitats (Körner et al., 1989; Poorter & De
Jong, 1999; Wright et al., 2004). The ecological aspects of LMA
variation among species will be discussed in Section VIII.

III. Inherent differences

We now analyse to what extent variation in LMA is inherent,
and whether functional groups of species can explain part of
the observed variation. Given the strong environmental
control of LMA (Section V), this requires analysis of plants
grown under the same environmental conditions. Thus, we
considered multispecies experiments in growth chambers,
glasshouses or common gardens where all species were treated
similarly and expressed the average LMA of species belonging
to a given group of interest, say woody species, relative to the
average of a control group, say herbaceous species. A more
extended description of this approach and the database is
given in Appendix A3.

1. Woody species

Not many experiments have included woody and herbaceous
species under standardized conditions. However, almost all of the
available evidence shows that tree species (generally seedlings)
have a higher LMA than the herbaceous species they were
compared with. The median difference is 37%, which is
smaller than the 83% differences in the compilation of field
data (Fig. 1a). The large increases in LMA of tree species with
age, which are discussed in Section VI.2, may explain some of
the differences between field and laboratory observations.

Evergreen species generally have higher LMA values than
deciduous ones (Sobrado, 1991; Villar & Merino, 2001),
both in the field and under controlled conditions (Fig. 2).
However, there is generally considerable overlap between the
two groups of species (Castro-Díez et al., 2000; Wright et al.,
2005). Using phylogenetically independent contrasts, R. Vil-
lar (unpublished) showed that a large part of the overlap was
caused by phylogeny. That is, evergreen species from a given
family generally have a higher LMA than the deciduous
species, but differences between families are as large as the
differences between evergreen and deciduous species.

2. Herbaceous species

In growth chamber experiments, large-scale comparisons among
herbaceous or among woody plant species have recurrently
found that slow-growing species have a much higher LMA
than fast-growing species (reviewed in Poorter & van der
Werf, 1998; Veneklaas & Poorter, 1998), and indicate that
variation in LMA is much stronger and better correlated with
RGR than variation in ULR (cf. Eqn 1). However, results are
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not equivocal, as some other reports show ULR to be much better
correlated with RGR (Shipley, 2002). Light intensity may
play a role in shifting the balance between the importance
of the different growth parameters, with variation in LMA
becoming less important in explaining variation in RGR
when daily irradiance increases (Poorter, 1999; Shipley, 2006).
However, other studies show LMA to be equally important
in explaining variation in RGR at low and at high light
intensities (for review see Poorter & van der Werf, 1998).
Although the debate about the relative importance of both
growth parameters is not settled, it is nonetheless clear that in
almost all experiments with herbaceous or with woody plants,
the species with a slower RGR do have a higher LMA (Fig. 2).

Perennial species generally show higher LMAs than annual
species. Higher LMAs for perennials have also been found in
co-occurring grasses in the field (Garnier et al., 1997; Li et al.,
2005). The difference partly coincides with a difference in
RGR, and as such links with the differences between slow-
growing and fast-growing species (Garnier et al., 1992).

Although more an ecological than an inherent characteristic,
invading species grown under controlled conditions have
been reported more often than not to have a lower LMA than
the native species of the habitat being invaded (Leishman
et al., 2007). Also in this case, the differences concur partly

with those of the fast- and slow-growing syndrome. However,
it is clearly not one single factor that makes a plant species an
invader, and overall, there is wider variation in responses than
for other comparisons.

3. Other comparisons

There are a number of small-scale comparisons between
species with C3 and C4 pathways under controlled or at least
similar conditions, in which the C4 species have been reported
to have a lower LMA than the C3 species. However, in the few
larger-scale experiments (DaMatta et al., 2001; Reich et al.,
2003) the differences were less clear. Succulent plants, which
include many CAM species, have a considerable higher LMA
than nonsucculent C3 species (Fig. 2), which is in agreement
with the field data (Fig. 1a). It is unclear to what extent CAM
metabolism may affect LMA independently from succulence,
although it has been observed in the genus of succulent Clusia
that CAM species had higher LMA than C3 species (V.
Barrera, unpublished).

Variation in LMA at a given level of environmental resources
is also present among genotypes of a given species. In most
cases the variation is 10–50% (Rebetzke et al., 2004; van Rijn
et al., 2005), but alfalfa (Medicago sativa) genotypes vary more
than a factor of two in LMA (Pearce et al., 1969). Intraspecific
variation in LMA allows estimates of broad-sense heritabilities.
Results depend on species and genotypes considered, but
estimated heritability may be up to 60–90% (Rebetzke et al.,
2004; Songsri et al., 2008).

4. Laboratory versus field

Part of the species comparisons under controlled conditions are
inspired by ecological questions aimed at determining the extent
to which species traits are able to explain the distribution of
species in the field. Given the potentially large effects of
the environment, the question arises whether species-specific
variation in the laboratory, generally measured for young
plants, remains present under field conditions. Species in the
field generally have much higher LMA, which will be caused
by the higher daily photon irradiance (DPI) they experience
in conjunction with lower temperatures (Section V; Garnier
& Freijsen, 1994). Indeed, differences between laboratory
and field were largest for tree seedlings grown at very low
DPI compared with adult trees in the field (Cornelissen et al.,
2003a), suggesting that use of higher light intensities in
controlled experiments is required to realistically scale from
the laboratory to the field. Ontogeny may also play a role in
explaining the absolute difference, especially in the case of
trees (Section VI). Nonetheless, in most comparisons to
date a positive correlation holds between species ranking in
the laboratory and the field (Poorter & De Jong, 1999;
Cavender-Bares et al., 2004; Mokany & Ash, 2008), with an
r2 between 0.5 and 0.9.

Fig. 2 Inherent differences in leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) 
between different functional groups of species. The box plots give the 
distribution of ratios, where each ratio represents an experiment with 
the average value of group A (for example woody species in the first 
contrast) relative to the average value of group B (herbaceous species 
in the first contrast). Because of restricted information on the 
comparison of succulents with nonsucculents, we only give an 
average value. The number of experiments on which the various 
contrasts is based is indicated at the top of the graph. More 
information on the box plots can be found in the legend of Fig. 1. 
Information on the methods may be found in Appendix A3. 
*, P < 0.05; **, P < 0.01; ***, P < 0.001.
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IV. Relation with anatomy and chemical 
composition

Having analysed the overall differences in LMA between species,
the question now arises how interspecific variation in LMA can
be explained by variation at the anatomical and chemical level.

1. LVA versus LD

From the data we compiled here for laboratory- and field-grown
plants (Appendix A2 and A5), we infer that in most C3 and C4
species LVA will lie between 100 cm3 m−2 and 700 cm3 m−2

(equivalent to µm), and dry mass density between 0.1 g cm−3

and 0.6 g cm−3, with generally higher densities in field-grown
plants (Table 1). Here we discuss a few larger-scale experiments
that focused on LMA comparisons across species, and the
relationship of LVA and LD with LMA. These experiments
comprised analyses of grasses (Garnier & Laurent, 1994; van
Arendonk & Poorter, 1994), herbaceous dicots (H. Poorter,
unpublished) and deciduous as well as evergreen woody
species (Castro-Díez et al., 2000; R. Villar, unpublished).
Within each group of species there was a weak relationship
between LMA and LVA, but in none of the cases was this
relationship significant (Fig. 3a). By contrast, strongly positive
correlations  were found with LD in all experiments but one
(Fig. 3b). Considered over all species and using a scaling-slope
analysis, as described in Appendix A4, LD explained 80% and
LVA 20% of the differences in LMA. The LVA differences
are vital, though, to explain the overall difference in LMA
between deciduous and evergreen species (P < 0.001).

Our knowledge about succulent species is limited. Nielsen
et al. (1997) reported that LVA was > 10 times higher than in
nonsucculent species; this higher value was at least in part
because of the presence of large volumes of water-storing
cells. Leaf density was two-fold lower (cf. Table 1), probably
because the water-storage cells do not contain much more
than water. Therefore, the higher LMA of succulents is mainly
caused by their higher LVA. We do not know whether CAM
succulents differ from C3 succulents.

2. Anatomy

One may ask which tissues will explain the variation in LVA
between deciduous and evergreen species, mentioned earlier.

Functional group growth

LD (g cm−3) LVA (cm3 m−2)

P10 P50 P90 P10 P50 P90

Herbaceous Controlled (n = 290) 0.08 0.18 0.31 125 215 380
Field (n = 330) 0.09 0.19 0.36 130 275 555

Woody deciduous Controlled (n = 90) 0.14 0.28 0.53 100 140 210
Field (n = 460) 0.25 0.37 0.51 95 160 235

Woody evergreen Controlled (n = 160) 0.16 0.28 0.53 130 200 335
Field (n = 860) 0.27 0.42 0.58 190 395 855

CAM Garden & Field (n = 50) 0.05 0.14 0.28 720 1710 4200

Data from plants grown under controlled conditions come from the data compiled in section 
III. Data from woody plants in the field are from Niinemets (1999). P10, P50 and P90 indicate 
the 10th, the 50th and 90th percentile.

Table 1 Estimate of the range in leaf density 
(LD) and leaf volume per area (LVA) for plants 
from different functional groups, either 
grown under controlled conditions (growth 
room, glasshouse) or in the field

Fig. 3 Relationship between (a) leaf volume per area (LVA) with leaf 
dry mass per unit area (LMA) and (b) leaf density (LD) with LMA for 
a number of across-species comparisons. Each functional group from 
each study is represented by a regression line (following type II 
regression of Warton et al., 2006). M1, monocots from Garnier & 
Laurent (1994); M2, monocots from van Arendonk & Poorter (1994); 
H1, 13 herbaceous dicots (H. Poorter, unpublished); D1 and E1, 
deciduous and evergreen species from R. Villar (unpublished); D2 and 
E2, deciduous and evergreen species from Castro-Díez et al. (2000). 
Broken lines indicate nonsignificant relationships and continuous lines 
a significant relationship (P < 0.05).
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In most anatomical literature, results of leaf cross-section
analysis have been presented as volumetric fractions of
different tissues. However, in order to break down LMA into
its anatomical building blocks, one needs to calculate the
volume of each tissue per unit leaf area (see Section I.2).
Analysis of the deciduous–evergreen contrast showed that
evergreen species had considerably greater mesophyll tissue
volume per unit leaf area (R. Villar, unpublished), which is
intriguing because these species did not have higher rates
of photosynthesis. Evergreens do have thicker cell walls
(Terashima et al., 2006) and possibly they compensate their
lower cell wall conductance for CO2 with a larger volume
of mesophyll. The larger volume of mesophyll resulted
predominantly from evergreens having larger cells, and far
less because of an increased number of cells (Castro-Díez
et al., 2000; R. Villar, unpublished). Within each group
(deciduous or evergreen), high-LMA species had a similar
total LVA compared with low-LMA species, but a relatively
lower volume of epidermal tissue. Leaves with a higher volume
of epidermis had a lower LD. Within the grasses, high-LMA
species showed a higher volume of sclerenchymatic tissue and
vascular bundles.

A low leaf density could be caused by the presence of a large
volume of air spaces. This enhances conductivity within the
leaf, which may facilitate photosynthesis (Niinemets, 1999).
A high density can be caused by a large fraction of mesophyll,
or a high proportion of lignified tissue, that may be important
for leaf toughness, and thereby leaf and plant survival (Alva-
rez-Clare & Kitajima, 2007). To make our investigations in
Eqn 3 complete, one not only needs to know the volumes
taken up by the various tissues, but also their density. Unfor-
tunately, we have little insight into the density of different tis-
sues, let alone variation between species. Determination of
densities of individual leaf fractions is not straightforward, as
it is difficult to separate the various tissues from each other.
Winter et al. (1993) reported that the volume of epidermal
cells in barley consisted of 99% vacuole. In mesophyll cells,
vacuoles formed 73% of the volume, with chloroplasts and
mitochondria occupying 20%. As these plastids are much
denser than the vacuole, one could expect mesophyll to have
a higher density than the epidermis. Alternatively, one could
reason that the density of epidermal cells is higher, as their
cell walls are thicker (U. Niinemets, unpublished). A few
studies have determined simultaneously the volume per area
(VA) of the different tissues as well as LD and LMA (Van
Arendonk & Poorter, 1994; Castro-Díez et al., 2000; R. Vil-
lar & H. Poorter, unpublished). Using a multiple regression, we
regressed the VA of epidermis, mesophyll and vascular tissue
against LMA. In principle, the regression coefficients should
then give an estimate of the average density of these tissues
over all species. Averaged over all groups of species epidermal
tissue was shown to be low in density, mesophyll densities
were closest to that of the overall leaf and vascular tissue
plus sclerenchyma showed the highest values (Table 2).

These are rather rough estimates, owing partly to the fact that
these cross-sections only represent part of the leaf and
partly to the fact that the densities of the different tissues
vary with species. They are, nonetheless, in accord with the
observation that the area around the main vein has a higher
LMA value than the rest of the leaf (Section V.1). By publish-
ing these first approximations, we hope to stimulate the
scientific community to come up with experimentally derived
estimates.

3. Chemical composition

The dry mass of a leaf consists of a wide range of constituents
that can be grouped into eight different classes of compounds:
minerals, organic acids, total nonstructural carbohydrates (TNC;
starch, soluble sugars, fructans), total structural carbohydrates
(TSC), soluble phenolics, protein, lignin and lipids. In general,
these compounds comprise c. 90–95% of the plant’s biomass
(Poorter & Villar, 1997). When LMA doubles because all
leaf components double, then the concentration of these
compounds per unit dry mass would remain constant,
whereas the content per unit leaf area would be simply twice
as high for all constituents. However, this is seldom the case.
For 24 herbaceous species grown in a growth chamber, we
regressed the content per unit area of the eight classes of
compounds against LMA, which varied twofold between the
most extreme species (Poorter & Bergkotte, 1992; Van Arendonk
& Poorter, 1994). All classes of compounds (shown stacked
on each other in Fig. 4a to visualize the total amount of
biomass per unit leaf area) increased in content with increasing
LMA of the species. However, compounds such as minerals
and organic acids only increased marginally, whereas constituents
such as TSC and lignin increased more than twofold. This
implies that the high-LMA species have higher concentrations of
these compounds than low-LMA species. For this experiment,
as well as for adult tree leaves (Poorter & Bongers, 2006) and
deciduous and evergreen seedlings (Villar et al., 2006) we
calculated the change in each compound relative to the change
in LMA (Fig. 4b). For organic acids, minerals and protein, this
ratio was consistently < 1, indicating that high-LMA leaves
had relatively lower concentrations of these compounds.

Table 2 Estimates of the density of different leaf tissues: epidermis 
(including the cuticle), mesophyll (without air spaces) and vascular 
tissue, derived from multiple regression analysis

Tissue Density (g cm−3)

Epidermis 0.08
Mesophyll 0.31
Vascular tissue 1.40

Data are the average values from the experiments listed in the legend 
of Fig. 3.
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Lignin and TSC had ratios consistently > 1, which implies
that high-LMA leaves always have higher concentrations of
these compounds than low-LMA leaves. Soluble phenolics,
which we would expect to be a class of compounds that was
relatively more represented in slow-growing high-LMA leaves
was indeed higher in the (evergreen) seedlings, but not in the
herbaceous plants or adult trees.

These data agree well with the overall picture of high-
LMA leaves having lower concentrations of cytoplasmic
compounds and higher concentrations of cell wall compounds
than leaves of low-LMA species (Mediavilla et al., 2008). This
can be explained by a higher fraction of sclerenchymatic tissue
(van Arendonk & Poorter, 1997), rather than by smaller cell
sizes in high-LMA species (Castro-Díez et al., 2000; R. Villar,
unpublished).

V. Environmental effects

Inherent variation (Section III) explains part of the LMA
variation in the field, but environmental conditions also have
a major impact. We have a fairly good idea of how LMA
responds qualitatively to some environmental factors (light,
CO2), but less knowledge of how LMA responds to others
(waterlogging, salinity), let alone how the magnitude of
response differs among environmental factors and why. We
therefore compiled a third body of literature data for plants
that were grown under controlled conditions (glasshouses,
growth chambers) with at least two different levels of the

environmental factor of interest. This was done for 12
environmental variables in total. A detailed explanation of the
approach and database description is given in Appendix A5.
In short, all average LMA values reported for a given species
in a given experiment were scaled to the LMA value obtained
at a preselected reference level. This reference level was
independently defined for each environmental factor and is
indicated by arrows in each panel of Fig. 5. In this way, we
obtained 30–900 observations per environmental factor,
depending on the literature available. From this range of
data we constructed average response curves of LMA for each
environmental factor and considered possible differences in
plasticity between functional groups of species.

1. Radiation

Generally, evidence shows that it is not instantaneous peak
irradiance, but rather the total photon irradiance integrated
over the day (DPI) that determines the LMA of a plant
(Chabot et al., 1979; Niinemets et al., 2004). That is, a short
period of high light intensity has the same effect on LMA
as a period twice as long with half the irradiance. For all
experiments we therefore estimated the average DPI during
the growth of the plants. An increase in DPI causes a strong
increase in LMA in almost all experiments (Fig. 5a). The
response is nonlinear (P < 0.001; Table 3; see Appendix A5
for more information): it is particularly strong at low light,
and increases more slowly above a DPI of 20 mol m−2 d−1.

Fig. 4 (a) Leaf chemical composition of low-leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) and high-LMA leaves in a comparison of 24 herbaceous species, 
described in Poorter & Bergkotte (1992). For each species the content per unit leaf area was calculated for all eight classes of compounds 
measured. A regression line was calculated and subsequently the estimated value for a low-LMA and a high-LMA leaf calculated. Following 
Eqn 5 (see text), these values were stacked on each other to add up to the full biomass of the leaf. (b) Subsequently, the ratio between the 
estimates of the content of each constituent of the low-LMA and the high-LMA species was divided by the ratio of the high-LMA and low-
LMA value for three experiments: the 24 species described above, 10 adult temperate tree species from Poorter et al. (2006) and 16 deciduous 
and evergreen saplings (Villar et al., 2006). A value higher than 1 indicates that the concentration of that compound is higher in species with 
high-LMA leaves. ORA, organic acids; MIN, minerals; PRO, protein; SOP, soluble phenolics; LIP, lipids; TNC, total nonstructural carbohydrates; 
LIG, lignin; TSC, total structural carbohydrates.
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Fig. 5 Characterization of the response in leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) of plants grown in a range of environmental conditions: (a) daily 
photon irradiance (DPI); (b) red : far-red ratio (R/FR); (c) UV-B; (d) CO2 concentration; (e) ozone; (f) nutrient availability; (g) water availability 
(drought stress); (h) waterlogging; (i) submergence; (j) temperature; (k) salinity; (l) soil compaction. Data are a compilation of the literature. For 
each environmental factor a reference condition was chosen (indicated by arrows), and all data from different species were normalized to that 
condition. For more information see Appendix A5. The shaded area indicates the interquartile range (between the 25th and the 75th percentile) 
of the observed ratios in that part of the response curve. The bold continuous line within the shaded area indicates the median value. Dashed 
lines indicate the median value for a specific subgroup of species and are labelled in the graph. Generally, species were classified with respect 
to their original habitat to grow at high, intermediate or low levels of the environmental factor studied. The total number of observations present 
in each part of the response curve is indicated at the top of each graph. The y-axis is logarithmic to correct for the fact that ratios are logarithmic 
by nature.
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The response is ecologically adaptive: by increasing the area of
a given unit of leaf biomass, the interception of light is
increased under low-light conditions, while more photosynthetic
biomass per unit leaf area enhances photosynthetic capacity in
high light. Interestingly, species that were a priori classified by
us as being shade-intolerant showed a higher plasticity in their
response to light than shade-tolerant species (Table 3). This
corroborates the result of Valladares et al. (2000), who found
the same difference in plasticity for LMA between 16 Psychotria
species that were characteristic of gaps and understory. A scaling-
slope analysis of LMA with its two underlying components
(see Appendix A4 for an explanation) showed that LD and
LVA were equally important in explaining the increased LMA
with high light intensity (Fig. 6). These differences relate
strongly to the leaf morphology of the plants. Generally, it is
the VA of (palisade) parenchyma that increases with light,
whereas the VA of the epidermis remains remarkably constant
(Hanson, 1917; Onoda et al., 2008). Enhanced density at
higher irradiance is partly associated with a greater fraction of

palisade parenchyma with more tightly packed cells, and partly
with a higher TNC concentration (Niinemets et al., 1998).

Although most experiments have studied the effect of shade
by changing the total amount of light, plants grown in the
lower part of a vegetation will not only experience a lower
DPI, but also a change in light quality because of a decrease
in the red to far-red (R : FR) ratio. Only a few experiments
have considered the effect of light quality separately from light
quantity. Both increases and decreases have been reported, but on
average, the R : FR ratio seems to alter LMA to a surprisingly
minor degree (Fig. 5b).

In the field, a higher irradiance will coincide with an increase
in the amount of UV-B, which is supposed to be harmful for
the plant. Plants can protect themselves by the accumulation
of UV-screening compounds, such as soluble phenolics, in the
vacuoles. We therefore would have expected higher LMA
values at higher UV levels, but the values were marginally
lower (Fig. 5c). However, this claim awaits further confirmation,
as it is based on only a small amount of data.

Table 3 Response curves of scaled leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) values as affected by a range of environmental factors

Environmental factor
Type of 
species Constant × 103

Linear 
component × 103

Quadratic 
component × 103 df r2

Response 
ratio

Irradiance All −375 43.6 −0.458 890 0.72*** 2.56
Shade −363 42.5 −0.576 150 0.63*** 2.04
Sun −408 47.9 −0.510 420 0.74*** 2.78

Red : far red ratio All 40 0.00ns 1.00
UV-B All 30.2 −2.96 30 0.11+ 1.05
CO2 All −182 5.85 −0.020 590 0.26*** 1.27

C3 −251 8.00 −0.029 470 0.40*** 1.37
C4 −65.1 3.38 −0.039 120 0.14*** 1.12

O3 All −24.5 1.73 −0.023 140 0.09* 1.26
Monocots −27.0 3.65 −0.051 30 0.46** 1.13
Dicots 100 0.00ns 1.00

Nutrients All 128 −116 550 0.05*** 1.12
Water availability All 239 −231 310 0.18*** 1.22
Waterlogging All 0 121 90 0.19*** 1.13
Submergence All 0 −628 70 0.40*** 1.87

Subm.-prone 0 −756 40 0.68*** 2.13
Other 0 −466 30 0.66*** 1.58

Temperature All 694 −49.9 0.719 320 0.40*** 1.68
Boreal 633 −51.3 0.956 160 0.33*** 1.45
Tropical 1273 −98.6 1.563 70 0.56*** 2.51

Salinity All 26.9 141 180 0.10*** 1.13
Glycophytes 25.4 423 80 0.23*** 1.44
Halophytes −6.50 152 100 0.15*** 1.14

Compaction All −153 114 70 0.07* 1.04

Scaling was done relative to a predefined value of each environmental factor, as explained in Appendix A5. For each factor is indicated whether 
there is a linear relationship (only linear component significant), a nonlinear relationship (also the quadratic component significant), or no 
relationship at all. To allow for the logarithmic nature of ratios, all scaled LMA values were ln-transformed before the linear regression analysis. 
If there was a significant difference in plasticity between predefined subgroups of species, regression estimates for each subgroup are given as 
well. For each relationship the degrees of freedom (df) and the r2 are indicated, and the response ratio, which is defined as the ratio between 
the highest and the lowest fitted LMA value along the regression line. This indicates how plastic LMA is for that parameter within the ranges 
considered here. Response ratios larger than 1.5 are printed in bold type. In the case of submergence, submergence-prone species were taken 
as those terrestrial plants growing in wet habitats or close to the river. For clarity, all estimates of regression constants were multiplied by 1000. 
+, 0.05 < P < 0.10; *, P < 0.05; **, P < 0.01; ***, P < 0.001.



Tansley review

© The Authors (2009) New Phytologist (2009) 182: 565–588
Journal compilation © New Phytologist (2009) www.newphytologist.org

Review 575

2. Atmospheric composition

Concentrations of CO2 higher than ambient generally result
in increased LMA, whereas the scarce observations made at
preindustrial CO2 levels show a decreased LMA (Fig. 5d).
Over the range of concentrations considered, the response
is somewhat saturating (P < 0.001; Table 3), also when only
C3 species are considered. The increase in LMA for C3 species
coincides with both an increase in LVA and in LD (Fig. 6).
Contrary to the effect of light, no increase in the number of
mesophyll layers is observed. Nevertheless, thickness does
increase (Sims et al., 1998a), reflecting larger mesophyll
cells (Radoglou & Jarvis, 1990). The positive effects of CO2
on leaf density are strongly connected to the accumulation of
starch, with concentrations that sometimes surpass 40% of
the leaf biomass. The response of LMA does not appear to
be very adaptive: on a TNC-free basis, the effect of CO2 on
LMA is generally small or absent (Allen et al., 1998; Roumet
et al., 1999).

There is an intriguing contrast between C3 and C4 species in
their response, with C4 species even showing a decrease in LMA
at the highest CO2 concentration. This is based on only seven

observations, but the average deviates significantly from unity
(P < 0.001). As far as we know, the effect of high [CO2] on
the leaf anatomy of C4 species has not been investigated.
Generally, no accumulation of TNC is found, even though
the rate of photosynthesis is stimulated (Wand et al., 1999).
It is possible that the indirect effect of an improved water status
because of reduced stomatal conductance, in conjunction with
a higher leaf temperature owing to reduced transpiration
can explain the decrease in LMA in C4 species (cf. Fig. 5g,j;
Ghannoum et al., 2000).

Ozone increases leaf starch concentrations (Schmitt et al.,
1999), thereby altering leaf density but not leaf thickness. The
net effect of ozone on LMA is small, with a tendency towards
increased LMA at high ozone levels in dicots and towards
decreased LMA in monocots (Fig. 5e). The number of obser-
vations is limited, especially for monocots, but the difference
between groups is significant (P < 0.05). Interestingly, ozone
sensitivity is likely to be higher for species with an inherently
low LMA, possibly because this trait is connected with faster
growth and a greater stomatal conductance that results in
greater ozone uptake at a given ambient ozone concentration
(Bassin et al., 2007).

3. Nutrients

Lack of nutrients, most notably N, will decrease growth more
than photosynthesis, leading to accumulation of TNC. This
in itself may increase LMA, as in the case of elevated CO2.
However, at low nutrient availabilities, leaf protein concentration
will be much lower, sometimes decreasing quantitatively
even more strongly than TNC increases (Fig. 5b in Poorter &
Villar, 1997). The net consequence can be that the sum of
both compounds, which together form 30–60% of the
leaf biomass, remains constant. The effect of low nutrient
availability on leaf anatomy is much smaller than the effect of
light (Shields, 1950) and, consequently, the overall effect of
nutrients on LMA is moderate, and (on average) only shows
when plants are severely limited in growth (Fig. 5f ). The
impact of nutrient limitation on whole-plant leaf area is much
stronger and, consequently, reduced leaf area may result in
higher irradiances in lower leaves, thereby increasing total-
plant LMA as well. The variation in response is wide across
experiments and cannot be explained by plasticity differences
between species from nutrient-poor and nutrient-rich habitats
(Table 3; Fig. 5f ). As far as changes in LMA are driven by
nutrient stress, they are due more to alteration in LD than
in LVA (Fig. 6). Of all environmental factors considered,
nutrient stress is the one that affects LMA proportionally
most through a change in density.

4. Water

The degree to which plants experience water limitation depends
on species-specific alterations in stomatal conductance after

Fig. 6 Median scaling slopes (SS) of leaf density (LD) and leaf volume 
per area (LVA) indicating how a relative change in leaf dry mass per 
unit area (LMA) accompanies a relative change in these factors. All 
slopes are positive, indicating that LMA is positively affected by LD 
and LVA. The lines indicate the interquartile range for each factor. 
An explanation of the scaling slopes is given in Appendix A4. Data 
pertain to LMA variation caused by different environmental variables 
(light, CO2, water, temperature, submergence, nutrients), compiled 
in Appendix A5. The median scaling slope across a number of species 
comparisons within grasses, within herbaceous dicots, and within 
deciduous and evergreen species is also given (‘within functional 
groups’, diamond). References for these data are given in the legend 
of Fig. 3.
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withholding water, which complicates assessment of drought
effects on foliage structure. Furthermore, drought treatments
are diverse and range from suddenly withholding water after
a life-long period of optimal supply, repeated dry periods
with intermediate watering or more or less constant low water
conditions throughout the experiment. The first approach
does not yield data that are relevant to answer our questions
as leaf structure and chemistry hardly had time to acclimatize.
The last method approaches steady-state conditions and is
most relevant for the current analysis, but is only rarely
used. Therefore, we also included the repeated dry–wet cycle
experiments in the analysis. The experimental evidence points
towards an increase in LMA with decreasing water availability
(Fig. 5g). Starch levels are reported to be variable, either
reducing as the result of sugar hydrolysis to decrease leaf
osmotic potential or staying constant under drought stress
(Chaves et al., 2003; Schurr et al., 2000), and so cannot
explain the increase in LMA. Leaves developed under low
water availability do have lower expansion rates. The cells are
therefore smaller and more tightly packed, with a lower fraction
of air spaces (Maximov, 1929; Shields, 1950). The thickness
of cell walls is also greater, collectively resulting in a greater LD.
By contrast, LVA is reported to decrease in drought-developed
leaves owing to limited cell expansion growth (Lambers et al.,
2008), although this is not supported by our analysis in Fig. 6.
These responses result in more rigid leaves that wilt less easily
under dry conditions, which may be advantageous when
plants are also competing for light. A smaller transpiring leaf
surface at the leaf (LMA) and plant level will reduce the water
requirements under dry conditions. We did not find a difference
in plasticity for species from wet and dry environments.

Waterlogging is a peculiar condition where only the root
system is inundated. The anaerobic environment around
the roots hinders uptake of water of most species because of
reduced root conductance. As the shoot stays in air, evaporative
demand remains constant, with the consequence that the
shoot suffers from drought stress. This is likely the reason why
the LMA response is rather similar to that of drought (i.e.
waterlogging results in smaller leaves with greater LMA; Fig. 5h).
Some species are able to escape these problems through internal
aeration of the roots by developing aerenchyma in existing
roots or new, adventitious roots with extensive aerenchyma
(Kozlowski, 1997).

Plants that are entirely submerged face partly different
problems compared with those that are waterlogged. Apart from
slow diffusion of gases in the roots, there is also only limited
ability for gas exchange in the shoot (Voesenek et al., 2006).
Without special adaptations for CO2 and bicarbonate uptake,
such as those present in aquatic plants, the rate of photosynthesis
strongly decreases. Moreover, light intensity also decreases
upon flooding, especially when water turbidity increases the
concentration of soil particles and humic substances. From
this perspective, one would expect LMA to decrease under
flooding and this is indeed what happens (Fig. 5i). Interestingly,

continuous wetting of leaves of nonsubmerged Phaseolus
plants also decreases LMA (Ishibashi & Terashima, 1995).
The lower LMA in submerged leaves coincides with a decrease
in cell wall and cuticle thickness, which reduce the overall CO2
liquid-phase diffusion pathway to chloroplasts (Mommer
et al., 2005). Apart from structural changes in leaf anatomy,
the decrease is also caused by strongly reduced TNC levels,
reflecting reduced photosynthesis and increased glycolysis.
Amphibious plants and other species characteristic of wetter
habitats show a greater decrease in LMA than other species
(P < 0.05). This is intriguing, as tolerant species have thin-
ner cell walls anyway (Mommer et al., 2007). The fact that
submerged leaves change more in LD than in LVA (Fig. 6)
may be because, in most experiments, quite some leaves were
already present before the submergence started.

5. Temperature

At low temperatures, limited cell expansion leads to a large
number of small cells per unit area and, accordingly, more cell
wall material per unit leaf volume (greater LD) and more cell
layers (greater LVA; Atkin et al., 2006). More cell layers also
imply a higher protein content per unit leaf area. In addition,
the content of secondary compounds such as proline can
increase (Usadel et al., 2008). Consequently, LMA of plants
grown at low temperature is higher (Fig. 5j). Ball et al. (2002)
showed that a higher LVA could reduce the incidence and
severity of freezing stress by slowing down the rate of freezing.
At higher temperatures, LMA decreases, but not at the same
rate, making the response nonlinear (P < 0.01). There is a
clear difference in the response of boreal and tropical species,
with the tropical species changing LMA more for a given
change in temperature (P < 0.05). The LD contributes more
strongly to the change in LMA with temperature than does
LVA (Fig. 6).

6. Other factors

Salt stress typically induces physiological drought and the
LMA response is qualitatively the same as under low water
stress. However, there is an additional problem for most
species, which is that they have to isolate the accumulated
NaCl in the vacuole. Salinity therefore increases the LVA,
mainly owing to an increase in mesophyll cell size or number
of layers (Longstreth & Nobel, 1979; Kozlowski, 1997). Little
is known about changes in LD, but reduction in intercellular
spaces has been observed. The overall effect is a small increase
in LMA (Fig. 5k). Halophytes are better than glycophytes in
excluding salts, which may be the reason that halophytes
increase LMA only at higher salinities and relatively less strongly
than halophytes.

Soil compaction increased LMA to some extent, but the
changes are generally very modest (Fig. 5j). A similar picture
emerges for plants under mechanical stress, where increases
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are small (Anten et al., 2006) or absent (Kobayashi et al.,
1999). Wind combines mechanical stress with increased
transpiration, but here also the effect is small or nonexistent
(Retuerto & Woodward, 1982 and references therein).

The bigger picture that emerges from this analysis is that LMA
is high in cases where carbon availability is high, either as a result
of the faster rate of photosynthesis at high supplies of light and
CO2 or in conditions where the rate of photosynthesis is
decreased, but the demand for carbohydrates for growth is
hampered even more strongly (low nutrients, low temperature).
This may also come about by arresting cell expansion through
reduced turgor, as in the case of drought stress. For the
environmental variables considered here, the ranges used in
the wide variety of experiments analysed span most of what
plants are likely to experience in the field. On average, LMA
varies strongest with light, followed by temperature and sub-
mergence (see the response ratios in Table 3). The effects of
CO2, nutrients and drought are more modest than the first
three, and changes are marginal for most of the other factors
considered. This agrees well with field observations on naturally-
grown Quercus ilex trees from a wide range of locations, where
LMA was found to change relatively strongly with light and
temperature, but less so with nutrients (Ogaya & Peñuelas,
2007). The shift in LMA is generally caused more by changes
in LD than LVA, with the most extreme case being nutrient
stress (Fig. 6). Irradiance, in fact, is the only factor where LVA
is a stronger determinant of LMA (Fig. 3).

VI. Differences in space and time

In the analyses described in Sections III and V, most of the
LMA data were determined at the end of the experiment, and
calculated as an average for the whole plant. As whole-plant
averages are partly driven by within-plant shading as well as by
within-plant differences in leaf age, we consider here LMA
variation within a plant and with time.

1. Within-plant and within-leaf variation

Shipley (1995) found in a study with 30 herbaceous species
that although most of the variation in LMA was caused by
species (70%), considerable variation in LMA was present among
the leaves of the same individual (26%). Little variability
was found between individuals of the same species (4%).
Differences within an individual can be large, a spectacular
example is that of the 100-m tall Sequoia trees, where LMA
increases with the height of the canopy from 150 g m−2 to
800 g m−2 (Koch et al., 2004; Fig. 7a). However, that is an
extreme example, and the difference is generally twofold,
both for tree species and for herbaceous plants (Fig. 7a,b).
Differences can be partly species-specific (Lichtenthaler et al.,
2007), but the light-gradient always plays a crucial role in
determining the LMA (Anten & Hirose, 1999; Niinemets,
2007). Other factors covary with light in canopies, most

notably water pressure deficit (drier air), air temperature and
wind speed (Baldocchi et al., 2002). Moreover, for larger trees
it may become exceedingly difficult to transport water against
the gravity gradient (Niinemets, 1997). This may be another
reason for leaves at the top to become smaller and more
xeromorphic (Maximov, 1929). A good example is the adult
Sequoia mentioned earlier. Although leaves at the top show
very high LMA values, a seedling that germinated almost at
the top of the tree in some detritus and thus experienced
exactly the same radiation environment had much larger leaves,
with presumably a lower LMA. Koch et al. (2007) could show
that reduced water availability in taller trees was a prime factor
for the differences in LMA.

In herbaceous dicots, foliage develops gradually from
bottom to top, and essentially all leaves may have experienced
high irradiance during their formation, with the duration of
the period of high light intensity depending on the rate of
canopy expansion. Nevertheless, the LMA gradient within the
canopy of herbaceous species may be as large as that for woody
species (Fig. 7b). Apparently, they are plastic enough to accli-
matize to the developing light gradient, which may in the end
be as strong in herbaceous vegetation as in temperate forests.

The LMA values also differ within a leaf. Niinemets et al.
(2007) showed that across a range of species the midrib had a
substantially higher LMA (sixfold on average) than the rest of the
lamina (cf. section IV.3). However, this is species dependent,
and for wheat the effect of the main vein on LMA was only
marginal (Rawson et al., 1987). For this species and for most
graminoids, LMA is higher at the basal than at the distal part
of the leaf (Rawson et al., 1987). This has consequences for a
vegetation consisting of graminoids without stems: they do
not follow the general trend for trees and dicot herbs, and have
the highest LMA values down in the canopy, rather than at the
top (see the insert in Fig. 7b).

2. Temporal changes

In those deciduous trees where most leaves appear at the
beginning of the growing season and stay until autumn,
LMA is high right after bud-burst, drops rapidly during leaf
expansion, after which there is an increase again (Jurik, 1986),
presumably because of a build-up of cell wall material and
chloroplasts. After these first 30 d, LMA remains remarkably
constant in most trees, until the onset of senescence when
LMA decreases again (Fig. 7c). A similar pattern was reported
for wheat leaves (Rawson et al., 1987). Older leaf cohorts
within evergreen shrubs or trees may have similar or higher
LMA values compared with younger leaves (Fig. 7d; Wright
et al., 2006). Shading of older foliage by younger leaves makes
the separation of age and light effects difficult (Brooks et al.,
1994). Age-dependent increases in LMA, when present, are
associated with accumulation of carbon-rich chemicals,
possibly reflecting thickening and enhanced lignification of
cell walls and an overall increase in LD (Niinemets, 1997).
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For woody species, leaf longevity is always much shorter than
plant longevity, and although an individual leaf will not
necessarily increase in LMA with age, older plants almost
invariably have leaves with higher LMA (Thomas & Winner,
2002; Niinemets, 2006). The increase can be more than
twofold (Veneklaas & Poorter, 1998). Plant size may have a
confounding effect here as well, as discussed above. In most
herbaceous species, there is also an increase in LMA over time
(Poorter & Pothmann, 1992; Villar et al., 2005). To what
extent these differences are caused by an increase in the
LMA of existing leaves, or a higher LMA of later-developing
leaves is unclear.

Changes in LMA also occur on a diurnal scale, with lowest
values at the end of the night and 10–50% higher values at
the end of the day (Sims et al., 1998b; Tardieu et al., 1999).

These fluctuations correlate strongly with the build-up of TNC
during the day and breakdown followed by retranslocation of
sugars during the night. However, changes in TNC alone can
only explain part of the diurnal variation, implying that other
components such as amino acids must also contribute to this
rhythm (Plhák, 1984; Bertin et al., 1999).

3. Plasticity

Leaves that have been grown in a high-light climate and are
switched to low light can substantially (30–50%) decrease
LMA within a number of days (Sims & Pearcy, 1992; Pons &
Pearcy, 1994). In fully developed leaves, this reduction can
only occur as the result of breakdown or retranslocation
of proteins and other compounds, such as starch and

 

Fig. 7 (a) Distribution of leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) over the vertical axis in (a) tree canopies; and (b) herbaceous stands, with an insert 
pertaining to graminoid vegetations. In (a), the shaded area gives the interquartile range (between the 25th and 75th percentile of the 
distribution) of the distribution of 12 different profiles along woody species. The dark line represents the median. The broken line is from the 
data of Koch et al. (2004) on Sequoia and is not included in the profile distribution of the other species. All LMA and height data were normalized 
against leaves at the top of the tree or vegetation. (c) Changes over time of the LMA of temperate deciduous woody species. All LMA data 
were normalized against the value at Julian day 160 of the year. All observations are from the Northern Hemisphere. (d) The LMA of different 
leaf cohorts in evergreen species. All LMA data were normalized against the LMA of fully expanded leaves of the youngest leaf cohort. Data 
for the various graphs are listed in the Supporting Information, Table S4.
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hemicellulose (Matile, 1974), which decrease LD. Leaves that
are still in the expansion phase, can adjust LVA better upon
momentary shading than older leaves (Yamashita et al., 2002).
In fully developed leaves, inflexible LVA is the primary factor
constraining LMA and leaf photosynthetic adjustment to
higher irradiance (Oguchi et al., 2005).

VII. Molecular regulation and physiology

Owing to the complexity of the underlying anatomical and
chemical traits (Eqns 2–4), LMA can be expected to be a
polygenic trait. At least eight quantitative trait loci (QTL) are
found in Arabidopsis (H. Poorter, unpublished), and three to
five QTL in some other species (Yin et al., 1999; Ter Steege
et al., 2005). Although the process of leaf expansion is relatively
well investigated, an integrated picture of the molecular
regulation of LMA is currently lacking. Here we discuss
possible key control points in the regulation of LMA and its
role in the physiology of the plant.

It is an attractive idea that a well-adapted leaf can be of
crucial importance for the functioning of a plant. Although
retranslocation of leaf compounds may occur (Section VI.3),
there is limited flexibility for a plant to adjust leaf morphology
and anatomy after leaf expansion has stopped. Adequate and
early sensing is therefore of critical importance in leaf formation.
In that respect it may not be surprising that for some tree
species leaf anatomy is already determined in the leaf bud and
depends on the light conditions that the leaves of the previous
cohort experienced (Eschrich et al., 1989; Uemura et al.,
2000). Most herbaceous species will have to rely on a regulation
mechanism that is dependent on the sensing of previously
formed leaves. In an interesting experiment, Yano & Terashima
(2001) shaded either the older leaves or the apex of Chenopodium.
They found that the leaf anatomy of the newly developed
leaves was determined by the light status of the older leaves,
but that chloroplast differentiation depended on the local
environment of the developing leaf. What are the sensing and
signalling mechanisms to gauge the environment?

1. Carbohydrate status

Under most conditions where TNC accumulation occurs
(high light, high CO2, low nutrients, low temperature) LMA
is increased (Section V). This is also true for tomato
(Lycopersicon esculentum) plants where the source : sink ratio
was increased experimentally by removing a number of fruits
(Bertin & Gary, 1998). The result of starch accumulation may
be direct: Arabidopsis thaliana sex1 mutants lack the enzyme
to break down starch, and partly as a consequence of high
starch contents per leaf area have dense, thick leaves with a
higher LMA than wild-type plants (Table 4). In addition to
the increase of leaf dry mass as sugars accumulate, it is
pertinent to ask whether there is also a possible regulatory link
between the increase in LMA and availability of nonstructural

carbohydrates. It has been suggested that trehalose-6-phosphate
(T6P) is a sensor for the sugar status of the plants. Mutants of
Arabidopsis and Nicotiana that are genetically manipulated to
have artificially low T6P levels in their cells have low LMA,
whereas genotypes with high T6P levels have leaves with high
LMA (Schluepmann et al., 2003; Pellny et al., 2004). However,
evidence incongruent with an important role of sugars is the
finding that feeding a plant directly with sugars has little
effect on LMA (Begna et al., 2001). Araya et al. (2008),
manipulating the environment of older leaves, could not find
a difference in the sugar status of the younger leaves either.

2. Effect of light

Although the R : FR ratio does not affect LMA strongly
(Fig. 5b), differences in light quality may still be important.
Soybean and cucumber grown under blue-light deficient
conditions show lower LMA values (Britz & Sager, 1990; S.
Hoogewoning, unpublished). Arabidopsis mutants disturbed
in blue-light sensing because of a nonfunctional cryptochrome
1 do indeed have pale green leaves with lower LMA than the
wild type (Table 4). This is also true for mutants disturbed in
phytochrome B. Given that there was so little effect of the
R : FR ratio on LMA, this could suggest that phytochrome B
also acts as a sensor for light quantity.

3. Effect of hormones

Any sensing of sugars or light has to be followed by a signal
transduction pathway to make the sensing effective. Hormones
often play a role. There is a relatively strong effect of
gibberellins (GA) on LMA: the mutants hampered in GA
synthesis or perception show an increased LMA, both in
Arabidopsis (Tab. 4) as well as in Lycopersicon (Nagel et al.,
2001), and addition of GA decreases LMA (Dijkstra et al.,
1990). The role of other hormones seems to be smaller.
Tomato mutants deficient in abscisic acid are unable to close
their stomata. They have a high LMA that is associated with
their deteriorated water status (Nagel et al., 1994; Fig. 5g).
Mutants that lack any ethylene sensing have leaves with a
lower LMA (Tholen et al., 2004). Application of cytokinins

Table 4 Per cent difference in leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) of 
Arabidopsis mutants relative to their wild type

Mutant Wild type % Difference P

Cryptochrome 1 (cry1) Ler −42 ***
Phytochrome B (phyB) Ler −26 ***
GA-insensitive (gai) Ler +33 **
Starch excess (sex1) Col-0 +41 ***

Plants were grown in pots for 35 d at a daily photon irradiance of 
11 mol m−2 d−1.
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increases LMA (Pons et al., 2001). The distribution of cytokinins
is also a regulating factor in the retranslocation of proteins
and other compounds upon shading of older leaves in the
vegetation, and thereby their decreased LMA (Boonman
et al., 2007).

4. Relationship with physiology

Within a given species, there is often a tight relationship between
photosynthetic capacity and LMA. This is well illustrated
by plants grown at different light intensities: plants grown at
high-light intensity have a considerably higher photosynthetic
capacity per unit leaf area, but also a higher LMA with a higher
volume per area of mesophyll (Section V.1). When expressed
per unit leaf dry mass, however, photosynthetic capacity is
similar for high-light and low-light plants, as is the protein
concentration (Evans & Poorter, 2001). Thus, photosynthetic
capacity scales linearly with the biomass investment in the leaf,
making leaf anatomy the main driver of the light-saturated rate
of photosynthesis. As in low-light plants, genetic manipulations
or mutations that decrease the photosynthetic machinery
often decrease LMA as well. For example, antisense Rubisco
plants do have a lower photosynthetic capacity per unit leaf
area. But they also have a lower LMA (Quick et al., 1991),
similar to low-light plants, which implies that their mass-based
rates of photosynthesis are not affected as much as the
area-based rates. Consequently, RGR values are rather similar
to those of the wild type (Masle et al., 1993).

Genotypes may show similar covariation of LMA and
photosynthesis. When the first portable infrared gas analysers
allowed screening of a wide range of genotypes of alfalfa, a strong
positive relationship was reported between photosynthetic
capacity and LMA (Pearce et al., 1969). The authors therefore
concluded that LMA was a good proxy to select for high-
yielding genotypes. However, per unit leaf mass, all genotypes
performed the same, which implies that the C-gain and
growth rate of individually-grown plants could well be similar.

VIII. Ecological consequences

1. LMA is an important component of plant strategies

The LMA plays a central role in various plant strategy schemes
(Westoby, 1998; Grime, 2001; Westoby et al., 2002), where
it can be considered an index of a species’ position along a
continuum between low-LMA species at one end (that realize
a fast resource acquisition and growth), and high-LMA species
at the other (that realize a high resource conservation and
persistence). Low-LMA species therefore tend to have a fitness
advantage under high-resource conditions and are typically
found in productive habitats, whereas high-LMA species have
a fitness advantage under adverse growing conditions and are
typically found in unproductive habitats. As a consequence,
LMA varies among species that partition environmental

gradients, and tends to be higher for species from oligotrophic
habitats (Poorter & De Jong, 1999; Wright & Westoby 1999),
evergreen species from shaded (Walters & Reich, 1999; Lusk
et al., 2008; Poorter, 2009) or low-rainfall habitats (Wright
et al., 2001; Santiago et al., 2004; Schulze et al., 2006) and
species from undisturbed habitats (Louault et al., 2005). The
LMA is found to be one of the main traits that determines the
primary axis of specialization among British herbaceous plants
(Grime et al., 1997). As such, it has been used together with
leaf dry matter content (Hodgson et al., 1999; Caccianiga
et al., 2006) to assign species a position in the CSR-strategy
scheme of Grime (2001).

2. LMA as part of a trait complex

The LMA is part of a whole suite of interconnected traits
that together shape the performance of plants. Species with
low LMA tend to have a high concentration of proteins and
minerals, a high water content, a low concentration of lignin
and other secondary compounds, and a fast metabolism (high
rates of photosynthesis and respiration per unit leaf dry mass).
Such species also show a high rate of photosynthesis per unit
leaf nitrogen; they generally have leaves that require less force
to tear apart or puncture and have a short life-span (Lambers
& Poorter, 1992 and references therein; Wright & Westoby,
2002). As a consequence of this, such species have a high RGR
under optimal growth conditions. High LMA leaves seem to be
built to persist; under laboratory conditions, where herbivores
are offered a choice between a range of leaves with different
LMA, high-LMA leaves are generally avoided (Fig. 8a),
and similar preferences can be observed in the field (Pérez-
Harguindeguy et al., 2003). Because of a better defence
against herbivores and physical hazards, there is a positive
correlation between LMA and leaf longevity in the field
(Fig. 8b; Wright et al., 2004). Species with an inherently high
LMA not only have a greater lifespan of leaves but also of roots
(Ryser, 1996), thereby more efficiently conserving the acquired
nutrients and carbon. A high leaf and root longevity enhances
the residence time of nutrients in plants, thus providing
high-LMA species with a competitive advantage on nutrient-
poor soils (Aerts & Chapin, 2000). However, this comes at
the expense of a reduced inherent growth rate.

This complex of correlated traits is rather robust: when
world-wide comparisons are made across species growing in
their natural habitats, we see again the same trade-offs with
low-LMA species having a higher nitrogen concentration, and
specific assimilation and respiration rates, and high-LMA
species showing a long leaf lifespan (Reich et al., 1997; Díaz
et al., 2004; Wright et al., 2004).

3. Is LMA a good predictor of plant performance?

When it comes to an ecological evaluation, the individual role
of each of these traits is not easily separated and evaluated.
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One way to get quantitative insight into the effects of a single
trait on plant performance is to use a modelling approach.
Spitters & Aerts (1983), for example, modelled the effect of
weeds on field crop performance, and showed that a low LMA
before canopy closure provided weeds with a competitive
advantage over crop species. Using a game-theoretical model,
Schieving & Poorter (1999) showed that a genotype in a
vegetation that realizes a lower LMA than its neighbours can
increase its fitness, even to the extent that the productivity of
the whole stand would decrease. Sterck et al. (2006) combined
field data with a process-based plant model to show that
LMA is the best predictor of interspecific variation in sapling
growth in high-light gaps, whereas leaf lifespan is the best
predictor of interspecific variation in sapling survival in the
shaded forest understory.

In real plants, where LMA is one of the correlated traits in
the trait complex, the situation may be more complex. The
LMA is often used because it is one of the easy to measure
parameters, with a good foundation in growth theory. However,
this does not imply that for specific aspects it is always the best
predictor of plant performance. For example, in the cafeteria
experiments described above, some low-LMA leaves are eaten
as little as high-LMA species. In such cases protein and water
content will be better predictors for a given subset of species
than LMA itself (Pérez-Harguindeguy et al., 2003). Secondary
defence compounds will also play a role in herbivory. In those
cases, even small concentrations that hardly affect LMA may
significantly curb the set of herbivores able to feed on given
leaves (Coley, 1983). Also, the relationship between LMA and
leaf longevity is more subtle than may be expected at first
sight. When deciduous and evergreen species are analysed
independently they do not follow the same overall relationship:
the slope of the line describing this relationship is relatively

steep in the case of evergreens (Fig. 8b; P < 0.001) but does
not significantly deviate from zero for the deciduous species.
This implies that evergreens can gain a higher leaf longevity
per additional investment of biomass. Deciduous species,
which are genetically programmed to abscise their leaves at the
end of the growing season, do not show such a gain in leaf lon-
gevity with an increase in LMA. The positive relationship
between LMA and leaf longevity, although general across
species, may even reverse when sun and shade leaves on the
same plant are considered: sun leaves have a higher rate of
photosynthesis and a higher LMA, but often a lower leaf
longevity (Miyaji et al., 1997; Poorter, 2001 and references
therein; Lusk et al., 2008).

Most of the above-mentioned parameters relate to per-
formance comparisons of key traits in different species.
However, do these differences ultimately lead to increased fitness
and if so, under which conditions? This question is not easily
answered. There have been experiments in which an inherently
high LMA, as observed in the glasshouse, could be positively
related to reproductive output of these genotypes in the field
under low nutrient conditions, but negatively related in high-
nutrient sites (data from Biere, 1996, presented in Poorter &
Garnier, 2007). Clearly, more experimental work is required.

4. The importance of LMA variation for ecosystem 
properties

Leaf traits also have consequences for ecosystem functioning,
through the processes of primary production, trophic transfer,
litter decomposition, and carbon and nutrient cycling (Lavorel
& Garnier, 2002; Díaz et al., 2004). Low-LMA leaves are
eaten preferentially by herbivores (Fig. 8a; Louault et al.,
2005), and a productive vegetation with low-LMA leaves may

 

Fig. 8 (a) Herbivory (% of leaves eaten from 
different species) as a function of the leaf dry 
mass per unit area (LMA) of those species. 
Data were obtained in cafeteria experiments, 
where herbivores (snails) were allowed to 
choose between leaves of a variety of species. 
Data from Cornelissen et al. (1999), R. Villar 
(unpublished) and L. Poorter (unpublished). 
(b) Leaf longevity of leaves under field 
conditions as dependent on LMA. Separate 
lines are given for deciduous (n = 230; 
r2 = 0.00; P > 0.4) and evergreen (n = 510; 
r2 = 0.13; P < 0.001) species. Data are from 
the glopnet data set (Wright et al., 2004), 
supplemented with 60 observations from 
tropical tree species (L. Poorter, unpublished) 
and 100 observations from Shiodera et al. 
(2008). Results were essentially similar when 
data were analysed after log-transformation 
(see insert).
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therefore enhance the carrying capacity for herbivores. Leaves
also have an ‘after-life’ effect: species that produce low-LMA
leaves with high nutrient contents also decompose much faster,
leading to increased carbon and nutrient cycling, thereby
speeding up ecosystem productivity in different biomes
(Cornelissen et al., 1999). Moreover, species-driven variation
in decomposition rate (18-fold variation across species within
a site) is much larger than climate-driven variation (sixfold
differences for the same material across sites; Cornwell et al.,
2008).

How can we scale up from leaf traits to ecosystem processes
and services? Ecosystem processes are determined either by
the trait values of the dominant species that contribute most
to vegetation biomass (the mass ratio hypothesis) or by the
variation in trait values because species fulfil complementary
roles (the niche complementarity hypothesis; Díaz et al., 2007).
Garnier et al. (2004) tested these hypotheses by calculating for
different successional plots the community-weighted LMA
(i.e. the sum of the LMA of the species in the community
weighed by their relative abundance), and the coefficient of
variation in species LMA. Species LMA increased markedly
during old-field succession, with fast-growing early-successional
species with low LMA being replaced by slow-growing
late-successional species with high LMA. Community-level
LMA was the best predictor of ecosystem processes, lending
strong support to the mass ratio hypothesis. Community-level
LMA had a strong positive impact on the soil nitrogen and
carbon pools, and a strong negative impact on the primary
productivity and decomposition rate of the successional
communities.

IX. Conclusions and perspectives

In this paper we have shown first that considerable variation
in field-measured LMA can be explained by categorizing
species into functional groups or into biomes. However, a
large part of the variation is still unaccounted for, presumably
because within groups and biomes there is great variation in
species’ strategies for carbon gain and conservation (Westoby
et al., 2000), just as there is among co-occurring species.

Second, we demonstrated that there is inherent variation in
LMA between a number of functional groups of species.
Considering the volumes of the different tissues per unit area
and their densities provides a consistent framework for
linking variation in different anatomical tissues directly to LMA,
and in this way also to variation in the growth rate of plants.
Although considerable work has been done on leaf anatomy,
we have still a relatively poor quantitative understanding of
the importance of changes in cell number and cell volumes of
the different tissues for LMA and growth.

Third, we have constructed, from a wide body of literature
data, LMA response curves for 12 different environmental
variables. We could rank these factors by the quantitative
effect they had on LMA, and showed that ecologically different

groups of species respond differently to a given environmental
factor. Moreover, by presenting the interquartile range
(distance between the 75th percentile and the 25th percentile)
for the response at a given level of that environmental parameter,
we provide a benchmark by which new results can be
evaluated quantitatively against the present literature. Once
having established how species respond in general to a given
environmental factor, one of the challenges ahead is to
evaluate how species respond to interacting environmental
factors. Another interesting point is to what extent the
environmental response of Arabidopsis, the model species of
the moment, is representative of the response of different
species groups.

Finally, we have discussed various mechanisms by which a
high or low LMA can contribute to the success of a given plant
species in the field, with important consequences for ecosystem
processes. However, LMA is part of a trait complex, and our
mechanistic understanding of the genetic and physiological
factors determining this success is still limited. Clearly, if
we want to understand the response of plants to their
environment, there are many challenges ahead.
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Appendix A1: measuring LMA

In the literature, leaf mass is generally taken as the dry mass, and
leaf area as the projected leaf area, which coincides with half the
total area of both sides of flat leaves. However, in needle-like
leaves the situation is more complicated, as projected leaf area
is not necessarily similar to half the total leaf area. Different
investigators have followed different solutions here using
either projected or half the total leaf surface area. From the
perspective of light interception by convex objects, half of the
total surface area is the quantity scaling with light interception
if the foliage angular distribution were uniform (Chen &
Black, 1992) and this would be our preferred approach.

Another complication is that some researchers include the
petiole in their measurements, whereas others only consider
the leaf blade. Yet others even remove part of the midrib.
Moreover, there can be an issue for leaves that are curled, epi-
nastic, or somewhat cup-shaped. A third methodological
aspect especially relevant under field conditions is the water
status of the plant material collected. Plants measured directly
after harvest may have an LMA 20% lower than when satu-
rated with water overnight (Garnier et al., 2001). This effect
is especially strong for low-LMA species and may introduce
extra variability in species comparisons.

Undoubtedly, all three types of variation are present in our
compiled database. However, there is no simple way to correct
for these different approaches in the current analysis, not least
because they are not always well documented. Therefore, we
decided to include all values as reported, except in those
cases where the total leaf area of both sides  was measured (e.g.
Fliervoet & van de Ven, 1984). These values were recalculated
on a one-sided basis. For more extended recommendations on
measurement procedures see Cornelissen et al. (2003b).

Appendix A2: field data

Literature data from the glopnet database (Wright et al., 2004)
and Niinemets (2001) were supplemented by those listed in
the Supporting Information, Table S1. Species were categorized
into one of 10 functional groups. All species that were succulent
were allocated to the functional group succulents, even ferns.
Gymnosperms only belonged to the category gymnosperms.
For species with more than one entry in the database, we averaged
all LMA values before the analysis. For each functional group the
distribution was characterized by percentiles. For the distribution
of species over habitats we used the classification of Whittaker
(1975), where we defined grassland as those vegetations with
hardly any woody species present (steppes, European grasslands
including Mediterranean ones), shrubland as low vegetation
with considerable presence of woody species (Mediterranean
maquis, Fijnbos) and woodland as open vegetation with
trees present (such as savannas). We included temperate rain
forest into the general group of temperate forests and excluded
very specific vegetation types, such as mangroves.

Appendix A3: inherent differences

Inherent differences in LMA between functional groups of
species were taken from the literature, listed in the Supporting
Information, Table S2. For each experiment where species
from group A and B were grown together, the average LMA
was calculated per group of species and then the ratio between
these two averages was calculated. For comparisons of
fast- and slow-growing species, where differences are not
dichotomous but continuous, we averaged the LMA of the
33% fastest-growing species and of the 33% slowest-growing
species, and then calculated a ratio from these average values.
The ratios calculated per experiment were subsequently
averaged over all experiments considered. Because ratios are
distributed ln-normally, we carried out a ln-transformation
before statistical testing.

Appendix A4: LVA and density

Leaf thickness and leaf density are not very often measured
along with LMA. For those experiments where thickness was
determined microscopically, we calculated density with Eqn
2. Alternatively, density can be estimated from the dry mass–
fresh mass ratio, and an estimate of leaf thickness derived from
that (Vile et al., 2005). The correlation between density and
dry to fresh mass ratio is not always that strong, partly because
different leaf tissue fractions, lamina, petiole and midrib, have
different relationships between density and dry to fresh mass
ratio (Niinemets et al., 2007), partly because cross-sections
only measure part of the leaf lamina.

We subsequently used a ln–ln scaling slope analysis to esti-
mate the contribution of LVA (T) and LD (D) to variation in
LMA (L), as explained in Appendix 1 of Poorter & van der
Werf (1998). In short, if two species A and B or plants sub-
jected to treatment A and B differ in LMA, they also differ in
the product of T and D. The relative difference in LMA then
becomes:

 Eqn A1

After ln-transformation Eqn A1 becomes

Eqn A2

By dividing both the leaf and right side of Eqn A2 by its left
side, one gets:

Eqn A3

The first part of the right-hand term of Eqn A3 gives the
relative contribution of LVA to variation in the LMA ratio, the
second part the contribution of LD, with the sum being one.
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As such, they indicate the relative importance of each of these
factors. This approach can easily be extended by more species
or treatments by calculating the slope of the ln-transformed
density or LVA against ln-transformed LMA (Poorter & van der
Werf, 1998), and can be used to generalize about the importance
of LD and LVA in causing LMA differences across a range of
experiments. In all cases, a value of 1 for this slope indicates
that the given variable is completely responsible for variation
in LMA, whereas a value of 0 indicates that variation in the
given variable does not correlate with variation in LMA at all.

Appendix A5: environmental effects

To be able to compare different experiments, we choose a
standard level for each factor that was in the range of values
for most published experiments. For example, in the case of
CO2, this value was 350 µmol mol−1. For each experiment
values at high or low concentrations were then expressed
relative to the LMA value for plants grown at 350 µmol mol−1.
Where no such treatment was included, we estimated
the reference LMA by linear interpolation, or very rarely
by extrapolation in those cases where the closest CO2
concentrations were at most 10% apart from the reference
concentrations. A reference value for nutrient or water supply
is not easily defined; in this case we scaled all LMA values
relative to the LMA value of plants at the highest nutrient or
water treatment and used the biomass at low supply relative to
that at high supply as an indicator of the severity of the
treatment. Where the highest level was supra-optimal for
growth, we choose the level where plants were showing the
highest biomass. In simple dichotomous treatments (such as
control versus submergence) the LMA values were expressed
relative to the control plants.

We subsequently calculated the distribution of the scaled
LMA values over different subsections of the response curve.
For example, the response to CO2 was calculated for the
observations up to a concentration of 300 µmol mol−1, from
300 to 400, from 400 to 600, from 600 to 800 and above 800.
In each subsection we characterized the distribution by
percentiles, and a response curve was constructed from the
median values of LMA response and CO2 concentration in
each subsection. Plant species were categorized as far as possible
with respect to their ecological preference and the response

curve analysed for each category separately. Thus, in the case
of CO2, plants were categorized as C3 and C4. The median
values for each group are also presented in the graphs as
broken lines. We then analysed, by regression, whether the
LMA response was changing linearly with a given factor, or
whether there was also a significant quadratic component to
it. This analysis was carried out after ln-transformation of the
scaled LMA data, as ratios are ln-normally distributed by
nature. In the case of significant treatment by species
group interaction response curves were also calculated for
species subgroups. Response ratios were calculated for each
environmental factor by dividing the highest fitted value
across the range by the lowest one.

The literature on which the database was built is listed in
the Supporting Information, Table S3. No differentiation was
made between LMA data measured for whole plants or for a
specific leaf. The selected reference values for the environmental
conditions were: (a) daily photon irradiance, 8 mol m−2 d−1;
(b) red : far-red ratio (R : FR), 1.2; (c) UV-B, 10 kJ m−2 d−1;
(d) CO2 concentration (35 Pa); (e) ozone, 20 nmol mol−1; (f )
nutrient availability, biomass at the least-limiting nutrient
level; (g) water availability, biomass at the least-limiting water
level; (h) waterlogging, control treatment; (i) submergence
(control treatment); (j) temperature, average daily tempera-
ture of 18°C; (k) salinity, 0% seawater; (l) soil compaction,
1.2 g soil cm−3.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information may be found in the
online version of this article.

Table S1 Literature used for the meta-analysis: field observations

Table S2 Literature used for the meta-analysis: inherent
differences

Table S3 Literature used for the meta-analysis: effect of the
environment

Table S4 Literature used for Fig. 7

Please note: Wiley-Blackwell are not responsible for the con-
tent or functionality of any supporting information supplied
by the authors. Any queries (other than missing material)
should be directed to the New Phytologist Central Office.
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Supplementary Information to Poorter et al.

Table S1 Literature used for the meta-analysis on field observations of LMA 

Schratz (1932) Planta 16: 17-69; Merida & Medina (1967) Bol. Soc. Venez. Cienc. Nat. 111: 46-
55; McLaughlin & Madgwick (1968) Amer. Midl. Natur. 80: 547-550; Zhelawski et al. (1968) 
Acta Soc. Bot. Poloniae 37: 505-518; Mooney & Kummerow (1971) Bot. Gaz. 132: 245-252; 
Spence et al. (1973) J. Ecol. 61: 317-328; Wood (1974) Austr. For. Res. 6: 5-14; Montes & 
Medina (1975) Geo-Eco. Trop. 1: 295-307; Nobel (1976) Plant Phys 58: 576-582; Aussenac & 
Ducrey (1977) Ann. Sci. Forest. 34: 265-284; Mooney et al. (1977) Physiological ecology of 
North-American plant communities; Pool et al. (1977) Biotropica 9: 195-212;Tucker & 
Emmingham (1977) For. Sci. 23: 195-203; Mooney et al. (1978) Oecologia 36: 103-111; Barnes 
(1979) Physiological ecology of North-American plant communities; Elias (1979) Folia Geobot. 
Fytotax. 14: 29-42; Goryshina et al. (1979) Vestnik Leningradskogo Gosudarstvennogo 
Universiteta: ser. Biologiya: 1: 67-76;  

Nobel (1980) Adaptation of plants to water and high T stress. Eds: Turner & Kramer; Camerik & 
Werger (1981) Biotropica 13: 39-48;Lichtenthaler (1981) Photosynthesis and Productivity: 
Photosynthesis and Environment. Pp. 273-287; Lichtenthaler et al. (1981) Photosynth. Res. 2: 
115-141; Medina (1981) Nitrogen content: leaf structure and photosynthesis in higher plants. A 
report to the United Nations Environmental Program study group on Photosynthesis and 
Bioproductivity: Instituto Venezolano de Investigaciones Cientificas: Caracas: 47 pages; Dvorak 
& Best (1982) Hydrobiologia 95: 115-126; Karmakar (1982) Contribution to the ecology of 
halophytes; Körner (1982) Oecologia 53: 98-104; Merino et al. (1982) Oecologia 53: 208-213; 
Tanner & Kalapos (1982) Biotropica 14: 16-24; Cowling & Campbell (1983) Oecologia 58: 121-
127; Fetcher et al. (1983) Oecologia 58: 314-319; Field & Mooney (1983) Oecologia 56: 348-
355; Filbin & Hough (1983) Aq. Bot. 17: 157-165; Klinge et al. (1983) Amazonia 8: 19-46; 
Nygren & Kellomäki (1983) For. Ecol. Manag. 7: 119-132; Sormienta & Monasterio (1983) 
Ecosystems of the world (13); Fliervoet & Van de Ven (1984) Phytocoenologia 12: 479-493; 
Shelton & Switzer (1984) For. Sci. 30: 355-363; Syvertsen & Smith (1984) Amer. Soc. Hortic. 
Sci. 109: 807-812; Johnson et al. (1985) For. Sci. 31: 891-898;  

Körner & Cochrane (1985) Oecologia 66: 443-455; Oberbauer & Strain (1985) J. Trop. Ecol. 1: 
303-320; Abrams (1986) Can. J. For. Res 16: 1170-1174; Fisher (1986) Bot. Gaz. 147: 84-89; 
Körner et al. (1986) Oecologia 69: 577-588; Oberbauer & Strain (1986) Amer. J. Bot. 73: 409-
416; Pammenter et al. (1986) New Phytol. 102: 143-160; Winter et al. (1986) Oecologia 68: 224-
230; Woodward (1986) Oecologia 70: 580-586; Christodoulakis & Mitrakos (1987) Plant 
response to stress. Functional analysis in Mediterranean ecosystems: 547-551; Gries et al. (1987) 
Verhandlungen der Gesellschaft für Ökologie: 16: 227-230; Oberbauer et al. (1987) Oecologia 
71: 369-374; Young & Yavitt (1987) Amer. J. Bot. 74: 1487-1491; Abrams (1988) For. Sci. 34: 
200-207; Ball et al. (1988) Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 15: 263-276; Gratani & Fiorento (1988) 
Photosynthetica 22: 228-231; Goldsborough & Kemp (1988) Ecology 69: 1775; Lee (1988) J. 
Trop. Ecol. 4: 281-292; Niinemets (1988) Specific leaf area (SLA) of Estonian woody species: 
ENSV TA Zooloogia ja Botaanika Instituut. Tartu. 128 pages; Rundel et al. (1988) 
Mediterranean-type ecosystems. A data source book: 63-80; Harrington et al. (1989) Oecologia 
80: 356-367; Jonasson (1989) Oikos 56: 121-131; Kalapos (1989) Abstr. Bot. 13: 1-17; Körner et 
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al. (1989) Flora 182: 353-383; Patton & Jones (1989) New Phytol. 111: 657-661; Steele et al. 
(1989) New Phytol. 113: 367-375; 

Abrams & Kubiske (1990) For. Ecol. Man. 31: 245-253; Baker & Boatman (1990) New Phytol. 
116: 604-611; Bongers & Popma (1990) Bot. Gaz. 151: 354-365; Lei & Lechowicz (1990) 
Oecologia 84: 224-228; Lugo (1990) Ecosystems of the world, 15; Perterer & Körner (1990) 
Forstwissenschaftliches Zentralblatt: 109: 220-241; Specht & Rundel (1990) Austr. J. Bot. 38: 
459-474; DeLucia & Schlesinger (1991) Ecology 72: 51-58; Lee & Richards (1991) The biology 
of vines: 205-243; Witkowski & Lamont (1991) Oecologia 88: 486-493; Brewer et al. (1992) 
HortScience: 27: 920-925; Choong et al. (1992) New Phytol. 121: 597-610; Stock et al. (1992) 
The Ecology of Fijnbos; Sobrado (1992) Photosynthetica 26: 445-448; Terradas & Savé (1992) 
Vegetatio: 99-100: 137-145; Von Willert et al. (1992) Life Strategies of Succulents in Deserts; 
Chazdon & Kaufmann (1993) Funct. Ecol. 7: 385-394; Day (1993) Oecologia 95: 542-550; 
Kloeppel et al. (1993) Can. J. For. Res 23: 181-189; Neundorfer & Kemp (1993) MEPS 94: 71-
82; Suarez (1993) Photosynthetica 41: 373-381; Gower et al. (1993) Tree Physiol. 12: 327-345; 
Abrams et al. (1994) Ecology 75: 123-133; Araus & Hogan (1994) Amer. J. Bot. 81: 726-738; 
Azcon-Bieto et al. (1994) Plant Physiol. 106: 1163-1168; Gerber & Les (1994) Am. J. Bot 81: 
973-979; Groom et al. (1994) Austr. J. Bot. 42: 307-320; Kloeppel et al. (1994) Int. J. Plant Sci. 
155: 73-79; Messier & Mitchell (1994) For. Ecol. Manag. 68: 263-271; Leßner (1994) Die 
Beziehung zwischen Gaswechsel: Blattdemographie und Stickstoffhaushalt an immer- und 
wechselgrünen mediterranen Holzgewächsen: Diplom Thesis: Universitat Bayreuth; Pfitsch 
(1994) Tropical Alpine Environments; Ter Steege (1994) Oecologia 100: 356-367;  

Abrams & Mostoller (1995) Tree Physiol. 15: 361-370; Bussotti et al. (1995) Env. Exp. Bot. 35: 
201-213; Garcia-Nunez et al. (1995) Trees 10: 114-124; Hirose & Werger (1995) Ecology 76: 
466-474;  Kloeppel & Abrams (1995) Tree Physiol. 15: 739-746; Luken et al. (1995) Can. J. Bot. 
73: 1953-1961; Massini et al. (1995) Aq. Bot. 49: 239-254; Niinemets & Kull (1995) Tree 
Physiol. 15: 307-315; Pääkkönen & Holopainen (1995) New Phytol. 129: 595-603; Camacho & 
Bellefleur (1996) Revi. Biol. Trop. 44: 71-79; Haag-Kerwer et al. (1996) New Phytol. 134: 215-
226; Lee et al. (1996) Ecology 77: 568-580; Morales et al. (1996) Phyton – Ann. Rei Bot.: 36: 
251-263;Yabe et al. (1996) Ecol. Res. 11:291-297; Zotz & Winter (1996) Tropical Forest Plant 
Ecophysiology, pp 89-113; Bussotti et al. (1997) Forestry: 70: 267-271; Castro-Díez et al. (1997) 
Trees 11: 127-134; Eckstein & Karlsson (1997) Oikos 79: 311-324; Garnier et al. (1997) 
Oecologia 111: 490-498; Groom et al. (1997) Austr. J. Bot. 45: 827-838; Massini & Manning 
(1997) Aq. Bot 58: 21-36; Nielsen & Sand-Jensen (1997) Plant Ecology; Niinemets (1997a) Tree 
Physiol. 17: 723-732; Niinemets (1997b) Trees 11: 144-154; Yamamoto et al. (1997) J. Jap. Soc. 
Hortic. Sci. 66: 45-57; Zotz et al. (1997) Flora 192: 143-150; Cambridge & Lambers (1998) 
Lambers et al. Inherent Variation in Growth Rate, pp; Davies (1998) Ecology 79: 2292-23; 
Eamus et al. (1999) Photosynthetica 36: 575-586; Eamus & Pritchard (1998) Tree Physiol. 18: 
537-545; Grossoni et al. (1998) Chemosphere 36: 919-924;  Kimura et al. (1998) Tree Physiol. 
18: 459-466; Knapp & Carter (1998) Am. J. Bot. 85: 949-946; Mitchell (1998) Tree Physiol. 18: 
749-757; Roberts et al. (1998) Trees 12: 315-325; Gratini & Bombelli (1999) Photosynthetica 37: 
573-585; Bond et al. (1999) Oecologia 120: 183-193; Marques et al. (1999) Bol. Bot. Univ. Sao 
Paolo 18: 21-27; Poorter & DeJong (1999) New Phytol. 143: 163-176; Thomas & Bazzaz (1999) 
Ecology 80: 1607-1622; Wand et al. (1999) Plant Ecol. 142:149-160; 
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Busotti et al. (2000) Trees 14: 361-368; Fonseca et al. (2000) J. Ecol. 88: 964-977; Kazda et al. 
(2000) Tree Physiol. 20: 1029-1037; Poorter et al. (2000) Tree Physiol. 20: 519-526; Uemura et 
al. (2000) Tree Physiol. 20: 945-951; Gratani & Bombelli (2001) Ann. Bot. Fennici 38: 15-24; 
Rhonzina & Pyankov (2001) Russ. J. Plant Physiol. 48: 67-73; Enriquez et al. (2002) Marine 
Biol. 140: 891-900; Mile et al. (2002) Acta Biol. Szeged. 46: 249-250; Olesen et al. (2002) 
MEPS 236: 89-97; Santamaria (2002) Acta Oecol. 23: 137-154; Velazquez-Rosa et al. (2002) 
Biotropica 34: 534-546; Vendramini et al. (2002) New Phytol. 154:147-157; Boeger & 
Wisniewski (2003) Rev. Bras. Bot. 26: 61-72; McDonald et al. (2003) Funct. Ecol. 17: 50-951; 
Mediavilla & Escudero (2003) Plant Ecol. 168: 321-332; Aranda et al. (2004) Acta Oecol. 25: 
187-195; Bacelar et al. (2004) Tree Physiol. 24: 233-239; Enríquez et al. (2004) Botanica Marina 
47: 295-306; Givnish et al. (2004) Amer. J. Bot. 91: 228-246; Gratani & Verone (2004) Flora 
199: 58-69; Holscher (2004) Basic Appl. Ecol. 5: 163-172; Holscher et al. (2004) J .Trop. Ecol. 
20: 157-164; Ivanov et al. (2004) Russ. J. Plant Physiol. 51: 469-475; Kenzo et al. (2004) Tree 
Physiol. 24: 1187-1192; Koch et al. (2004) Nature 428: 851-854; Lee et al. (2004) Aq. Bot. 78: 
197-216; McPherson et al. (2004) Aust. J. Bot. 52: 293-301; Niinemets (2004) New Phytol. 162: 
683-696; Poorter et al. (2004) Plant Biol. 6: 746-754; Tsialtis et al. (2004) Photosynthetica 42: 
371-376; Whitehead et al. (2004) Glob. Change Biol. 10: 925-938;  

Armas & Pugnaire (2005) J. Ecol. 93: 978-983; Domingues et al. (2005) Earth Interact. 9: 1-23; 
Enriquez (2005) MEPS 289: 141-150; Enriquez & Pantoja (2005) Oecologia 145: 235-243; 
Falster & Westoby (2005) Aust. J. Ecol. 93: 521-535; Puijalon et al. (2005) J. Exp. Bot. 56: 777-
786; Wurth et al. (2005) Oecologia 143: 111-124; He et al. (2006) New Phytol. 170: 835-838; 
Holscher et al. (2006) Trees 20: 278-285; Oguchi et al. (2006) Oecologia 149: 571-582; Paoli 
(2006) J. Trop. Ecol. 22: 397-408; Poorter et al. (2006) J. Exp. Bot. 57: 355-371; Poorter & 
Bongers (2006) Ecology 87:1733-1744; Best & Boyd (2007) report; Burgess & Dawson (2007) 
New Phytol. 174: 626-636; Cai (2007) Thesis, Wageningen University; Gonzalez et al. (2007) 
Acta Oecol. 32: 36-41; Huang et al. (2007) For. Ecol. Man. 239: 150-158; Karst & Lechowicz 
(2007) New Phytol. 173: 306 –312; Lichtenthaler et al. (2007) Plant Phys. Bioch. 45: 577-588; 
Wang (2007) J. Veg. Sci. 18: 563-570; Watkins et al. (2007) Oecologia 153: 225-232; Zheng & 
Shangguan (2007) Plant Ecol. 191: 279-293; Campanella et al. (2008) J. Veg. Sci. 19: 75-85; 
Davi et al. (2008) Ecol. Model. 211: 339-349; Han et al. (2008) Acta Bot. Hung. 50: 97-113; 
Holdaway et al. (2008) Funct. Ecol. 22: 460-469; Kitahashi ey al. (2008) Photosynthetica 46: 
151-155; Li et al. (2008) Funct. Ecol. 22: 557-564; Liu et al. (2008) Front. Biol. China 3: 332-
337; Mendez & Lopez (2008) Biotropica; Nielsen & Borum (2008) Aq. Bot. 89: 379-384; 
Shiodera et al. (2008) J. Trop. Ecol. 24: 121-133; Zhao et al. (2008) Tree Physiol. 28: 133; 
Matsubara et al. (2009) Funct. Plant Biol. 36: 20-36; Poorter & Rozendaal (2009) Oecologia: in 
press; Murphy et al. (unpubl.) ; H. Poorter et al. (unpubl.); L. Poorter et al. (unpubl.); R. Villar 
(unpubl.). 
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Table S2 Literature used for the meta-analysis on inherent differences in LMA 

A. Woody vs. herbaceous species 
Coombe (1960) J. Ecol. 48: 219-231; Coombe & Hadfield (1962) J. Ecol. 50: 221-234; Whitmore 
& Kooi (1983) New Phytol. 95: 305-311; Oberbauer & Donnelly (1996) New Phytol. 104: 517-
521; Poorter (1989) Causes & Consequences, p49-; Volin & Reich (1996) Physiol. Plant. 97: 
777-803; Poorter & Evans (1998) Oecologia 116 : 26-37; Baruch et al. (2000) Int. J. Plant Sci. 
161: 107-118; DaMatta et al. (2001) Rev. Brasliera; Loveys et al. (2002) Plant Cell Env. 25: 975-
987; Veneklaas et al. (2002) Sci. Hortic. 93: 75-84; Reich et al. (2003) New Phytol. 157: 617-
631; Pons & Westbeek (2004) Physiol. Plant. 122: 68-78; Osone & Tateno (2005) Funct. Ecol. 
19: 460-470; Osone et al. (2008) New Phytologist 179: 417-427; 

B. Within woody species 
Coombe & Hadfield (1962) J. Ecol. 50: 221-234; Mooney et al. (1978) Oecologia 36: 103-111; 
Kwesiga & Grace (1986) Ann. Bot. 57: 283-290; Oberbauer & Donnelly (1986) New Phytol. 
104: 517-521; Walters (1993) Oecologia 94:7-16; Ball et al. (1995) Funct. Ecol. 9: 77-85; McKee 
(1995) Am. J. Bot. 82: 299-307; Cornelissen et al. (1996) J. Ecol. 84: 755-765; Grubb et al. 
(1996) Funct. Ecol. 84: 827-840; Saverimutti & Westoby (1996) Oecologia 105: 281-285; Hunt 
& Cornelissen (1997) New Phytol. 135: 395-417; Atkin et al. (1998) Plant Cell Env. 21: 1007-
1021; Reich et al. (1998) Funct. Ecol. 12: 327-338; Tjoelker et al. (1998) New Phytol. 140: 197-
210; Poorter (1999) Funct. Ecol. 3: 396-410; Baruch et al. (2000) Int. J. Plant Sci. 161: 107-118; 
Wright & Westoby (2000) Funct. Ecol. 14: 97-107; Antunez et al. (2001) Oecologia 128: 172-
180; Grottkopp et al. (2002) Am. Nat. 159: 396-419; Loveys et al. (2002) Plant Cell Env. 25: 
975-987; Lusk et al. (2002) Austr. Ecol. 27: 173-182; Veneklaas et al. (2002) Sci. Hortic. 93: 75-
84; Portsmuth & Niinemets (2007) Funct. Ecol. 21: 61-77; Osone et al. (2008) New Phytologist 
179: 417-427; 

C. Within Herbaceous species 
Khan & Tsunoda (1970) Tohoku J. Agric. Res. 21: 47-59; Eze (1973) Ann. Bot. 37:315; Rajan 
(1973) Ann. Bot. 37: 287; Potter & Jones (1977) Plant Physiol. 59: 10-14; Brewster & Barnes 
(1981) J. Appl. Ecol. 18: 589-604; Cook & Evans (1983) Field Crops Res. 6: 219-238; Corré 
(1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 49-62; Corré (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 185-202; Corré (1983) Acta 
Bot. Neerl. 32: 277-294; Woodward (1983) New Phytol. 95:313-323; Roetman & Sterk (1986) 
Acta Bot. Neerl. 35: 5-22; Boot (1989) Thesis, Utrecht University; De Kroon (1989); Dijkstra & 
Lambers (1989) Funct. Ecol. 3: 577-587; Grime et al. (1989) Ann. Bot. 64: 279-287; Poorter 
(1989) Book Lambers; Muller & Garnier (1990) Oecologia 84: 513-518; Poorter & Remkes 
(1990) Oecologia 83: 553-559; Roush (1990) pers. comm.; Poorter (1991) Thesis, Utrecht 
University; Fichtner & Schulze (1992) Oecologia 92: 236-241; Garnier (1992) J. Ecol. 80: 665-
675; Jeangros & Nösberger (1992) Weed Res. 32: 311-316; Marañon & Grubb (1993) Funct. 
Ecol. 7: 591-599; Van der Werf et al. (1993) Oecologia 94: 434-440; Nagel et al. (1994) Physiol. 
Plant. 92: 102-108; Stockey & Hunt (1994) J. Appl. Ecol. 31: 543-559; Poorter (1995) Plant Soil 
171: 217-222; Ryser (1995) Plant Soil 170: 251-265; Atkin et al. (1996) Funct. Ecol. 10: 698-
707; Den Dubbelden & Verburg (1996) Plant Soil 184: 341-347; Meerts & Garnier (1996) 
Oecologia 108: 438-445; Roumet et al. (1996) New Phytol. 133: 595-603; Van der Werf et al. 
(1996) Neth. J. Agric. Res. 44: 21-29; Virgona & Farquhar (1996) Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 23: 
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227-236; Virgona (1996) Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 23: 227-236; Hunt & Cornelissen (1997) New 
Phytol. 135: 395-417; Visser (1997), Thesis Free University Amsterdam; Arredondo et al. (1998) 
J. Range Man. 51: 584-589; Van der Werf et al. (1998) Inherent Variation in Growth Rate, pp; 
Glimskar & Ericsson (1999) Ann. Bot. 84: 413-420; Van Rijn (2001) Thesis Utrecht; Loveys et 
al. (2002) Plant Cell Env. 25: 975-987; Aanderud et al. (2003) Oecologia 136: 424-430; James & 
Drenovsky (2007) Rangel. Ecol. Man. 60: 395-400; Ceriana et al. (2008) Plant Biosyst. 142: 60-
65; Osone et al. (2008) New Phytologist 179: 417-427; Van Arendonk & Van der Werf unpubl.; 
McKenna & Shipley unpub; J.G. Hamilton & B.E. Marshall unpubl.;  

D. Perennials vs. Annuals 
Pitelka (1977) Ecology 58: 1055-1066; Corré (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 49-62; Corré (1983) 
Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 49-62; Corré (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 185-202; Corré (1983) Acta Bot. 
Neerl. 32: 277-294; Smith et al. (1987) Funct. Ecol. 1: 139-143; Muller & Garnier (1990) 
Oecologia 84: 513-518; Poorter & Remkes (1990) Oecologia 83: 553-559; Garnier (1992) J. 
Ecol. 80: 665-675; Den Dubbelden & Verburg (1996) Plant Soil 184: 341-347; Roumet et al. 
(1996) New Phytol. 133: 595-603; Van Arendonk et al. (1997) Plant Cell Env. 20: 881-897; Hunt 
& Cornelissen (1997) New Phytol. 135: 395-417; Arredondo et al. (1998) J. Range Man. 51: 584-
589; Pattison et al. (1998) Oecologia 117: 449-459; Van Rijn (2001) Thesis Utrecht; Aanderud et 
al. (2003) Oecologia 136: 424-430; Kazakou et al. (2007) Funct Ecol. 21: 235-245; Osone et al. 
(2008) New Phytologist 179: 417-427; 

E. Invasive vs. non-invasive 
Arredondo et al. (1998) J. Range Man. 51: 584-589; Pattison et al. (1998) Oecologia 117: 449-
459; Baruch & Goldstein (1999) Oecologia 121: 183-191; Smith & Krapp (2001) Int. J. Plant Sci. 
162: 785-792; Grottkopp et al. (2002) Am. Nat. 159: 396-419; Burns (2006) Ecol. Appl. 16: 
1367; Feng et al. (2007) Acta Oecol. 31: 40-47; Grottkopp & Rejmanek (2007) Am. J. Bot. 94: 
526-532; Leishman et al. (2007) New Phytologist 176: 635-643; Feng et al. (2008) Planta 228: 
383-390; 

F. C4 vs. C3 
Warren Wilson (1966) Ann. Bot. 30: 753-761; Rajan et al. (1971) Ann. Bot. 35: 323-343; Potter 
& Jones (1977) Plant Physiol. 59: 10-14; De Jong (1978) Oecologia 36: 59-68; Smith et al. 
(1987) Funct. Ecol. 1: 139-143; Bazzaz et al. (1989) Oecologia 79: 223-235; Bunce (1989) Ann. 
Bot. 63: 459-463; Britz & Sager (1990) Plant Physiol. 94: 448-454; Ernst & Tolsma (1992) Flora 
186: 287-300; Volin & Reich (1996) Physiol. Plant. 97: 777-803; Read et al. (1997) Ann. Bot. 
79: 197-206; DaMatta et al. (2001) Rev. Brasliera 13: 24-32; Smith & Knapp (2001) Int. J. Plant 
Sci. 162: 785-792; Begna et al. (2002) J. Exp. Bot. 53: 1935-1940; Reich et al. (2003) New 
Phytol. 157: 617-631; Tjoelker et al. (2005) New Phytol. 150: 419-424; Han et al. (2008) Acta 
Bot. Hung. 50: 97-113; Ripley et al. (2008) J. Exp. Bot. 59: 1705-1714; Roush pers. comm.; 

G. Succulent vs. Non-succulent 
Nautiyal & Purohit (1980) Indian J. Plant Physiol. 23: 220-230; Nielsen et al. (1997) Biol. Plant. 
40: 91-101; A. Barrera pers. comm.;  
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Table S3 Literature used for the meta-analysis on the effect of the 
environment on LMA 

A. Irradiance 
Evans & Hughes (1960) New Phytol. 60:150-180; Hiroi & Monsi (1963) Bot. Mag. 76: 121-129; 
Doley (1975) Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 5: 723-738; Chabot & Chabot (1977) Oecologia 26: 363-
377; Packham & Willis (1977) J. Ecol. 65: 619-642; Pons (1977) Acta Bot. Neerl. 26: 29-42; 
Chabot et al. (1979) Am. J. Bot 66: 940-945; Patterson (1979) Weed Sci. 27: 549-553; Brewster 
and Barnes (1981) J. Appl. Ecol. 18: 589-604; Hunt & Halligan (1981) Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 8: 
181-190; Gulmon & Chu (1981) Oecologia 49: 207-212; Jurik et al. (1982) Plant Phys. 70: 1044-
1048; Mahall & Schlesinger Oecologia 54: 291-299; Peace & Grubb (1982) New Phytol. 90:127-
150; Corré (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 31: 49-62; Corré (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 31: 49-62; Corré 
(1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 185-202; Corre (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 277-294; Fetcher et al. 
(1983) Oecologia 58: 314-319; Bourdot et al. (1984) New Phytol. 97: 653-663; Syvertsen & 
Smith (1984) J. Am. Hort. Sci. 109:807-812; Van Dobben et al. (1984) Acta Bot. Neerl. 33: 185-
193; Eng et al. (1985) J. Hortic. Sci. 60: 389-395; Kwesiga & Grace (1986) Ann. Bot. 57: 283-
290; Oberbauer & Strain (1986) Am. J. Bot 73: 409-416; Bongers et al. (1988) Funct. Ecol. 2: 
379-390; Lee (1988) J. Trop. Ecol. 4: 281-292; Grime et al. (1989) Ann. Bot. 64: 279-287; 
Matsuda et al. (1989) Ann. Bot. 64: 439-446; Rice & Bazzaz (1989) Oecologia 78: 502-507;  

Brewster (1990) Sci. Hortic. 43: 207-211; Ramos & Grace (1990) Funct. Ecol. 4: 667-677; 
Osunkoya & Ash (1991) Austr. J. Bot. 39: 591-605; Poorter (1991) Thesis, Utrecht University; 
Abrams et al. (1992) Tree Phys. 10: 343-355; De Jong & Jansen (1992) Sci. Hortic. 49: 267-275; 
Ellsworth & Reich (1992) Funct. Ecol. 6: 423-435; Jeangros & Nosberger (1992) Weed Res. 32: 
311-316; Sarracino et al. (1992) HortScience 27: 400-403; Thompson et al. (1992) Austr. J. Plant 
Physiol. 19: 1-18; Kamaluddin & Grace (1993) Tree Physiol. 13: 189-201; Lauerer et al. (1993) 
Planta 190: 332-345; Rincon & Huante (1993) Trees 7:202-207; Stoneman & Dell (1993) Tree 
Physiol. 13: 239-252; Walters et al. (1993) Oecologia 94: 7-16; Ingestad et al. (1994) Report 74 
of the Swedish Agri. Soc.; Lehto & Grace (1994) New Phytol.127: 455-463; Osunkaya et al. 
(1994) J. Ecol. 82: 149-163; Rufty et al. (1994) Physiol. Plant. 91: 503-509; Sims & Pearcy 
(1994) Plant Cell Env. 17: 881-887; Wiebel et al. (1994) Tree Physiol. 14: 263-274; McKee 
(1995) Amer. J. Bot. 82: 299-307; Mooney et al. (1995) Oecologia 104: 17-23; Syvertsen et al. 
(1995) Plant Cell Env. 18: 149-157; Grubb et al. (1996) J. Ecol. 84: 827-840; Noguchi et al. 
(1996) Plant Cell Physiol. 37: 377-384; Poot et al. (1996) Physiol. Plant. 98: 780-790; Sharew et 
al. (1996) Tree Physiol. 16: 617-626; Van der Werf et al. (1996) Neth. J. Agric. Sci. 44: 21-29; 
Veenendaal et al. (1996) Funct. Ecol. 10: 501-511; Clabby & Osborne (1997) New Phytol. 135: 
539; Van Hees (1997) Ann. Sci. For. 54: 9-18; Guo (1998) Thesis; Huante & Rincon (1998) 
Oecologia 113: 53-66; Pattison et al. (1998) Oecologia 117: 449-459; Poorter & Van der Werf 
(1998) Lambers et al.:pp; Reich et al. (1998) Funct. Ecol. 12: 327-338; Sims et al. (1998) Funct. 
Ecol. 12: 185-194; Stuefer & Huber (1998) Oecologia 117: 1-8; Funayama & Terashima (1999) 
New Phytol. 142: 483-494; Heraut et al. (1999) Can. J. Bot. 77: 1425-1431; Kobayashi & Hori 
(1999) J. Weed Sci. Tech. 44: 195-204; Lewis et al. (1999) Planta 210: 104-114; McKenna & 
Houle (1999) New Phytol. 141: 99-108; Meziane & Shipley (1999) Funct. Ecol. 13: 611-622; 
Poorter (1999) Funct. Ecol. 13: 396-410;  
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Baruch et al. (2000) Int. J. Plant Sci. 161: 107-118; De Pinheiro & Marcelis (2000) Ann. Bot. 86: 
1073-1080; Grassi & Minotta (2000) Tree Phys. 20: 645-652; James & Bell (2000) Tree Physiol. 
20: 1007-1018; Marques et al. (2000) Tropic. Ecol. 41: 47-60; Valledares et al. (2000) New 
Phytol. 148: 79-91; Evans & Poorter (2001) Plant Cell Env. 24: 755-767; Malavasi & Malavasi 
(2001) Tree Physiol. 21: 701-703; Valio (2001) Tree Physiol. 21: 65-70; Yu & Ong (2001) 
Photosynthetica 39: 477-479; De Groot et al. (2002) FPB 29: 1319-1328; Hanba et al. (2002) 
Plant Cell Env. 25: 1021-1030; Lenssen et al. (2003) New Phytol. 157: 281-290; Feng et al. 
(2004) Photosynthetica 42: 431-437; Sack (2004) Oikos 107: 110-127; Aranda et al. (2005) For. 
Ecol. Man. 210: 117-129; Mommer et al. (2005) New Phytol. 167: 197-206; Ogaya & Penuelas 
(2006) Biol. Plant. 50: 373-382; Aranda et al. (2007) Tree Physiol. 27: 671-677; Castro & 
Navarro (2007) Tree Physiol. 27: 1011-1018; Feng et al. (2007) Acta Oecol. 31:40-47; 
Schumacher et al. (2008) Biotropica 40: 543-549; P. Poot, unpubl; Rink, Carmen & Poorter 
(unpubl.);  

B. Red:Far red ratio 
Hoddinott & Hall (1982) Can. J. Bot. 60: 1285-1291; Casal et al. (1987) Plant Cell Env. 10: 509-
514; Lee (1988) J. Trop. Ecol. 4: 281-292; Methy & Roy (1995) J. Exp. Bot. 44: 1275-1280; 
Sharew et al. (1996) Tree Physiol. 16: 617; Van Hinsberg & Van Tienderen (1997) Oecologia 
111: 452-459; Pattison et al. (1998) Oecologia 117: 449-459; Heraut et al. (1999) Can. J. Bot. 77: 
1425-1431; Stuefer & Huber (1998) Oecologia 117: 1-8; Liang et al. (2001) Tree Phys. 21: 1047; 
Sack & Grubb (2002) Oecologia 131: 175-185;  

C. UV-B 
Teramura & Caldwell (1981) Am. J. Bot. 68: 934-941; Van de Staaij et al. (1993) Vegetatio 104: 
433-439; Lenssen (1993) Thesis, Free University of Amsterdam; Hunt & McNeil (1998) Austr. J. 
Plant Physiol. 25: 79-86; Deckmyn & Impens (1999) Env. Exp. Bot. 41: 177-184; Bassmann et 
al. (2001) Int. J. Plant Sci. 162: 103-110; Yang et al. (2005) Physiol. Plant. 124: 431-440;  

D. CO2
Mauney et al. (1978) ; Neales & Nicholls (1978) Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 5: 45-59; Patterson & 
Flint (1980) Weed Sci. 28: 71-75; Wyse (1980) Crop Sci. 20: 456-458; Patterson & Flint (1982) 
Weed Sci. 30: 389-394; Sionit et al. (1982) Agron. J. 73: 1023-1027; Carter & Peterson (1983) 
Oecologia 58: 188-193; Rogers et al. (1984) Crop Sci. 24: 361-366; Sionit & Patterson (1984) 
Oecologia 65: 30-34; Tolley & Strain (1984) Can J. For Res. 14: 343-350; Patterson (1986) Weed 
Sci. 34: 203-210; Peet (1986) Plant Physiol. 80: 59-62; Smith et al. (1987) Funct. Ecol. 1: 139-
143; Campbell et al. (1988) Plant Phys 88: 1310-1316; Overdieck et al. (1988) Angew. Botanik 
62: 119-134; Patterson et al. (1988) Weed Sci. 36: 751-757; Poorter et al. (1988) Physiol. Plant. ; 
Sasek & Strain (1988) Weed Sci. 36: 28-36; Bazzaz et al. (1989) Oecologia 79: 223-235; Sage et 
al. (1989) Plant Phys. 89: 590-596;  

Bunce (1990) Ann Bot 65: 637-642; Garbutt et al. (1990) Ecology 71: 1185-1194; Marks & Clay 
(1990) Oecologia 84: 207-214; Radoglou & Jarvis (1990) Ann. Bot. 65: 617-627; Wong (1990) 
Photosynth. Res. 23: 171-180; Norby & O'Neill (1991) New Phytologist 117: 515-528; Thomas 
& Strain (1991) Plant Phys 96: 627-634; Ziska et al. (1991) Oecologia 86: 383-389; Barnes & 
Pfirmann (1992) New Phytol. 121: 403-412; Chu et al. (1992) Oecologia 89: 580-587; Coleman 
& Bazzaz (1992) Ecology 73: 1244-1259; Mulchi et al. (1992) Agric., Ecos, & Env.38: 107-118; 
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Pettersson & McDonald (1992) Plant Cell Env. 15: 911-919; Ryle et al. (1992) J. Exp. Bot. 43: 
811-818; Ryle et al. (1992) Ann. Bot. 70: 221-228; Wong et al. (1992) pers. comm.; Wong et al. 
(1992) pers. comm.; Wong et al. (1992) Austr. J. Bot. 40: 457-472; Cipollini et al. (1993) 
Oecologia 96: 339-346; Den Hertog et al. (1993) Vegetatio 104/105: 369-387; Ferris & Taylor 
(1993) New Phytol. 125: 855-866; Heagle et al. (1993) New Phytol. 123: 751-762; Lenssen et al. 
(1993) Vegetatio 104/105: 379-388; Lindroth (1993) Ecology 74: 763-777; Poorter (1993) 
Vegetatio 104/105: 77-97; Rozema (1993) Vegetatio 104/105: 173-190; Tremmel & Patterson 
(1993) Can. J. Plant Sci. 73: 1249-1260; Van de Staaij et al. (1993) Vegetatio 104/105: 433-439; 
Azcon-Bieto et al. (1994) Plant Physiol 106: 1163-1168; Baxter et al. (1994) J. Exp. Bot. 45: 
305-315; Gloser & Bartak (1994) Photosynthetica 30: 143-150; Korner & Diemer (1994) Funct. 
Ecol. 8: 58-68; Rufty et al. (1994) Physiologia Plant. 91: 503-509; Sicher et al. (1994) Plant 
Physiol 104: 409-415; Ziska & Bunce (1994) Physiol. Plant. 91: 183-190; Hibbs et al.(1995) 
New Phytol. 129: 569-577; Ziska et al. (1995) Physiol. Plant 95: 355-364; Den Hertog et al. 
(1996) Physiol. Plant. 98: 77-88; Faria et al. (1996) J. Exp. Bot. 47: 1755-1761; Griffin et al. 
(1996) Plant Cell Env. 19: 729-738; Lovelock et al. (1996) Funct. Ecol. 10: 662-667; 
McConnaughay et al. (1996) Ecol. Appl. 6: 619-627; Mjwara et al. (1996) Physiol. Plant. 97: 
754-763; Rogers et al. (1996) Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 23: 253-264; Roumet et al. (1996) New 
Phytol. 133: 595-603; Volin et al. (1996) Physiol. Plant. 97: 6764-684; Carter et al. (1997) New 
Phytol. 136: 245-253; Ferrario et al. (1997) Planta 202: 510-521; Jablonski (1997) Can. J. Bot. 
75: 533-545; Mulholland et al. (1997) JEB 48: 113-122; Read et al. (1997) Ann. Bot. 79: 197-
206; Rey & Jarvis (1997) Ann. Bot. 80: 809-816; Watling & Press (1997) Plant Cell Env. 20: 
1292-1300; Ziska & Bunce (1997) Phot. Res. 54: 199-208; Ghannoum et al. (1998) Austr. J. 
Plant Physiol. 25: 627-637; Gleadow et al. (1998) Plant Cell Env. 21: 12-22; Kürschner et al. 
(1998) Ann. Bot. 81: 657-664; Reid et al. (1998) JEB 49: 1999-2011; Seneweera et al. (1998) 
Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 25: 287-292; Sims et al. (1998) Funct. Ecol. 12: 185-194; Tjoelker et al. 
(1998) New Phytol. 140:197-210; Volin et al. (1998) New Phytol. 138: 315-325; Watling & Press 
(1998) New Phytol. 140: 667-675; Atkin et al. (1999) Oecologia 120: 544-554; Cornelissen et al. 
(1999) New Phytol. 141: 401-409; Gunn et al. (1999) Funct. Ecol. 13: 3-11; Lewis et al. (1999) 
Planta 210: 104-114; Roumet et al. (1999) New Phytol. 143: 73-81; Schortemeyer et al. (1999) 
Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 26: 737-747; Winter & Lovelock (1999) Flora 194: 221-227; Ziska et al. 
(1999) Physiol. Plant. 105: 74-80;  

Bruhn et al. (2000) New Phytol 146: 415-425; Carswell et al. (2000) Tree Physiology 20: 977-
986; Curtis et al. (2000) Ecol. Appl. 10: 3-17; Harmens et al. (2000) Ann. Bot. 86: 833-839; Jach 
& Ceulemans (2000) Tree Physiol. 20: 145-157; Roumet et al. (2000) Env. Exp. Bot. 43: 155-
169; Donelly et al. (2001) New Phytol. 149: 265-271; Gibeaut et al. (2001) J. Plant Phys. 158: 
569-576; Liang et al. (2001) Tree Phys. 21: 1047; Rudmann et al. (2001) Ann Bot. 88: 571-577; 
Sigurdsson et al. (2001) Tree Phys. 21: 941-950; Fernandez et al. (2002) New Phytol. 155: 79-88; 
Volin et al. (2002) Tree Physiol. 22: 435-448; Juurola (2003) Tree Physiol. 23: 85-95; Tricker et 
al. (2004) New Phytol. 162: 413-426; Vuorinen et al. (2004) Plant Phys. 135: 1-9; Oksanen et al. 
(2005) GCB 11: 732-748; Xiao et al. (2005) Trees 19: 711-720; Aguerea et al. (2006) J. Plant 
Physiol. 163: 809-817; Qaderi et al. (2006) Physiol. Plant. 128: 710-721; Cao et al. (2008) For. 
Ecol. Man. 254:217-224; Cunniff et al. (2008) GCB 14: 576-586; Franzaring et al. (2008) Acta 
Oelcol. 33: 176-187; Poorter & Wierda (unpub.); 
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E. Ozone 
Bennett & Runeckles (1977) Crop Sci. 17: 443-445; Endress & Grunwald (1985) Agric. Ecos. & 
Env, (1985); Barnes & Pfirmann (1992) New Phytol. 121: 403-412; Matyssek et al. (1992) Trees 
6: 69-76; Mulchi et al. (1992) Agric., Ecos, & Env.38: 107-118; Heagle et al. (1993) New Phytol. 
123: 751-762; Samuelson & Edwards (1993) New Phytol.125: 373-379; Tjoelker et al. (1993) 
New Phytol. 124: 627-636; Volin et al. (1996) Physiol. Plant 97: 674-684; Samuelson et al. 
(1996) Env. Poll. 91: 317-323; Mulholland et al. (1997) J. Exp. Bot. 48: 113-122; Wiese & Pell 
(1997) Plant Cell Env. 20: 1283-1291; Muller et al. (1998) J. Exp. Bot. 48: 113-122; Paakkonen 
et al. (1998) Ann. Bot., 82: 49-59; Reid et al. (1998) J. Exp. Bot. 49: 1999-2011; Volin et al. 
(1998) New Phytol. 138: 315-325; Franzaring et al. (2000) Env. Exp. Bot 44: 39-48; Ribas et al. 
(2004) Env. Poll. 134: 291-300; Keutgen et al. (2005) Env. Exp. Bot. 53: 271-280; Oksanen et al. 
(2005) GCB 11: 732-748; Ribas et al. (2005) Atm. Env. 39: 685-693; Thomas et al. (2006) Env. 
Poll. 143: 351-354; De Temmerman et al. (2007) Eur. J. Agron. 26: 1-9; Leitao et al. (2007) Plant 
Biol. 9: 478-488;  

F. Nutrients 
Gulmon & Chu (1981) Oecologia 49: 207-212; Jurik et al. (1982) Plant Phys. 70: 1044-1048; 
Patterson & Flint (1982) Weed Sci. 30: 389-394; Peace & Grubb (1982) New Phytol. 90:127-
150; Corre (1983) Acta Bot. Neerl. 32: 49-62; Pavlik (1983) Oecologia 57: 227-232; Hunt et al. 
(1985) Plant Physiol 79: 609-613; Oberbauer et al. (1986) CAN. J. BOT. 64: 2993-2998; 
Karlsson & Nordell (1987) Funct. Ecol. 1: 37-44; Larigauderie et al. (1988) Oecologia 77: 544-
549; Chapin et al. (1990) Oecologia 79: 96-105; Garnier et al. (1989) Oecologia 79: 542-550; 
Walters & Reich (1989) Tree Phys. 5: 159-172; Boot (1990) Thesis, Utrecht University; Boot & 
Den Dubbelden (1990) Oecologia 85: 115-121; Cromer & Jarvis (1990) Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 
17: 503-515; Marks & Clay (1990) Oecologia 84: 207-214; Muller & Garnier (1990) Oecologia 
84:513-518; Wong (1990) Phot. Res. 23: 171-180; Biere (1991) Thesis, University of Groningen; 
Hocking & Meyer (1991) Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 18: 339-356; Norby & O'Neill (1991) New 
Phytologist 117: 515-528; Fichtner & Schulze (1992) Oecologia 92: 236-241; McDonald et al. 
(1992) Trees 6: 1-6; Pugnaire & Chapin (1992) Oecologia 90: 120-126; Sheriff (1992) Austr. J. 
Plant Physiol. 19: 637-652; Thompson et al. (1992) Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 19: 1-18; Wong et al. 
(1992) Austr. J. Bot. 40: 457-472; Van der Werf (1993) Thesis, Utrecht; Lehto & Grace (1994) 
New Phytol.127: 455-463; Huante et al. (1995) Funct. Ecol. 9: 849-858; McKee (1995) Amer. J. 
Bot. 82: 299-307; Mooney et al. (1995) Oecologia 104: 17-23; Poorter et al. (1995) Plant Soil 
171: 217-227; Ryser et al. (1995) Plant Soil 170: 251-265; Griffin et al. (1996) Plant Cell Env. 
19: 729-738; Rogers et al. (1996) Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 23: 253-264; Van de Vijver (1993) 
Oecologia 96: 548; Grubb et al. (1996) J. Ecol. 84: 827-840; Raaimakers & Lambers (1996) pers. 
comm.; Sharew et al. (1996) Tree Physiol. 16: 617-626; Volin et al. (1996) Physiol. Plant. 97: 
6764-684; Clabby & Osborne (1997) New Phytol. 135: 539; Jablonski (1997) Can. J. Bot. 75: 
533-545; Poot (1997) New Phytol. 135: 429-437; Ryser et al. (1997) New Phytol. 137: 293-302; 
Valverder et al. (1997) J. Coastal Res. 13: 497-505; Van Arendonk et al. (1997) Plant Cell Env. 
20: 881-897; Ibrahim et al. (1998) Tree Physiol. 18: 481-487; Nagel (1998) Thesis, Utrecht; Sims 
et al. (1998) Funct. Ecol. 12: 185-194; Wang et al. (1998) Can. J. For. Res. 28: 44-55; Glimskar 
& Eicsson (1999) Ann. Bot. 84: 413-420; Meziane & Shipley (1999) Funct. Ecol. 13: 611-622; 
Bregard et al. (2000) Crop Sci. 40: 422-429; De Pinheiro & Marcelis (2000) Ann. Bot. 86: 1073-
1080; Grassi & Minotta (2000) Tree Phys. 20: 645-652; Curtis et al. (2000) Ecol. Appl. 10: 3-17; 
Harmens et al. (2000) Ann. Bot. 86: 833-839; Schippers & Olff (2000) Plant Ecol. 149: 219-231; 
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De Groot et al. (2001) Plant Cell Env. 24: 1309-1317; Maillard et al. (2001) Tree Physiol. 21: 
163-172; Nagel et al. (2001) Physiol. Plant. 111: 133-139; Rudmann et al. (2001) Ann Bot. 88: 
571-577; Schulte et al. (2001) J. Agron. Crop Sci. 187: 231-239; Sigurdsson et al. (2001) Tree 
Phys. 21: 941-950; De Groot et al. (2002) FPB 29: 1319-1328; Taub (2002) Can. J. Bot. 80: 34-
41; Cao et al. (2008) For. Ecol. Man. 254:217-224; Wu et al. (2008) Env. Exp. Bot. 63: 248-255; 
De Kroon & Knops,  pers. comm.;   

G. Water availability 
Singh et al. (1981) Acta Bot. Indica 9: 305; Paez et al. (1983) Physiol. Plant 58: 161-165; 
Yamauchi et al. (1988) Jap. J. Crop Sci. 57: 174-183; Bradbury (1990) J. Arid Envir. 18: 325-
333; Premachandra et al. (1991) J. Exp. Bot. 42: 739-745; Ranney et al. (1991) HortScience 26: 
1204-1207; Dale & Causton (1992) J. Ecol 80: 493-504; Khalil & Grace (1992) J. Exp. Bot. 43: 
1591-1602; Pugnaire & Chapin (1992) Oecologia 90: 120-126; Nash & Graves (1993) J. Amer. 
Soc. Hort. Sci. 118: 845-850; Phillips & Rhia (1993) Tree Physiol. 12: 137-149; Retuerto & 
Woodward (1993) Oecologia 94: 415-427; Williams & Black (1994) Oecologia 97: 512-519; 
Hibbs et al. (1995) New Phytol. 129: 569-577; Van den Boogaard et al. (1997) Plant Cell Env. 
20: 200-210; Van den Boogaard et al. (1995) J. Exp. Bot. 46: 1429-1438; Prior & Rogers (1995) 
J. Plant Nutr. 18: 617-636; Burslem et al. (1996) Biotropica 28: 636-648; Kalapos et al. (1996) 
Plant Soil 185: 137-149; Van den Boogaard et al. (1996) Austr. J. Plant Physiol. 23: 751-761; 
Van Splunder et al. (1996) Can. J. Bot. 74: 1988-1995; Carter et al. (1997) New Phytol. 136: 245-
253; Van Hees (1997) Ann. Sci. For. 54: 9-18; Ibrahim et al. (1998) Tree Physiol. 18: 481-487; 
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Erratum

New Phytologist 182 (2009), 565–588.

Since its publication, the authors of Poorter et al. (2009) have
brought to our attention that there is an error in Fig. 5(j),
where all the data below the y = 1 line are absent. The correct
panel (j), and the full legend to Fig. 5, are printed below. 

We apologize to our readers for this mistake.
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consequences of variation in leaf mass per area (LMA): a meta-analysis. 
New Phytologist 182: 565–588.
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Fig. 5 Characterization of the response in leaf dry mass per unit area (LMA) of plants grown in a range of environmental conditions: (a) daily 
photon irradiance (DPI); (b) red : far-red ratio (R/FR); (c) UV-B; (d) CO2 concentration; (e) ozone; (f) nutrient availability; (g) water availability 
(drought stress); (h) waterlogging; (i) submergence; (j) temperature; (k) salinity; (l) soil compaction. Data are a compilation of the literature. For 
each environmental factor a reference condition was chosen (indicated by arrows), and all data from different species were normalized to that 
condition. For more information see Appendix A5. The shaded area indicates the interquartile range (between the 25th and the 75th percentile) 
of the observed ratios in that part of the response curve. The bold continuous line within the shaded area indicates the median value. Dashed 
lines indicate the median value for a specific subgroup of species and are labelled in the graph. Generally, species were classified with respect to 
their original habitat to grow at high, intermediate or low levels of the environmental factor studied. The total number of observations present 
in each part of the response curve is indicated at the top of each graph. The y-axis is logarithmic to correct for the fact that ratios are logarithmic 
by nature.


