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Table S1: Principal component analysis of functional traits. Eigenvalues, explained variation and trait load-

ings for first four principal components (PC1-4). “26 traits”: dataset with almost all continuous traits (not

included was LChl). “14 traits”: dataset without root and stomatal traits to allow for the inclusion of species

without observations on these traits.

26 traits 14 traits

PC1 PC2 PC3 PC4 PCl1 PC2 PC3 PC4
explained variation (%) 26 18 12 9 28 22 14 9
Eigenvalue 6.84 4.77 3.19 237 394 3.07 196 1.20
Trait
Hmax -0.19 -0.30 0.71 0.24 -0.35 0.38 0.79 0.05
SLA 050 0.54 0.08 -0.37 0.78 -0.43 -0.14 -0.19
LDMC -0.50 -0.20 0.67 -0.04 -0.29 -0.75 0.18 0.42
Lth -0.02 -0.21 -0.79 0.33 -0.35 0.84 -0.20 -0.10
LAmax -0.07 -0.19 0.77 0.30 -0.23 0.33 0.82 0.22
LCC -0.58 -0.41 0.05 -0.43 -0.64 -0.39 0.08 -0.34
LNC 0.66 022 0.35 -042 0.78 -0.28 0.24 -0.22
LPC 0.76 0.31 0.07 -0.10 0.77 0.27 0.16 0.03
LKC 070 046 0.08 024 0.64 046 020 0.15
LMgC 0.62 -0.06 -0.34 0.22 0.49 047 -0.35 0.17
LCaC 0.46 -0.28 -0.33 0.13 0.16 0.65 -0.16 0.12
015N 035 047 0.24 -0.19 0.60 -0.02 0.35 -0.11
013C -0.32 -0.25 -0.49 0.35 -0.55 0.42 -0.31 -0.12
RCC -0.57 048 -0.17 -0.15 NA NA NA NA
RNC 0.81 0.14 0.08 -021 NA NA NA NA
RPC 0.79 -0.28 0.01 -0.15 NA NA NA NA
RKC 0.75 -0.55 0.01 -0.03 NA NA NA NA
RMgC 0.78 -0.47 -0.04 0.02 NA NA NA NA
RCaC 0.67 -0.18 0.16 0.31 NA NA NA NA
SD -0.18 -0.39 -0.13 -0.71 NA NA NA NA
SL 021 051 037 056 NA NA NA NA
PSCA -0.22 020 0.09 -0.34 NA NA NA NA
SRL 0.12 0.88 -0.26 -0.14 NA NA NA NA
RD 0.13 -093 0.19 0.02 NA NA NA NA
RTD -0.50 0.63 0.10 028 NA NA NA NA
SSD -0.02 0.1 0.02 0.29 0.03 -0.19 -0.26 0.82
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Table S2: Principal component analysis of CWMs functional traits. Eigenvalues, explained variation and

trait loadings for first four principal components (PC1-4) for crown and stem communities (see Materials

and Methods).
Crown Stem

PC1 PC2 PC3 PC4 PCl PC2 PC3 PC4
explained variation
(%) 32 25 13 9 27 23 13 13
Eigenvalue 8,88 7,08 3,76 2,63 749 6,56 3,77 3,51
Trait
Himax 0,19 0,28 0,63 -0,22 -0,08 -0,42 0,65 041
SLA 041 -0,69 0,08 -0,10 0,75 -0,23 0,14 -0,08
LDMC 0,09 -0,73 056 -0,19 0,33 -0,77 0,27 0,13
L -0,27 0,75 -0,51 0,21 -0,57 0,66 -0,32 -0,13
L Amax 028 043 0,78 -0,24 -0,25 -0,08 0,83 0,15
SPAD 058 -041 0,38 -0,32 0,47 0,20 0,29 -0,10
LCC -0,35 -0,70 -0,43 -0,20 0,26 -0,57 -0,58 -0,08
LNC 059 -0,65 -0,10 -0,16 0,90 -0,05 -0,01 0,04
LPC 076 035 033 019 029 071 042 -0,15
LKC 036 087 019 0,03 -041 075 034 -0,13
LMgC 073 045 -0,14 -0,03 0,17 049 0,19 043
LCaC 0,73 -0,16 0,06 044 0,77 040 0,22 -0,17
05N 022 -002 052 041 033 035 058 -0,51
o13C -0,29 0,61 -0,39 -0,55 -0,62 0,04 -047 0,54
ph_pathway_C3 0,19 -046 0,17 0,71 0,58 -0,01 0,37 -0,59
RCC -0,61 030 025 044 -0,32 0,07 -0,25 -0,69
RNC 0,66 -0,16 -0,33 0,36 0,55 0,53 -0,40 -0,24
RPC 0,62 -0,02 -061 024 042 068 -046 0,16
RKC 095 0,10 -0,18 -0,01 0,65 0,68 -0,01 0,18
RMgC 093 0,15 -0,23 0,00 0,68 0,50 -0,33 0,27
RCaC 074 045 -0,06 017 0,09 0,79 0,15 0,34
SD 0,09 -0,93 -0,06 0,00 0,68 -0,63 -0,13 -0,16
SL -0,08 086 038 0,10 -0,64 0,61 041 0,10
PSCA -0,08 -0,60 0,55 0,10 049 -042 0,23 -0,19
SRL -0,73 -0,17 -0,06 0,61 -0,15 0,10 -0,23 -0,83
RD 0,86 0,06 0,00 -043 057 0,02 0,04 0,70
RTD -0,82 0,28 0,31 -0,06 -0,84 -0,17 0,30 -0,20
SSD 055 021 013 0,28 -0,10 0,52 -0,13 -0,24
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Table S3: Results of ANOVAs and pairwise comparisons of CWMs of different traits on tree species for crown and trunk assemblages. “variances”: states

whether variances were homogenous (“homo”, p > 0.05) or heterogeneous (“hetero”, p < 0.05) according to Bartlett’s test. In the first case, F- and p-values are

the results of regular ANOVA, followed by Tukey’s test, in the second case the results of Welch’s ANOVA, followed by max-t tests for multiple comparisons.

p-values for pairwise comparisons between tree species: A-B, A-C etc.; A: Aspidosperma, B: Brosimum, C: Calophyllum, M: Manilkara. p-values < 0.05 are in bold.

PP_C3 relates to the relative abundance of individuals belonging to Cs species. For a full list of traits see Table 1.

crown trunk
trait variances F ) A-B A-C A-M B-C B-M C-M variances F P A-B AC A-M BC BM CM
SLA homo 3.40 0.02 0.04 0.10 1.00 0.08 0.06  1.00 homo 148 024 040 078 020 093 098 0.73
LDMC hetero 537  <0.01 0.02 0.73 0.81 0.001 025 028 homo 2.53 0.07 007 016 055 099 042 0.67
Lin hetero 6.65  <0.01 <0.01 0.89 056  <0.001 012 017 homo 2.09 012 009 031 017 093 096 0.99
LA homo 6.88 <0.001 0.02 0.97 <0.01 0.07 0.83  0.01 homo 0.17 092 097 091 099 099 099 0.96
Himax hetero 489  <0.01 0.10 0.98 0.04 0.05 0.88  0.02 homo 0.88 046 099 097 078 085 087 0.41
LChl homo 9.78 <0.001 <0.001 1.00 040  <0.001 0.01 039 homo 3.39 0.03 058 087 064 096 0.02 0.14
LCC homo 1.30 0.28 0.92 1.00 0.35 0.88 072 032 hetero 0.49 070 098 100 1.00 072 081 1.00
RCC homo 4.20 0.01 <0.01 0.47 0.35 0.23 026  1.00 homo 1.27 030 040 086 030 085 1.00 0.76
LNC homo 8.77 <0.001 <0.001 0.84 0.98 <0.01 <0.001 0.96 homo 3.01 0.04 006 099 048 009 046 0.62
RNC hetero 7.11 <0.01 0.04 0.08 1.00 076  <0.01 <0.01 homo 1.08 037 097 069 097 031 070 0.82
LPC hetero 491 <0.01 0.02 0.43 0.01 0.21 091 023 homo 191 014 080 062 100 010 0.53 0.59
RPC homo 3.77 0.01 0.10 0.18 0.98 1.00 0.04 0.09 homo 0.91 045 089 089 100 039 0.6 0.92
LKC homo 2.51 0.06 0.80 0.63 0.04 0.99 027 051 homo 122 031 065 028 087 085 094 0.52
RKC homo 6.79 <0.001 <0.001 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.08  0.99 homo 1.48 024 062 093 100 021 044 0.89
LCaC hetero 3.61 0.02 0.40 0.84 0.78 0.03 0.01  1.00 hetero 1.62 023 046 100 1.00 058 0.13 0.99
RCaC homo 1.86 0.14 0.24 0.61 0.14 0.94 099 0.82 hetero 0.44 072 097 087 099 086 099 0.75
LMgC homo 1.42 0.24 0.22 0.88 0.48 0.68 096  0.92 hetero 0.18 091 090 092 088 1.00 1.00 1.00

IS
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RMgC
SD

SL
PSCA
SRL
RD
RTD
SSD
dBC
d13C_2
015N
PP_C3

homo
homo
homo
homo
homo
homo
homo
homo
hetero
hetero
homo

hetero

7.03
2.94
3.95
217
12.45
14.03
722
1.88
3.30
8.83
0.95
4.14

<0.001
0.04
0.01
0.10
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.14
0.03
<0.001
0.42
0.01

<0.001
0.37
0.40
0.77
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.13
0.86
0.01
0.86
1.00

0.04
1.00
0.90
0.39
0.03
0.01
0.06
0.96
0.78
0.65
0.79
1.00

0.20
0.56
0.32
1.00
<0.001
0.001
0.77
0.96
0.22
0.72
1.00
1.00

0.37
0.33
0.85
0.06
0.05
0.03
0.42
0.37
0.41
<0.001
0.34
0.18

0.07
0.02
0.01
0.72
0.65
0.13
0.01
0.32
0.02
0.09
0.79
0.05

0.87
0.69
0.09
0.43
0.44
0.90
0.36
1.00
0.94
0.05
0.86
0.12

hetero
homo
homo
homo
hetero
hetero
hetero
hetero
hetero
homo
homo

homo

0.97
1.47
1.24
1.94
0.97
1.94
1.27
272
0.36
1.10
0.51
0.72

043
0.24
0.31
0.14
043
0.16
0.32
0.08
0.79
0.36
0.68
0.55

0.71
0.23
0.30
0.26
0.46
0.27
0.41
0.38
0.86
0.59
0.83
1.00

1.00
0.58
0.49
0.97
0.79
0.85
0.97
0.23
0.97
0.99
0.63
1.00

0.99
0.88
0.80
1.00
0.65
0.65
0.89
0.94
1.00
0.87
0.75
0.78

0.41
0.92
0.99
0.44
0.64
0.22
0.42
0.76
0.99
0.37
0.97
1.00

0.39
0.44
0.66
0.14
0.84
0.29
0.34
0.18
0.77
0.90
1.00
0.65

0.99
0.88
0.88
0.98
0.95
0.89
0.98
0.12
0.94
0.69
0.98
0.64
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Figure S1: Correlation matrix for 26 traits. Pearsons’s correlation coefficients are given in the lower diagonal and are visually symbolized in the upper diago-

nal. Non-significant correlations (p > 0.05) are crossed.
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Figure S2: Principal component analysis of functional traits (excluding stomatal and root traits) of the epiphytic community at study site. Analysed were
species averages for 13 functional traits of 81 epiphytic species (9 species not included in PCA for Figure 1). A and B: Variable correlation plots for the 1+t and
2nd principal component (A) and the 3+ and 4% principal component (B), respectively. Colors refer to trait type. C and D: Epiphyte species within the ordina-
tion space. C: 1¢t and 2" principal component, D: 3" and 4" principal component. Plant families are differentiated by color and enclosed by convex hulls.

10

11
12
13



Diversity 2021, 13, 97 10 of 12

stem
sla Idme LT LA max_height
° 0.5- 18- 55-
. i 0.0- 207
124 06 16- 50-
07- i 15- |
* 0.2 14 454
10- 0.8- ] 12-
09- 047 o o 40-
. 1.0- . =
08- ) 10~ f 06- ! 05 I | H 35
sla Idmc LT LA max_height
RNC LPC
0.9- .
1.72- -1.0-
1.68-
1.71- 017 10- . A1
1.65- 1.70- = 42-
02-
1.69- - 13-
1.62- 168 . .
' 0.3- 12- . 14~
159~ . ! 1.67- | . |
Lce RNC LPC RPC
LKC RCaC LMgC RMgC
0.0- .
0.4- 0.0- o t .
00 . 025 ree species
© 02- 02- -0.2- . - aspicr
=}
3 0.3~ * -0.50- = B3 brosut
00- 04- 04~ B3 calolo
R i .
06 04- 5 0.75- B3 manibi
-0.2- O | 06- . -06- ; -06- e I
RKC LcaC RCaC LMgC RMgC
sL PSCA SRL RD RTD
2.25- 07- 1.25- 04- 0.4-
16- e
2.00- 06- 1.00- * 02- 0.6-
1.75- 15 0.5- 0.75 *
0.0- 0.8-
1.50- 14- 5 04- 0.50-
0.2- 1.0-
g 0.3- U 0251 ° 1 0 ° 1
sL PSCA SRL RD RTD
SSD Ld13C Ld13C_2 Ld15N ph_pathway_C3
-15- . B - . 1.00-
29- - ---F
-04- . - °
20- -2- 0.75-
30-
25- 31- = 3 0.50 =
08- ] . .
O 4- 0.25- .
1.0- -30- *—F- 32- . .
. . 5- . .
SsD Ld13C Ld13C_2 Ld15N ph_pathway_C3

variable



Diversity 2021, 13, 97 110f12

Figure S3: CWMs of different traits on stems of focal tree species. For units of trait values see table 1. Most traits were logio-transformed (see methods). 16
“dBC_2" refers to CWMs based on Cs species only. 17
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Figure S4: CWMs of different traits in crowns of focal tree species. For units of trait values see table 1. Most traits were logio-transformed (see methods). 19

“d1C_2" refers to CWMs based on Cs species only.
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