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1  | INTRODUC TION

Multiple disturbances can have contrasting or interactive effects 
on biodiversity. When disturbances result in reductions in abun-
dance beyond the ability for a species to recover, regime shifts 
or local extinctions may result (reviewed in Buma, 2015; Paine 
et al., 1998; Turner, 2010). Disturbance can also affect diversity 
by reducing the average fitness differences between species, 
which reduces the impact of competition and delays (but does 

not prevent) exclusion (Chesson, 2000). However, the occurrence 
of multiple different types of disturbances can help promote the 
long-term coexistence of species if they create opportunities 
for niche differentiation in space or time (e.g. Chesson, 2000; 
Chesson & Huntly, 1997). This occurs if the different disturbances 
favour alternative ecological strategies such that the existence of 
multiple disturbances has a stabilizing effect on diversity (sensu 
Chesson, 2000), for example by creating a fluctuating environ-
ment in which no species is favoured for long enough to achieve 
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Abstract
1. Multiple disturbances can have mixed effects on biodiversity. Whether the  

interaction of sequential disturbances drives local extinctions or promotes diver-
sity depends on the severity of biomass reductions relative to any stabilizing and/
or equalizing effects generated by the disturbance regimes.

2. Through a manipulative mesocosm experiment, we examined how warming events 
in the fall and simulated grazing disturbance (i.e. clipping) in the winter affected 
the density, biomass and genotypic diversity of assemblages of the clonal seagrass 
Zostera marina.

3. We show that the interaction of the two disturbance types reduced density and 
biomass to a greater degree than warming or clipping alone.

4. The genotype with the highest biomass in the assemblage shifted under the dif-
ferent experimental regimes such that the traits of winners were distinct in the 
different treatments. The favouring of different traits by different disturbances 
led to reduced evenness when a single disturbance was applied, and enhanced 
evenness under multiple disturbances.

5. We conclude that sequential disturbances can alter the outcome of inter-
genotypic interactions and maintain genotypic diversity in clonal populations. Our 
study expands the context in which disturbance can influence intraspecific diver-
sity by showing that fluctuating selection may result from the sequential applica-
tion of different disturbance types and not simply seasonal changes in a single  
agent.
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dominance (e.g. Hutchinson, 1961; Miller & Chesson, 2009). 
Predicting whether disturbance will maintain diversity or result 
in exclusion depends on the balancing roles disturbance plays in 
altering competition among species through equalizing and/or sta-
bilizing mechanisms while also decreasing survival rates within a 
species (Chase et al., 2002; Chesson & Huntly, 1997).

Similarly, the fluctuating environmental conditions caused by 
varying disturbance regimes can influence the maintenance of 
genetic diversity (Banks et al., 2013; Davies et al., 2016; Fraser 
et al., 2018; Hughes et al., 2007). For example, reducing herbiv-
ory on evening primrose increased evenness and shifted the iden-
tity of dominant genotypes away from those that are resistant 
to herbivory and towards earlier flowering genotypes that are 
more tolerant of competition (Agrawal et al., 2012). Disturbance–
diversity relationships are particularly relevant for species that 
grow clonally as asexual propagation maintains a genotype's dis-
tinct phenotype and allows for interactions among individuals 
within a population to play out in analogous ways to species act-
ing within a community (reviewed by Hughes et al., 2008; Vellend 
& Geber, 2005). Observational surveys of clonal plants provide 
mixed evidence regarding the correlation between genotypic 
diversity and disturbance (e.g. McMahon et al., 2017; Reisch & 
Scheitler, 2009; Reynolds et al., 2019; Rusterholz et al., 2009; Yu 
et al., 2019), and disentangling the underlying mechanisms driving 
variance in this relationship remains an important avenue of re-
search (Banks et al., 2013). Manipulative field experiments can as-
sess the effects of varying disturbance regimes on the recruitment 
of new individuals (Herrera & Bazaga, 2016; Hidding et al., 2014; 
Macreadie et al., 2014; Peng et al., 2015; Reusch, 2006; Veeneklaas 
et al., 2011) but sampling at a fine enough scale to capture the ef-
fects of disturbance on altering the outcome of inter-genotypic 
interactions is challenging. Conversely, laboratory micro- and 
mesocosms with known genotypes can isolate the effects of 
disturbance on inter-genotypic interactions while removing the 
potentially confounding effects of variation in recruitment (e.g. 
Weider, 1992).

Populations of the seagrass Zostera marina (hereafter Zostera) 
have served as a model system for research on the ecological con-
sequences of genetic diversity (e.g. Hughes & Stachowicz, 2004, 
2009; Reusch et al., 2005; Williams, 2001) and by extension pro-
vide an opportunity for studying the effect of disturbances on 
genotypic coexistence. Zostera occurs in temperate coastal eco-
systems of the Northern hemisphere. Like all seagrasses, Zostera 
reproduces both sexually via seed production and through clonal 
propagation. In northern California, populations of Zostera are ge-
netically diverse (Hughes & Stachowicz, 2009; Kamel et al., 2012; 
Olsen et al., 2004), this genetic diversity is stable across time 
(Reynolds et al., 2017), and meadows can have upwards of four 
unique genotypes interacting within a 10 cm × 10 cm area (Abbott 
& Stachowicz, 2016). Zostera genotypes differ phenotypically in 
common gardens (Abbott et al., 2018; Hughes et al., 2009) and 
competition can lead to the exclusion of genotypes at the local scale 
(Abbott & Stachowicz, 2016). However, the effects of disturbance 

in mitigating competitive exclusion among eelgrass genotypes re-
main unclear (Reusch, 2006).

Zostera meadows in northern California experience multi-
ple stresses and disturbances within any given year, which may 
contribute to the maintenance of the observed genetic diversity. 
From 2014 to 2016, a marine heatwave (i.e. ‘warm blob’) in the NE 
Pacific (Gentemann et al., 2017) exposed Zostera populations in 
Bodega Harbor, CA to temperature anomalies between 2°C and 
4°C above the climatic mean (Sanford et al., 2019). Experimental 
mesocosms simulating this warming event revealed that the neg-
ative effects of warming events on Zostera productivity are often 
delayed and prolonged (Reynolds et al., 2016), individual geno-
types vary in their sensitivity to warming (DuBois et al., 2019; 
Reynolds et al., 2016), the relative performance of genotypes 
shifts after warming events (DuBois et al., 2019), and warming can 
alter Zostera morphology with transgenerational consequences 
to clonal offspring (DuBois et al., 2020). Seasonal, but less ex-
treme, warming occurs each year in late summer and early fall (e.g. 
Reynolds et al., 2016).

The stress from warming could exacerbate the susceptibility of 
Zostera populations to additional disturbances. Along the western 
coast of North America, the warmest temperatures of the year are 
followed by winter season grazing by migratory Pacific Black Brant 
geese, Branta bernicla nigricans. Grazing disturbance has clear and 
direct effects on seagrass above-ground biomass as the geese re-
move the leaf tissue (Ganter, 2000, reviewed in Kollars et al., 2017). 
However, because grazing does not damage the basal meristem, 
it rarely causes mortality of individual shoots and plants may re-
grow leaf tissue after a grazing event (e.g. Ganter, 2000; Moore & 
Black, 2006; see Hulme, 1996 for a general discussion of defolia-
tion as a disturbance event). Despite the ability to regenerate tis-
sue, clipping experiments with Zostera have revealed reductions in 
shoot density in clipped treatments relative to controls, likely due 
to a reduced ability to generate new shoots while resources are di-
verted to replacing lost tissue (e.g. Hughes, 2006; N.M. Kollars & J.J. 
Stachowicz, unpubl. data; Ruesink et al., 2012).

Here we tested how warming interacts with simulated grazing to 
affect the density, biomass and maintenance of genotypic diversity 
in Zostera. We used outdoor mesocosms with natural flow-through 
seawater and experimentally mimicked the natural seasonal tim-
ing of the disturbances by exposing pairs of Zostera genotypes to 
a factorial combination of elevated temperature in fall followed by 
simulated goose grazing (i.e. clipping) in winter. We predicted that 
warming and clipping would each independently reduce Zostera 
density and biomass and that the interaction of the two disturbance 
types would intensify these reductions beyond additive expecta-
tions. We also predicted that warming and clipping would alter the 
identity of the winning genotype within the pair due to selection for 
genotypes with different phenotypes (e.g. Agrawal et al., 2012). As 
a result, we expected that the combination of warming and clipping 
would increase evenness within the pair by creating fluctuating se-
lection compared to more consistent selective effects in warming or 
clipping alone.
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2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS

Zostera genotypes used in our experiments were collected from 
Bodega Harbor, CA and cultured in outdoor, flow-through seawater 
tanks at the Bodega Marine Laboratory (Abbott et al., 2018; Hughes 
et al., 2009). It total, we used 39 genotypes to randomly generate 50 
unique pairings (see Table S1 for a list of the genotypes used in each 
pair). We grew one replicate of each pair under each of the treatments. 
We chose to maximize the number of unique parings over replicating 
specific pairings to better model how multiple disturbances could af-
fect interaction outcome among genotypes independent of the iden-
tity of specific genotypes. We harvested genotypes from cultured 
stocks in mid-August of 2017. We measured the initial shoot length 
(first rhizome node to longest leaf), rhizome diameter, and rhizome 
length for each shoot, but standardized the rhizome length to be no 
longer than 6 cm. For each pair, we planted a single shoot of each geno-
type in a square plastic flowerpot (8.89 cm3) filled with sieved and ho-
mogenized sediment collected from Bodega Harbor. We loosely tied a 
piece of coloured flagging tape around the base of the terminal shoot 
of each genotype to mark its identity.

For the first part of the experiment, we grew the plants in 20 out-
door flow-through seawater tanks (60 cm L × 30 cm W × 60 cm H;  
a volume of 113 L; flow rate approximately 60 L/hr) at the Bodega 
Marine Laboratory (see also DuBois et al., 2020; Reynolds 
et al., 2016). In all, 10 tanks received seawater at ambient tem-
perature and 10 received seawater passed through a sump tank 
with titanium heaters (Process Technologies 1000W immersion 
heaters). Ambient tanks held replicates for the control and clipping 
treatments and heated tanks held replicates for the warming and 
warming + clipping treatments. We placed five pairs in each tank 
across the two experimental temperature regimes, which resulted in 
a total of 10 pots per tank. We recorded temperature in each tank at  
15-min intervals using Onset Hobo Pendant Temperature/Light 64K 
Data Loggers.

We allowed the plants to recover from transplantation for 
7 weeks prior to applying the warming treatment. Plants in both 
the control and warmed treatments were at the same temperature 
during this recovery period. We then increased the temperature in 
the warmed treatments by 3.4°C relative to the ambient control for 
40 days (see Figure S1 for the full temperature profile during this 
time). This temperature increase is similar in magnitude and duration 
to temperature increases during recent summer/fall heat waves (e.g. 
Reynolds et al., 2016; Sanford et al., 2019). Immediately after turning 
off the heat, we counted the number of shoots in each pot. Three 
weeks after turning off the heat, we transferred the pairs from the 
experimental warming mesocosms into larger pots (11.4 cm diame-
ter × 9.5 cm H) filled with freshly collected and sieved sediment from 
Bodega Harbor to allow for the increase in clonal size we expected 
as ramets expanded over the remainder of the experiment. These 
larger pots were placed into a single tank (3.68 m D × 0.7 m H; ap-
proximately 7,450 L) with flow-through seawater supplied at a rate 
of approximately 1,500 L/hr through irrigation tubing placed around 
the tank perimeter.

We allowed the plants to recover from transplantation to the 
larger pots for 7 weeks before implementing the clipping treatment 
in late January of 2018. To mimic grazing by Brant geese, we used 
scissors to remove the leaf tissue for all the shoots in the pots as-
signed to the clipping treatments. Brant will subsequently graze 
the young and nutritious re-growth from previously grazed shoots 
(Moore & Black, 2006) and to mimic this we clipped plants a second 
time, 6 weeks after the first clipping. We counted the total number 
of shoots in the pot before each round of clipping.

We concluded the experiment in late April of 2018, 6 weeks after 
the second clipping, which allowed surviving shoots time to re-grow 
clipped biomass. We removed the plants from the pots and care-
fully separated the genotypes using the remaining tags and intact 
rhizome connections. For ramets that we could not unambiguously 
trace to a tag, we genotyped the sample at 11 microsatellite loci, 
and compared the ramet's multi-locus genotype to the known gen-
otypes in the pair (see Abbott et al., 2018 and references therein 
for details on methods). Using this method, we were able to assign 
most ramets present at the end of the experiment to one of the two 
planted genets (n = 5 pots with unassigned ramets due to failed PCR 
and thus removed from analysis). After removal from the pot, we 
counted the number of shoots for each genotype and measured the 
mass of above-ground and below-ground tissue after drying to con-
stant mass at 60°C.

2.1 | Statistical analyses

2.1.1 | Aggregate (pot level) density and biomass

First, we tested the effect of single and sequential disturbances on 
aggregate plant density and biomass using pot-level data (summed 
abundance of both genotypes). Specifically, we used GLMs to test 
the effect of warming, clipping and their interaction on the total 
number of shoots in a pot at each stage of the experiment (im-
mediately post-warming, 10 weeks post-warming, 6 weeks after 
the first clipping and at breakdown) and the response of the final 
pot-level biomass. We separated the analysis by stage because our 
interest was in comparing treatment outcomes within a time point 
and not across time, especially considering that treatment applica-
tion confounded time in our design (e.g. clipping did not occur until 
the second half of the experiment). We initially modelled each of 
the shoot count data variables with a Poisson error distribution 
but used a quasi-Poisson distribution if the data showed overdis-
persion (tested in the aer package; Kleiber & Zeileis, 2008; see also 
Table 1). For the biomass variables, we chose a gamma distribution 
to restrict the model to positive integers. In each case, we followed 
fitting the GLM with analysis of deviance using the ANOVA func-
tion to generate F-ratios and p values. We performed these and 
the proceeding analyses in r version 3.5.3 (R Core Team, 2020). 
We removed from analysis any pot in which either one genotype 
died prior to treatment application, no shoots survived, or human 
error (i.e. misapplication of treatment, unidentified ramets and 
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labelling errors). The experiment concluded with at least 30 repli-
cates per treatment (Table S1).

2.1.2 | Interaction outcome between genotypes

To assess treatment effects on the interaction outcome between geno-
types, we considered the relative abundance of each genotype within 
the pair and assessed how treatments affected (a) the identity and traits 
of the more abundant genet and (b) the evenness of the abundances of 
the two genets (see below for a description of how we measured even-
ness). We used below-ground biomass as our metric for abundance be-
cause the clipping application purposefully reduced the above-ground 
biomass during the experiment and thus might not provide a reliable in-
dicator of the relative success of the individuals in a pot. Previous stud-
ies have also shown that below-ground storage is a strong predictor 
of a plant's ability to recover from above-ground stress (e.g. Alcoverro 
et al., 1999; Govers et al., 2015, reviewed in Thomas et al., 2017) and 
can be influenced by the genotypic identity of a neighbouring plant (e.g. 
Genung et al., 2012). Therefore, we considered below-ground biomass 

to be a product of both the genet's physiological response to the distur-
bance treatment and competition within the pair.

We first tested whether the identity of the genotype with the high-
est below-ground biomass in each pair varied across the treatments. 
Given the relationship between biomass production and competitive 
outcomes (e.g. Gaudet & Keddy, 1988), we labelled the genotype 
with the highest relative abundance of below-ground biomass as the 
‘dominant’ genotype within that pair. Next, we calculated the relative 
abundance of this same genotype across each of the four treatments: 
shifts in the relative abundance among treatments indicated that the 
relative dominance changed in that treatment with respect to the 
control. Because relative abundance is a proportional variable and 
bounded between 0 and 1, we did not analyse this response using 
linear models that require a specified error distribution. Instead, we 
used non-parametric permutation tests with 1,000 permutations 
within an ANOVA framework and with treatment as a factor (sensu 
Anderson, 2001). We permuted the F-statistic and calculated a p value 
using one-tailed tests of the null hypothesis that the observed and 
simulated F-statistic come from the same distribution (as described 
by Gotelli & Ellison, 2004). We followed this analysis with post-hoc 

TA B L E  1   Analysis of deviance results from GLMs testing the effects of warming events and clipping disturbance on Zostera marina 
density and biomass variables. p ≤ 0.05 are in bold

Response Distribution Factor Dev Res df Res Dev F (p value)

Shoot counts immediately after  
warming

Poisson: Log link NULL 134 60.572

Warming 0.01 133 60.561 (0.92)a 

— — — — —

— — — — —

Shoot counts 10 weeks after  
warming

Quasi-Poisson: Log link NULL 142 228.33

Warming 9.75 141 218.58 6.96 (<0.01)

— — — — —

— — — — —

Shoot counts after first  
clipping

Quasi-Poisson: Log link NULL 142 428.28

Warming 26.83 141 401.45 10.13 (<0.01)

Clipping 15.87 140 385.58 5.99 (0.02)

Interaction 1.60 139 383.97 0.61 (0.44)

Shoot counts at breakdown Quasi-Poisson: Log link NULL 142 1,232.53

Warming 31.53 141 1,211.00 4.59 (0.03)

Clipping 299.11 140 911.89 43.51 (<0.01)

Interaction 14.48 139 897.41 2.11 (0.15)

Above-ground Biomass Gamma: Inverse link NULL 136 238.86

Warming 1.67 135 237.19 1.77 (0.19)

Clipping 93.01 134 144.10 98.71 (<0.01)

Interaction 2.13 133 141.96 2.26 (0.13)

Below-ground Biomass Gamma: Inverse link NULL 137 147.99

Warming 1.69 136 146.30 2.96 (0.09)

Clipping 43.78 135 102.53 76.59 (<0.01)

Interaction 4.22 134 98.31 7.38 (<0.01)

Abbreviations: Dev, deviance; df, degrees of freedom; Res, residual.
aThe analysis of deviance for the GLM modelling shoot counts immediately after heating used a chi-squared test instead of a F-test. 
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pairwise comparisons using the pairwise PermutationTest function in 
the rcompanion package (S. Mangiafico); we adjusted alpha for multiple 
comparisons according to Benjamini and Hochberg (1995).

We found that the identity of the more abundant genotype 
within the pair changed across treatments (see Section 3). We tested 
whether this shift was predictable based on traits known to influ-
ence relative performance among genotypes of Zostera as a func-
tion of temperature (DuBois et al., 2019; Reynolds et al., 2016) and 
clipping (N.M. Kollars & J.J. Stachowicz, unpubl. data). We compared 
the mean trait state of the genotypes in each of the treatments using 
previously measured trait values (Abbott et al., 2018). Though both 
source studies for our genotypes measured traits in a common gar-
den setting (Abbott et al., 2018; Hughes et al., 2009), the experiments 
were conducted under different ambient conditions and thus not 
comparable. Therefore, for trait-based analyses, we chose to only re-
tain replicates in which both genotypes in the pair were also studied 
in Abbott et al. (2018), which characterized traits for the majority of 
our genotypes (final replicate size: 15–23 pairs; see Table S1). Focal 
traits included the following: (a) photosynthetic efficiency (measured 
as alpha, the initial slope of the rapid light curve and a metric char-
acterizing the efficiency of photon capture when light is limiting), (b) 
maximum electron transport rate (ETRmax; measured as the maximum 
number of electrons moving through photosystem II when light is sat-
urating) and (c) above-ground versus below-ground resource alloca-
tion (measured as the above-ground to below-ground biomass ratio). 
See Abbott et al. (2018) for details on how each trait was measured. 
Functionally, higher values of photosynthetic efficiency and the max-
imum electron transport rate (ETRmax) increase the potential for car-
bon fixation, while the above-ground to below-ground biomass ratio 
represents the relative investment of plants to tissue available for 
photosynthesis (above-ground biomass) versus storage and nutrient 
acquisition (below-ground biomass). We calculated a multivariate trait 
index for the three focal traits and for each genotype using princi-
pal component analysis (PCA; generated with the prcomp function in 
base r) using standardized trait values. We visualized the differences 
among treatments by plotting the mean multivariate trait value of PC1 
against PC2 for the genotype within a pair whose relative abundance 
(based on below-ground biomass) fell into three categories: >0.7, 
between 0.3 and 0.7 or below 0.3. We subjectively classified these 
interaction outcome categories as ‘winning’, ‘coexisting’ or ‘losing’, 
respectively.

Finally, we examined the overall effects of treatment on even-
ness across all experimental pairs. Because there were only two 
genotypes in a pot, their relative abundances must sum to 1 and 
maximum evenness occurs when both genotypes have a relative 
abundance of 0.5. As above, we calculated relative abundance 
based on below-ground biomass. We used relative abundance of 
the less abundant genotype within a pair as our proxy for genotypic 
evenness such that a value of 0 would indicate exclusion from the 
pot and a value of 0.5 would indicate that genotypes had equal bio-
mass. We tested for the effects of warming, clipping and their in-
teraction using permutation analyses within an ANOVA framework 
(see above).

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | Aggregate (pot level) density and biomass

Both the warming and clipping treatments reduced the total number 
of shoots in the pot throughout the experiment and the effects of 
these appeared to be mostly additive (Figure 1a). Warming reduced 

F I G U R E  1   The response of Zostera marina biomass to a warming 
event followed by a clipping disturbance. (a) Total number of 
shoots in the pot through time. Dashed lines indicate the timing of 
treatment application. Open circles: control; closed circles: warmed; 
open triangles: clipped; closed triangles: warmed + clipped. 
Numbers in parentheses are sample size. (b) The response of 
total above-ground biomass and below-ground biomass at the 
experimental breakdown. Light grey colour: ambient temperature 
treatment; dark grey colour: warmed temperature treatment. 
Numbers in white are sample size. For both (a and b), y-error bars 
represent standard error of the mean. See Table 1 for statistical 
analysis



6  |    Functional Ecology KOLLARS et AL.

shoot counts within 10 weeks after the return to ambient tempera-
ture (F = 6.96, p < 0.01; Table 1) and this effect persisted through-
out the experiment, reaching a maximum of 17% reduction in shoot 
density by the end of the experiment (22 weeks after the warming 
event; F = 4.59, p = 0.03; Table 1). Clipping reduced shoot density 
within 6 weeks after the first application (9.1% reduction in the clip-
ping treatment and 29.3% reduction in the warming + clipping treat-
ment relative to the control; F = 5.99, p = 0.02; Table 1). Two clipping 
applications reduced the mean total number of shoots in the pot by 
49.5% in the clipping treatment and 71.8% in the warming + clipping 
treatment (clipping effect: F = 43.51, p < 0.01; Table 1), but there 
was no interaction between warming and clipping (F = 2.11, p = 0.15; 
Table 1).

In contrast, the effect of clipping on total below-ground bio-
mass in a pot depended on warming (warming × clipping interac-
tion: F = 7.38, p < 0.01; Table 1). The warming + clipping treatment 
showed a 79.6% reduction in mean below-ground biomass relative 
to the controls, while the clipping only treatment reduced mean 
below-ground biomass by 63.6% and warming alone had no influ-
ence (Figure 1b). Not surprisingly, clipping (which involved direct 
removal of above-ground biomass) exerted a dominant influence on 
above-ground biomass (clipping effect: F = 98.7, p < 0.01; Figure 1b; 
Table 1), with no effect of warming or the interaction between 
warming and clipping (Table 1).

3.2 | Interaction outcome between genotypes

The identity of the dominant genotype (relative abundance > 0.5) 
varied among treatments. To visualize this, we plotted the relative 
abundance of the dominant genotype in unmanipulated pots relative 
to when it was grown in the same pair combination in each of the 
other treatments (Figure 2, F = 4.34, p < 0.01; see also Figure S3). 
The warming + clipping treatment reduced the mean relative abun-
dance of the genotype that had dominated in the control from 77.8% 
to 49.9% (adjusted p < 0.01). Although the dominant genotype in 
both the warming only and clipping only treatments achieved an 
abundance ~80%, the identity of the dominant genotype differed. 
For example, the mean relative abundance of the dominant geno-
type in the warmed treatment was 82.9% and that same genotype's 
abundance dropped to 44.5% in the clipped treatment (Figure S3a). 
The modest initial differences in shoot length and rhizome volume 
between genets within a pair had no effect on final below-ground 
biomass (Figure S2).

The ordination of traits allowed us to separate genotypes in 
trait space based on two principal components, with PC1 explain-
ing 40.4% of the variance and being negatively correlated with 
maximum electron transport rate (ETRmax) and the above-ground 
to below-ground biomass ratio, and PC2 (33% of the variance) pos-
itively correlated with photosynthetic efficiency (alpha; Table S2). 
The mean multivariate trait composition of winning genotypes 
(relative abundance > 0.7) varied among treatments, as shown by 

the clear separation of control, warmed only and clipped treat-
ments in trait space (Figure 3a). Winning genotypes in the clipping 
treatments had lower values of maximum electron transport rate 
(ETRmax) and above-ground to below-ground biomass ratio, while 
warming favoured lower photosynthetic efficiency (alpha) rela-
tive to the control. Within each treatment, the winning (relative 
abundance > 0.7), coexisting (relative abundance between 0.3 
and 0.7) and losing (relative abundance < 0.3) genotypes also sep-
arated across trait space (Figure 3b). In non-clipping treatments, 
winning genotypes had higher maximum electron transport rate 
(ETRmax) and above-ground to below-ground ratio values than the 
remaining abundance categories, whereas in clipping treatments 
winning and losing genotypes shared trait space but had higher 
photosynthetic efficiency (alpha) values relative to the coexisting 
genotypes.

Genotypic evenness was higher in control and warming + clip-
ping treatments relative to warming or clipping only treatments, as 
shown by an interaction between warming and clipping on evenness 
(F = 3.6, p = 0.07, Figure 4).

F I G U R E  2   Relative abundance of genotype that was dominant 
(i.e. highest below-ground biomass between pairs of Zostera 
marina genotypes) in the unmanipulated control across each of the 
warming and clipping treatment combinations. Relative abundance 
below 0.5 indicates that the identity of the dominant genotype 
changed relative to the control. Data are visualized using boxplots 
where the dark horizontal line shows the median and each dot 
represents an individual replicate. Light grey colour: ambient 
temperature treatment; dark grey colour: warmed temperature 
treatment. See Figure S3 for figures of the relative abundance 
of the dominant genotype referenced to each of the remaining 
treatments. Letters show results of post-hoc pairwise permutation 
tests corrected for multiple comparisons: treatments with the same 
letter were not distinguishable
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4  | DISCUSSION

Our results demonstrate how two distinct seasonal disturbances can 
alter the biomass, genotypic composition and evenness of a clonal 
plant assemblage. Warming and clipping each reduced at least one 
metric of eelgrass abundance. However, the two disturbances acted 
synergistically to reduce below-ground biomass, suggesting that fall 
warming may reduce the ability of plants to tolerate winter grazing 
(Figure 1; Table 1). We also showed that the identity of the domi-
nant genotype within a pair often shifted among the four disturbance 
treatments (Figure 2). The traits of the winning genotypes differed 
across the treatments (Figure 3a), allowing us to develop hypotheses 
about the mechanisms underlying these shifts. In the absence of dis-
turbance and in the warming only treatments, the winning genotypes 
were phenotypically distinct from the subordinate clone (Figure 3b). 
However, within the clipping treatments (both clipping only and 
warming + clipping), the winning and losing genotypes were indistin-
guishable based on traits (Figure 3b). This suggests that disturbance 
type influences whether our measured traits drive the outcome of in-
ter-genotypic interactions in Zostera. Relative to a single disturbance, 
we found that sequential disturbances increased evenness among 
genotypes (Figure 4) by creating variable selection that favours dif-
ferent genotypes in different seasons, equalizing the relative abun-
dance of competitors (conceptualized in Figure 5).

Interactions between sequential disturbances can occur when 
one disturbance alters the response to a second disturbance 
(Buma, 2015; Paine et al., 1998; Turner, 2010). Here, we showed that 

F I G U R E  3   The association of traits and interaction outcome between genotypes of Zostera marina. (a) Mean multivariate trait index of 
the ‘winning’ genotypes (i.e. genotype with a relative abundance of its below-ground biomass > 0.7 within the pair) across experimental 
disturbance regimes. Open circles: control; closed circles: warmed; open triangles: clipped; closed triangles: warmed + clipped. (b) Mean 
multivariate trait index of the genotypes within each treatment categorized by their relative abundance. Box colour indicates interaction 
outcome—black: winning genotypes (relative abundance > 0.7); grey: both genotypes coexist (relative abundance between 0.3 and 0.7); 
white: losing genotypes (relative abundance < 0.3). The multivariate trait index was extracted from a principal component analysis of the 
following traits: photosynthetic efficiency (alpha), maximum electron transport rate (ETRmax) and above-ground to below-ground resource 
allocation (the above:below biomass ratio; see Table S2 for PCA details). For both (a, b), x- and y-error bars represent standard error of 
the mean, numbers indicate sample size, and the x-axis is drawn such that low values of PC2 represent high values of maximum electron 
transport rate (ETRmax) and the above-ground to below-ground biomass ratio

F I G U R E  4   The effects of a warming event and clipping 
disturbance on evenness within randomly paired genotypes of 
Zostera marina. Light grey colour: ambient temperature treatment; 
dark grey colour: warmed temperature treatment. We calculated 
evenness as the relative abundance of the genotype with the 
lower below-ground biomass; a value of 0.5 indicates complete 
evenness and 0 indicates exclusion of one genet within the pair. 
Data are visualized using boxplots where the dark horizontal line 
shows the median and each dot represents an individual replicate. 
Warming × clipping interaction: F = 3.6, p = 0.07
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elevated temperatures in the fall can intensify the damaging effects 
of grazing disturbance in the winter. Consistent with previous find-
ings, warming and clipping independently reduced the density and 
biomass of Zostera assemblages (warming: DuBois et al., 2020; Kim 
et al., 2020; Moreno-Marín et al., 2018; Reynolds et al., 2016; clipping: 
Hughes, 2006; N.M. Kollars & J.J. Stachowicz, unpubl. data; Ruesink 
et al., 2012), but these reductions were more severe when the assem-
blages experienced both disturbance types (Figure 1, Table 1).

Interactions between warming and grazing are common in plant 
systems but are often complicated by factors such as selective graz-
ing (e.g. Post & Pedersen, 2008) and water availability (e.g. Carlyle 

et al., 2014). However, our personal observations indicate that the 
geese do not discriminate among genotypes, and water stress is obvi-
ously not a contributing factor in aquatic systems. The above studies 
also applied the two disturbance types simultaneously rather than 
sequentially, which likely further differentiates the underlying mech-
anism driving the interaction in our study relative to other experi-
ments. We hypothesize that warming and clipping interact such that 
warming reduces the plant's tolerance to clipping via physiological 
effects on below-ground (storage) resources. Warming often causes 
plants to increase allocation to above-ground production at the cost 
of below-ground biomass to compensate for increased respiration 
rates (in seagrass: Clausen et al., 2014; Dubois et al., 2020; reviewed 
for plants more generally in Lin et al., 2010). Consequently, warm-
ing of Zostera reduces rhizome elongation (Reynolds et al., 2016) 
and carbon storage (Moreno-Marín et al., 2018) and warming events 
that immediately precede winter light limitation may intensify these 
reductions (Moreno-Marín et al., 2018). Given that the ability for 
plants to recover from above-ground herbivory generally depends on 
below-ground storage (reviewed in Thomas et al., 2017), especially 
during light limitation in the winter months (Alcoverro et al., 1999; 
Govers et al., 2015), increased above-ground to below-ground bio-
mass ratios as an adaptive response to warming may be maladaptive if 
the plants are subsequently grazed, leading to a synergistic negative 
effect of the two disturbances. Thus, trade-offs may exist such that 
genotypes resilient to warming are also more vulnerable to grazing. If 
true, the warming and clipping treatments might select for different 
genotypes and the combination of the two disturbances could ulti-
mately mitigate competitive exclusion (conceptualized in Figure 5).

Indeed, we did find that the dominant genotype within a pair 
often changed under the different environmental regimes and a sin-
gle genotype rarely dominated across all four treatment conditions 
(Figure 2; Figure S3). The no disturbance treatment favoured geno-
types with trait values related to enhance above-ground processes 
(i.e. photosynthetic performance and greater allocation to the pro-
duction of shoot tissue). Genotypes with these traits likely have the 
competitive advantage when the only stress the assemblage expe-
riences is light limitation from the combined effects of self-shading 
and winter light reductions (e.g. DuBois et al., 2019). As expected, 
winners in the warmed treatment also had traits consistent with 
higher allocation to above-ground production (Clausen et al., 2014; 
DuBois et al., 2020). However, winners in clipped treatments had a 
lower above-ground to below-ground biomass ratio (higher values of 
PC1) than winners in unclipped treatments, supporting the idea that 
above-ground biomass removal selects for genotypes that preferen-
tially allocate resources to below-ground tissues (storage). Clipping 
also appeared to have stronger selective effects than warming when 
the two disturbances happened sequentially, as favoured genotypes 
with the lower PC1 and PC2 values after warming no longer dom-
inated the assemblage in the warming + clipping treatment. This 
latter result is consistent with the much larger effect of clipping on 
biomass than warming (Figure 1) but may also result because clipping 
happened closer in time to the measurement of the outcome than 
warming, which was applied months earlier.

F I G U R E  5   Conceptual model of how sequential disturbances 
maintain genotypic diversity via fluctuating selection. (a, b) 
Assemblages that only experience one disturbance type would 
be dominated by the genotype with traits best suited to the 
environmental conditions created by that disturbance type, 
leading to unequal abundance of the two genotypes. (c) However, 
temporally separated disturbances that create environmental 
conditions that favour different genotypes can maintain an even 
relative abundance over time. Solid and dashed lines represent 
genotypes with distinct trait combinations
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The multivariate trait index differed between winners and los-
ers within a treatment in expected ways in the no disturbance and 
warming treatments but not in the clipping treatments (Figure 3b). 
Under both clipping only and the warming + clipping treatment, gen-
otypes with the highest and lowest abundance in a pair overlapped 
in trait space. The mechanism underlying this result is unclear, but 
we offer two possibilities. First, our selection of traits may not suffi-
ciently predict the interaction outcome when the plant experiences 
defoliation. However, our trait index could predict instances of coex-
istence within pairs under the clipping treatments (Figure 3b), which 
suggests that metrics of photosynthetic capability and resource 
allocation at least partially contribute to interaction outcome. A 
second possibility is that our results indicate that exclusion hap-
pens stochastically after clipping, even though our multivariate trait 
index could predict instances of coexistence (Figure 3b). In contrast 
to warming events in which biomass loss occurs as a delayed con-
sequence to physiological stress (Reynolds et al., 2016; Figure 1b; 
Table 1), clipping directly removes the photosynthetic tissue of the 
entire assemblage, thus reducing both total biomass (Figure 1b) 
and temporarily alleviating above-ground competition. In this case, 
stochastic processes may drive interaction outcome because per-
sistence depends more on the ability to recover from biomass loss 
and less on genotype-specific competitive abilities. Though we can-
not definitively identify the precise mechanism, our results do show 
that warming and clipping affected inter-genotypic interactions via 
different processes.

These differential effects of the warming and clipping distur-
bances on the relative abundance and the mean multivariate trait 
value of the dominant genotype within a pair may explain why we 
observed an increase in evenness among pairs in the sequential dis-
turbance treatment relative to warming or clipping alone (Figure 4). 
One possibility is that the interaction between warming and clipping 
on biomass loss (Figure 1b; Table 1) contributed to the increase in 
evenness. This would occur if biomass reduction was severe enough 
to temporally limit the importance of competitive interactions be-
tween genotypes and consequently delay exclusion (Chesson & 
Huntly, 1997). While this may play a role, biomass reduction alone 
cannot explain the increase in evenness in the warming + clipping 
treatment because the clipping only treatment also reduced biomass 
relative to warming only but did not affect evenness (see Section 3). 
Instead, we argue, as above, that the two disturbance types antago-
nistically favour genotypes with different traits such that the subse-
quent application of both disturbances can negate the trade-off and 
promote evenness within the assemblage.

The variation we observed in interaction outcome in our laboratory 
mesocosm suggests that fluctuating environmental conditions main-
tain the genotypic diversity of Zostera in the field. Though our exper-
imental design only isolated interactions between two genotypes at a 
small spatial scale, a mesocosm-based experiment allowed us to explic-
itly test the effects of varying disturbance regimes on the fine-scale 
interactions between ramets of distinct genets. In the field, Zostera 
meadows can be highly diverse (Hughes & Stachowicz, 2009; Kamel 
et al., 2012; Olsen et al., 2004) and shoots of different genotypes 

grow intertwined at spatial scales analogous to the size of the pots we 
used in the mesocosm (N.M. Kollars & J.J. Stachowicz, unpubl. data). 
Consequently, our design of randomly pairing unique genotypes may 
represent the types of genotypic interactions that occur in natural 
assemblages. While our experimental design cannot explicitly test 
how an individual genotype responds to sequential disturbances, our 
results do indicate that universal ‘winners’ are rare, as the four treat-
ment regimens favoured genotypes with different trait combinations 
(Figure 3). Furthermore, we only tested the effects of two disturbance 
types on interaction outcome. In addition to warming and grazing, sea-
sonally variable above-ground biomass loss may result from pulses of 
freshwater inundation, tidal-dependent desiccation stress, shading by 
algal blooms, and outbreaks of disease or invasive species (reviewed in 
Orth et al., 2006; Short & Wyllie-Echeverria, 1995). It seems likely that 
these additional stresses might favour genotypes with different trait 
combinations.

A sufficient frequency of shifting environmental conditions would 
perpetually prevent competitive exclusion and thus contribute to the 
maintenance of genotypic diversity in a similar way to how fluctuat-
ing environments are thought to maintain species diversity in other 
systems (conceptualized in Figure 5). Previous studies have attributed 
the maintenance of within-species diversity to environmental hetero-
geneity (e.g. Carvalho & Crisp, 1987; Chang & Smith, 2014; Ellstrand & 
Roose, 1987; Grosberg, 1988; Steiner & Nowicki, 2019), but our study 
expands the context in which disturbance can influence diversity by 
showing that fluctuating selection may result from the sequential 
application of different disturbance types and not simply seasonal 
changes in a single agent. Given the widespread evidence for the role 
of environmental heterogeneity in driving diversity maintenance at 
the community (among species) level (e.g. Connell & Slatyer, 1977; 
Hutchinson, 1961; Miller & Chesson, 2009), this principle may hold 
across levels of biological organization. Finally, our results suggest 
that sequential disturbances play an especially important role in the 
maintenance of diversity when each disturbance type selects for gen-
otypes with traits that are disfavoured by the other disturbance type, 
promoting coexistence among genotypes.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
We thank C. Gross, H. Nelson, I. Neylan and S. Sumrall for their 
assistance in setting up the experiment. We extend a very special 
thanks to the following for their assistance at the experimental 
breakdown, which coincided with the loss of our colleague Susan 
Williams: J. Abbott, E. Allen, K. Brown, K. Elsmore, L. Heidenreich 
(deceased), J. Hollarsmith, L. Kong, M. Ma, B. Marshman, C. Miller, 
A. Ninokawa, G. Ng, L. Rogers-Bennett, J. Sadowski and B. Walker. 
We also thank E. Blair, A. Lei and K. Pollard for their assistance with 
weighing samples and B. Cameron for her assistance with geno-
typing. Funding was provided through the University of California 
Natural Reserve System's Institute of the Study of Ecological and 
Evolutionary Climate Impacts (to N.M.K. and K.D.), as well as NSF 
OCE 1234345 and OCE 1829976 (to J.J.S.). We thank E. Sanford, 
S. Strauss and two anonymous reviewers for comments that im-
proved the manuscript.



10  |    Functional Ecology KOLLARS et AL.

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
N.M.K., K.D. and J.J.S. conceived the study; N.M.K. and K.D. per-
formed the experiment; N.M.K. analysed the data and wrote the 
manuscript with substantial input from all authors.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data and r code are available at Zenodo.org as the ‘CookedGoose’ 
project https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4041613.

ORCID
Nicole M. Kollars  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4513-1659 
Katherine DuBois  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5720-2816 
John J. Stachowicz  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2735-0564 

R E FE R E N C E S
Abbott, J. M., DuBois, K., Grosberg, R. K., Williams, S. L., & Stachowicz, 

J. J. (2018). Genetic distance predicts trait differentiation at the sub-
population but not the individual level in eelgrass, Zostera marina. 
Ecology and Evolution, 8, 7476–7489.

Abbott, J. M., & Stachowicz, J. J. (2016). The relative importance of trait 
vs. genetic differentiation for the outcome of interactions among 
plant genotypes. Ecology, 97, 84–94. https://doi.org/10.1890/ 
15-0148.1

Agrawal, A. A., Hastings, A. P., Johnson, M. T., Maron, J. L., & Salminen, J. 
P. (2012). Insect herbivores drive real-time ecological and evolution-
ary change in plant populations. Science, 338, 113–116. https://doi.
org/10.1126/scien ce.1225977

Alcoverro, T., Zimmerman, R. C., Kohrs, D. G., & Alberte, R. S. (1999). 
Resource allocation and sucrose mobilization in light-limited eelgrass 
Zostera marina. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 187, 121–131. https://
doi.org/10.3354/meps1 87121

Anderson, M. J. (2001). Permutation tests for univariate or multivariate 
analysis of variance and regression. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and 
Aquatic Sciences, 58, 626–639. https://doi.org/10.1139/f01-004

Banks, S. C., Cary, G. J., Smith, A. L., Davies, I. D., Driscoll, D. A., Gill, 
A. M., Lindenmayer, D. B., & Peakall, R. (2013). How does ecological 
disturbance influence genetic diversity? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 
28, 670–679. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.08.005

Benajmini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the false discovery 
rate: A practical and powerful approach to multiple testing. Journal 
of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 57, 289–300. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1995.tb020 31.x

Buma, B. (2015). Disturbance interactions: Characterization, prediction, 
and the potential for cascading effects. Ecosphere, 6, 1–15. https://
doi.org/10.1890/ES15-00058.1

Carlyle, C. N., Fraser, L. H., & Turkington, R. (2014). Response of grass-
land biomass production to simulated climate change and clipping 
along an elevation gradient. Oecologia, 174, 1065–1073. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044 2-013-2833-2

Carvalho, G. R., & Crisp, D. J. (1987). The clonal ecology of Daphnia magna 
(Crustacea: Cladocera): I. Temporal changes in the clonal structure 
of a natural population. The Journal of Animal Ecology, 56, 453–468. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/5060

Chang, C. C., & Smith, M. D. (2014). Resource availability modulates 
above-and below-ground competitive interactions between geno-
types of a dominant C4 grass. Functional Ecology, 28, 1041–1051.

Chase, J. M., Abrams, P. A., Grover, J. P., Diehl, S., Chesson, P., Holt, R. 
D., Richards, S. A., Nisbet, R. M., & Case, T. J. (2002). The interaction 
between predation and competition: A review and synthesis. Ecology 
Letters, 5, 302–315. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2002. 
00315.x

Chesson, P. (2000). Mechanisms of maintenance of species diversity. 
Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution and Systematics, 31, 343–366. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annur ev.ecols ys.31.1.343

Chesson, P., & Huntly, N. (1997). The roles of harsh and fluctuating con-
ditions in the dynamics of ecological communities. The American 
Naturalist, 150, 519–553. https://doi.org/10.1086/286080

Clausen, K. K., Krause-Jensen, D., Olesen, B., & Marbà, N. (2014). 
Seasonality of eelgrass biomass across gradients in temperature 
and latitude. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 506, 71–85. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps1 0800

Connell, J. H., & Slatyer, R. (1977). Mechanisms of succession in natu-
ral communities and their role in community stability and orga-
nization. The American Naturalist, 111, 1119–1144. https://doi.
org/10.1086/283241

Davies, I. D., Cary, G. J., Landguth, E. L., Lindenmayer, D. B., & Banks, 
S. C. (2016). Implications of recurrent disturbance for genetic diver-
sity. Ecology and Evolution, 6, 1181–1196. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.1948

DuBois, K., Abbott, J. M., Williams, S. L., & Stachowicz, J. J. (2019). 
Relative performance of eelgrass genotypes shifts during an extreme 
warming event: Disentangling the roles of multiple traits. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series, 615, 67–77. https://doi.org/10.3354/meps1 
2914

DuBois, K., Williams, S. L., & Stachowicz, J. J. (2020). Previous exposure 
mediates the response of eelgrass to future warming via clonal trans-
generational plasticity. Ecology. https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.3169

Ellstrand, N. C., & Roose, M. L. (1987). Patterns of genotypic diversity in 
clonal plant species. American Journal of Botany, 74, 123–131. https://
doi.org/10.1002/j.1537-2197.1987.tb085 86.x

Fraser, C. I., Davies, I. D., Bryant, D., & Waters, J. M. (2018). How distur-
bance and dispersal influence intraspecific structure. Journal of Ecology, 
106(3), 1298–1306. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12900

Ganter, B. (2000). Seagrass (Zostera spp.) as food for brent geese (Branta 
bernicla): An overview. Helgoland Marine Research, 54, 63–70. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1015 20050003

Gaudet, C. L., & Keddy, P. A. (1988). A comparative approach to pre-
dicting competitive ability from plant traits. Nature, 334, 242–243. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/334242a0

Gentemann, C. L., Fewings, M. R., & García-Reyes, M. (2017). Satellite 
sea surface temperatures along the West Coast of the United States 
during the 2014–2016 northeast Pacific marine heat wave. Geo
physical Research Letters, 44, 312–319. https://doi.org/10.1002/2016G 
L071039

Genung, M. A., Bailey, J. K., & Schweitzer, J. A. (2012). Welcome to 
the neighbourhood: Interspecific genotype by genotype interac-
tions in Solidago influence above-and belowground biomass and 
associated communities. Ecology Letters, 15, 65–73. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01710.x

Gotelli, N. J., & Ellison, A. M. (2004). A primer of ecological statistics. 
Sinauer Associates Publishers.

Govers, L. L., Suykerbuyk, W., Hoppenreijs, J. H. T., Giesen, K., Bouma, 
T. J., & Van Katwijk, M. M. (2015). Rhizome starch as indicator for 
temperate seagrass winter survival. Ecological Indicators, 49, 53–60. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoli nd.2014.10.002

Grosberg, R. K. (1988). Life-history variation within a population of the 
colonial ascidian Botryllus schlosseri. I. The genetic and environmental 
control of seasonal variation. Evolution, 42, 900–920.

Herrera, C. M., & Bazaga, P. (2016). Genetic and epigenetic diver-
gence between disturbed and undisturbed subpopulations of a 
Mediterranean shrub: A 20-year field experiment. Ecology and 
Evolution, 6, 3832–3847. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2161

Hidding, B., Meirmans, P. G., Klaassen, M., de Boer, T., Ouborg, N. J., 
Wagemaker, C. A. M., & Nolet, B. A. (2014). The effect of herbivores 
on genotypic diversity in a clonal aquatic plant. Oikos, 123, 1112–
1120. https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.01136

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4041613
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4513-1659
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4513-1659
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5720-2816
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5720-2816
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2735-0564
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2735-0564
https://doi.org/10.1890/15-0148.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/15-0148.1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1225977
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1225977
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps187121
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps187121
https://doi.org/10.1139/f01-004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1995.tb02031.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES15-00058.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES15-00058.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-013-2833-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-013-2833-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/5060
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2002.00315.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2002.00315.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.31.1.343
https://doi.org/10.1086/286080
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10800
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10800
https://doi.org/10.1086/283241
https://doi.org/10.1086/283241
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1948
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1948
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12914
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12914
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.3169
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1537-2197.1987.tb08586.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1537-2197.1987.tb08586.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12900
https://doi.org/10.1007/s101520050003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s101520050003
https://doi.org/10.1038/334242a0
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL071039
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL071039
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01710.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01710.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2161
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.01136


     |  11Functional EcologyKOLLARS et AL.

Hughes, A. R. (2006). Ecological consequences of genetic diversity in eel
grass (PhD dissertation). University of California.

Hughes, A. R., Byrnes, J. E., Kimbro, D. L., & Stachowicz, J. J. (2007). 
Reciprocal relationships and potential feedbacks between biodi-
versity and disturbance. Ecology Letters, 10, 849–864. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01075.x

Hughes, A. R., Inouye, B. D., Johnson, M. T. J., Underwood, N., & Vellend, 
M. (2008). Ecological consequences of genetic diversity. Ecology Letters, 
11, 609–623. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2008.01179.x

Hughes, A. R., & Stachowicz, J. J. (2004). Genetic diversity enhances the 
resistance of a seagrass ecosystem to disturbance. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 101, 
8998–9002. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.04026 42101

Hughes, A. R., & Stachowicz, J. J. (2009). Ecological impacts of geno-
typic diversity in the clonal seagrass, Zostera marina. Ecology, 90, 
1412–1419.

Hughes, A. R., Stachowicz, J. J., & Williams, S. L. (2009). Morphological 
and physiological variation among seagrass (Zostera marina) gen-
otypes. Oecologia, 159, 725–733. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044 
2-008-1251-3

Hulme, P. E. (1996). Herbivory, plant regeneration, and species coex-
istence. Journal of Ecology, 84, 609–615. https://doi.org/10.2307/ 
2261482

Hutchinson, G. E. (1961). The paradox of the plankton. The American 
Naturalist, 95, 137–145. https://doi.org/10.1086/282171

Kamel, S., Hughes, A., Grosberg, R., & Stachowicz, J. (2012). Fine-
scale genetic structure and relatedness in the eelgrass Zostera 
marina. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 447, 127–137. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps0 9447

Kim, M., Qin, L. Z., Kim, S. H., Song, H. J., Kim, Y. K., & Lee, K. S. (2020). 
Influence of water temperature anomalies on the growth of Zostera 
marina plants held under high and low irradiance levels. Estuaries and 
Coasts, 43(3), 463–476.

Kleiber, C., & Zeileis, A. (2008). Applied econometrics with R. Springer-
Verlag. ISBN: 978-0-387-77316-2.

Kollars, N. M., Henry, A. K., Whalen, M. A., Boyer, K. E., Cusson, M., 
Eklöf, J. S., Hereu, C. M., Jorgensen, P., Kiriakopolos, S. L., Reynolds, 
P. L., Tomas, F., Turner, M. S., & Ruesink, J. L. (2017). Meta-analysis 
of reciprocal linkages between temperate seagrasses and waterfowl 
with implications for conservation. Frontiers in Plant Science, 8, 2119. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.02119

Lin, D., Xia, J., & Wan, S. (2010). Climate warming and biomass accumu-
lation of terrestrial plants: A meta-analysis. New Phytologist, 188, 
187–198. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2010.03347.x

Macreadie, P. I., York, P. H., & Sherman, C. D. H. (2014). Resilience of 
Zostera muelleri seagrass to small-scale disturbances: The relative im-
portance of asexual versus sexual recovery. Ecology and Evolution, 4, 
450–461.

McMahon, K. M., Evans, R. D., van Dijk, K. J., Hernawan, U., Kendrick, 
G. A., Lavery, P. S., Lowe, R., Puotinen, M., & Waycott, M. (2017). 
Disturbance is an important driver of clonal richness in tropical sea-
grasses. Frontiers in Plant Science, 8, 2026. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpls.2017.02026

Miller, A. D., & Chesson, P. (2009). Coexistence in disturbance-prone 
communities: How a resistance-resilience trade-off generates coex-
istence via the storage effect. The American Naturalist, 173, E30–E43. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/595750

Moore, J. E., & Black, J. M. (2006). Slave to the tides: Spatiotemporal 
foraging dynamics of spring staging black brant. The Condor, 108, 
661–677. https://doi.org/10.1093/condo r/108.3.661

Moreno-Marín, F., Brun, F. G., & Pedersen, M. F. (2018). Additive re-
sponse to multiple environmental stressors in the seagrass Zostera 
marina L. Limnology and Oceanography, 63, 1528–1544.

Olsen, J. L., Stam, W. T., Coyer, J. A., Reusch, T. B. H., Billingham, M., 
Boström, C., Calvert, E., Christie, H., Granger, S., Lumière, R. L., 

Milchakova, N., Oudot-le secq, M.-P., Procaccini, G., Sanjabi, B., 
Serrão, E., Veldsink, J., Widdicombe, S., & Wyllie-echeverria, S. 
(2004). North Atlantic phylogeography and large-scale population 
differentiation of the seagrass Zostera marina L. Molecular Ecology, 
13, 1923–1941. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2004.02205.x

Orth, R. J., Carruthers, T. J. B., Dennison, W. C., Duarte, C. M., Fourqurean, 
J. W., Heck, K. L., Hughes, A. R., Kendrick, G. A., Kenworthy, W. J., 
Olyarnik, S., Short, F. T., Waycott, M., & Williams, S. L. (2006). A global 
crisis for seagrass ecosystems. BioScience, 56, 987–996. https://doi.
org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56[987:AGCFS E]2.0.CO;2

Paine, R. T., Tegner, M. J., & Johnson, E. A. (1998). Compounded pertur-
bations yield ecological surprises. Ecosystems, 1, 535–545. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1002 19900049

Peng, J., Liang, C., Niu, Y., Jiang, W., Wang, W., & Wang, L. (2015). 
Moderate grazing promotes genetic diversity of Stipa species in the 
Inner Mongolian steppe. Landscape Ecology, 30, 1783–1794. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1098 0-015-0227-z

Post, E., & Pedersen, C. (2008). Opposing plant community responses 
to warming with and without herbivores. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 105, 12353–
12358. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.08024 21105

R Core Team. (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical comput
ing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. Retrieved from https://
www.R-proje ct.org/

Reisch, C., & Scheitler, S. (2009). Disturbance by mowing affects clonal di-
versity: The genetic structure of Ranunculus ficaria (Ranunculuaceae) 
in meadows and forests. Plant Ecology, 201(2), 699–707. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s1125 8-008-9458-2

Reusch, T. B. H. (2006). Does disturbance enhance genotypic diversity 
in clonal organisms? A field test in the marine angiosperm Zostera  
marina. Molecular Ecology, 15, 277–286. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1365-294X.2005.02779.x

Reusch, T. B. H., Ehlers, A., Hämmerli, A., & Worm, B. (2005). Ecosystem 
recovery after climatic extremes enhanced by genotypic diversity. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United State 
of America, 102, 2826–2831. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.05000 
08102

Reynolds, L. R., DuBois, K., Abbott, J. M., Williams, S. L., & Stachowicz, 
J. J. (2016). Response of a habitat-forming marine plant to a simu-
lated warming event is delayed, genotype specific, and varies with 
phenology. PLoS ONE, 11, e015453. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ al. 
pone.0154532

Reynolds, L. K., Stachowicz, J. J., Hughes, A. R., Kamel, S. J., Ort, B. S., & 
Grosberg, R. K. (2017). Temporal stability in patterns of genetic di-
versity and structure of a marine foundation species (Zostera marina). 
Heredity, 118, 404–412. https://doi.org/10.1038/hdy.2016.114

Reynolds, L. K., Tiling, K. A., Digiantonio, G. B., Encomio, V. G., & Morris, 
L. J. (2019). Genetic diversity of Halodule wrightii is resistant to 
large scale dieback: A case study from the Indian River Lagoon. 
Conservation Genetics, 20, 1329–1337. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1059 2-019-01214 -z

Ruesink, J. L., Fitzpatrick, J. P., Dumbauld, B. R., Hacker, S. D., Trimble, 
A. C., Wagner, E. L., & Wisehart, L. M. (2012). Life history and mor-
phological shifts in an intertidal seagrass following multiple dis-
turbances. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, 424,  
25–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2012.05.002

Rusterholz, H. P., Kissling, M., & Baur, B. (2009). Disturbances by human 
trampling alter the performance, sexual reproduction and genetic 
diversity in a clonal woodland herb. Perspectives in Plant Ecology, 
Evolution and Systematics, 11, 17–29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees. 
2008.09.002

Sanford, E., Sones, J. L., García-Reyes, M., Goddard, J. H. R., & Largier, J. L. 
(2019). Widespread shifts in the coastal biota of northern California 
during the 2014–2016 marine heatwaves. Scientific Reports, 9, 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s4159 8-019-40784 -3

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2008.01179.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0402642101
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-008-1251-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-008-1251-3
https://doi.org/10.2307/2261482
https://doi.org/10.2307/2261482
https://doi.org/10.1086/282171
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps09447
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps09447
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.02119
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2010.03347.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.02026
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.02026
https://doi.org/10.1086/595750
https://doi.org/10.1093/condor/108.3.661
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2004.02205.x
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56%5B987:AGCFSE%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56%5B987:AGCFSE%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s100219900049
https://doi.org/10.1007/s100219900049
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0227-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0227-z
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802421105
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-008-9458-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-008-9458-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2005.02779.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2005.02779.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0500008102
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0500008102
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0154532
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0154532
https://doi.org/10.1038/hdy.2016.114
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-019-01214-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-019-01214-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2012.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2008.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2008.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-40784-3


12  |    Functional Ecology KOLLARS et AL.

Short, F. T., & Wyllie-Echeverria, S. (1996). Natural and human-induced 
disturbance of seagrasses. Environmental Conservation, 23, 17–27. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376 89290 0038212

Steiner, C. F., & Nowicki, C. J. (2019). Eco-evolutionary dynamics in 
the wild: Clonal turnover and stability in Daphnia populations. The 
American Naturalist, 194(1), 117–123.

Thomas, S. M., Abbott, K. C., & Moloney, K. A. (2017). Effects of abo-
veground herbivory on plants with long-term belowground biomass 
storage. Theoretical Ecology, 10, 35–50. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1208 0-016-0307-y

Turner, M. G. (2010). Disturbance and landscape dynamics in a changing 
world. Ecology, 91, 2833–2849. https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0097.1

Veeneklaas, R., Bockelmann, A., Reusch, T., & Bakker, J. (2011). Effect 
of grazing and mowing on the clonal structure of Elytrigia atherica: 
A long-term study of abandoned and managed sites. Preslia, 83, 
455–470.

Vellend, M., & Geber, M. A. (2005). Connections between species diver-
sity and genetic diversity. Ecology Letters, 8, 767–781. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00775.x

Weider, L. J. (1992). Disturbance, competition and the maintenance of 
clonal diversity in Daphnia pulex. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 5, 
505–522. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1420-9101.1992.50305 05.x

Williams, S. L. (2001). Reduced genetic diversity in eelgrass transplanta-
tions affects both population growth and individual fitness. Ecological 
Applications, 11, 1472–1488. https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(20
01)011[1472:RGDIE T]2.0.CO;2

Yu, S., Wu, Y., Serrao, E. A., Zhang, J., Jiang, Z., Huang, C., Cui, L., 
Thorhaug, A., & Huang, X. (2019). Fine-scale genetic structure and 
flowering output of the seagrass Enhalus acoroides undergoing dis-
turbance. Ecology and Evolution, 9, 5186–5195.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section.

How to cite this article: Kollars NM, DuBois K, Stachowicz JJ. 
Sequential disturbances alter the outcome of inter-genotypic 
interactions in a clonal plant. Funct. Ecol. 2020;00:1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13690

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892900038212
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12080-016-0307-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12080-016-0307-y
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0097.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00775.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00775.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1420-9101.1992.5030505.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2001)011%5B1472:RGDIET%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2001)011%5B1472:RGDIET%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13690

