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FIAEVE SEARHE . VRN R 43 HT2 (Pysek & Richardson, 2007).
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(HIX R EHD

1 NZHL 1 ARHF -4 kR 1. mEs/ AR 1. YFp0>80% 1. FEL 1. f&7 R Lh 3R

2. RUEHL 2. AMRFh-AN SRR 2. X3 2. YA £120-80% 2. B2/ 2. RIERAGKE KA

3. KFE 3. ¥R E<20% Bk 20-50Ff

3. s> AvuH

3. RN . BF BE B TR

4. IHRES 4 RN AV
Author Region of invasion/ Research strategy Species Comparison
source region number
Thompson et al. (1995) England, Scotland, Ire- | A1-B1-C2-D3-E1-F1 211 alien Target/invasive

land, The Netherlands

alien vs. expand-
ing native
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IDEA AND PERSPECTIVE

Are invaders different? A conceptual framework of comparative
approaches for assessing determinants of invasiveness

Mark Van Kleunen @& Wayne Dawson, Daniel Schlaepfer, Jonathan M. Jeschke, Markus Fischer

SIS “RRINEFEAIR BRI EHKI SN RF L ABRYIFAISEA

N

UM wEZ MR ARG, =

/ Introduced range \ / Native range \

ON ative,
not introduced
elsewhere
Native,
not introduced
elsewhere
L, en
not invasive non-invasive
elsewhere
Native, Alien,
invasive invasive
elsewhere
P pjen, = Native,
invasive invasive
=) = elsewhere
oNallve‘

e Alien, =
non-invasive / \ not invasive
elsewhere

Figure 1 Schematic diagram of the major types of comparison used to assess determinants of invasiveness, when considering introduction

and invasiveness of native species elsewhere in the world. In the introduced range (left panel), we can compare invasive alien species o native
(A) and non-invasive alien (B) species, and we can compare non-invasive alien to native species (C). The native species can be further
subdivided according to whether they have been introduced (Al and A2 vs. A3) and become invasive (Al vs. A2) elsewhere in the world. In
the native range (right panel), we can compare species that have become invasive elsewhere to species that have not become nvasive after
introduction elsewhere (D), and we can compare species that have been introduced elsewhere to species that have not been introduced
elsewhere (E). For species that have been introduced elsewhere, we can do intraspecific comparisons berween the introduced and native
ranges (F1 for invasive species and F2 for non-invasive species), and we can compare intraspecific differences between the invasive and non-
invasive species (F3). The interpretation of these different comparisons is given in the text.

PLIFA N AR VE R SR BN E V]

FIAEVE SEARHE . VRN R 43 HT2 (Pysek & Richardson, 2007).

/ Introduced range \

mNatve,

expanding/
common
1

Native,
declining/
rare

@ Alien,

invasive

e Alien,
\ nor-invasive /

Figure 2 Schematic diagram of the major types of comparison

used to assess determinants of invasiveness, when considering
abundance or distribution of native species at home. Comparison I
tests which traits and processes give invasive alien species an
advantage over rare native species. Comparison II tests whether
traits and processes differ berween invasive alien species and
common native species. Comparison 11 tests whether traits and
processes differ between non-invasive alien species and rare native
species. Comparison IV tests whether traits and processes differ
between common and rare species, irrespective of whether they are
native or alien.
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Responses to simulated nitrogen deposition
in invasive and native or non-invasive
clonal plants in China
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(a)

Fitness 40 (33)

Size 83(60)

Growth rate 52 (29)

Shoot allocation 53 (26)
Leaf-area allocation a4s(21)

Physiology &3 (37)
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Ecology Letters, (2010) 13: 235-245

doi: 10.1111/.1461-0248.2009.01418.x

REVIEW AND
SYNTHESIS A meta-analysis of trait differences between invasive

and non-invasive plant species

WEEZ 5IE G MAH R T 2

H 5 N2
=) b B SRR (A0S

'%§HﬁELJW]

R,
1) B 12119%%?
A

Trait category

Traits

Physiology

Leaf-area
allocation

Shoot allocation

Growth rate
Size

Fitness

-3 -2

{] 1 2 3
Mean effect size

Biomass of roots,

use efficiency

mass (—)

survival time]

Photosynthetic rate, transpiration, leaf
construction costs (—), tissue nitrogen
content, nitrogen use efficiency, water

Leaf area index, leaf area ratio, specific
leaf area, leaf mass ratio, specific leaf

Shoot-root ratio, root fraction (=),
root-weight ratio (=), root-shoot ratio (—)

Increase in size or biomass over time

shoots and complete

plants, plant height, total leaf area

All characters measuring number of flowers
or seeds per plant, per flower head, per
inflorescence, per fruit, all characters
associated with seed germination, all traits
associated with survival [stem survival,
seedling establishment, mortality (—),

ik
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Baker(1965, 1974)& % Jc A (a0 A, Eah i T
— e VE AR, R ANE AR "BakerH” , BUFR N
“BakerfFik” , 19744 1k IE H #1225 A i SE4FAE .
Bakeri\ &y, B ZHWAT A X ECRRIE YR LT & 1588
/DA A T BE RO ANAR T . IX R AT DANERE A
HErT DL T A MR, AT e EHEMEE 1 M
Pk B B A BT B 5 XSRS i A IR s Y
M52 77, JCH A HA T A 1 1 3 7 M (5= 2 T 9
PE). BbiedEH ASI A, BEE “BakerfriE” HiAR
F= i o EAE A AR, A DA B A 3 R AR 7 oy
ANERN “CHRE” FIKTE.

http://swrq.jpkc.cc/swrqg/showindex/177/102
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THE EVOLUTION OF WEEDS

Herbert G. Baker
Botany Department, University of California, Berkeley, California 94720

Table 1 Ideal weed characteristics

0 N L AW N —

(S —

Ge_rr_ﬁination requirements fulfilled in many environmenls

Discontinuous germination (internally controlled) and great longevity of seed
Rapid growth through vegetative phase o flowering

Continuous seed production for as long as growing conditions permit
Self-compatible but not completely autogamous or apomictic

When cross-pollinated, unspecialized visitors or wind utilized

Very high seed output in favorable enviionmental circumstances

Produces some seed in wide range of environmental conditions; tolerant and plastic
Has adaptations for short- and long-distance dispersal

[f a perennial, has vigorous vegetative reproduction or regeneration from fragments

If a perennial, has brittleness, so not easily drawn from ground

. Has ability to compete interspecifically by special means (rosette, choking growth,

allelochemics)




by

1. NAR AR AR SEARFAE

» LIS FRE-ER R E

o XS T I_.l/%?E’J—iﬂ"@%‘%ﬁ)\&ﬂﬂEﬁ_4%$¢ﬁﬁ§, FEAR R R — A
AN RNONTEARBL R I ﬁﬂjﬁ fen 55 HAMAEA) ) 55

Ak T&{%ﬂﬁﬁfz%ﬁﬁ%ﬂﬂly‘%ﬂ% T B EIRE SIS B, T
H XA = AR AR

» B AHIPIREHTIEMZN S COETF R B AL,
IHUESEFIAR GIA G 1 T FEIK 9 =55 52 5 T R 4 HIN 12 F o



by

H
——
W
il
el
S
=

T

i S

. ﬂiﬂﬂiEH:):% Melaleuca quinquenervia)
1 K %3’?‘7[%—115 ~20 m),
URFINY 2R B R I, 20
| 5] 3 FH T 3& v @5‘%

Hes Aoy
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E
PR L
M P A
- fEE[E D s TR
ANETEE R & (Laroche and
Ferriter, 1992: Zedler and Kercher,
2004)0 A IUCNI 4Bk 100
i BB A 22—
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WFHYD] Angiospermae >> BB Myrtaceae >> HFEE Melaleuca

B2 Melaleuca cajuputi subsp. cumingiana
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Biol Invasions (201(
DOI 10.1007/s10530-00C
‘ - P [ / —_4a  ORIGINAL PAPER
) —1 - N
L\ R I__—l )\ ‘_1 | . Investment in seed dispersal structures is linked

to invasiveness in exotic plant species
of south-eastern Australia
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o BN ZHONAZAE YIS [FIFAE JM$M :
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P/ DE X AT H A £ o5

. Murray and Phllllps (2010)5@ N3l :

V2R S X 2 el B 1502 A AEA 77 2 [

ﬁk%ué%ﬁ%ﬁ%m&@%ﬁ :
FNEBR LR, AR, A5 P
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N FERNEETT, RTRONESs  f
E)\@“%%‘Eﬁﬁﬁﬂéi%ﬁéi‘ﬂ LI aVAN
B NAZ PEAH X B 5 %

Fig. 1 The average percentage investment in dispersal
appendages| (£SE) for the pools of non-invasive and invasive
species in the study region
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A comparative study of seed number, seed size, seedling size and
recruitment in grassland plants

Anr

1a Jakobsson

and Ove Eriksson

1

W = tn o 2x =1 0 2 =

Log seed number

-
S

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 ] 1 2 3 4
(a) Log seed weight (mg)

Fig. 2. (a) The relationship between log seed number per
individual and log seed weight in 72 plant species inhabiting
semi-natural grasslands (r = — 0.55, p < 0.05).
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5: Alligator weed forms large floating islands in the lake.
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Ialge woody smaller, woody
plant having plant with

Ul

B
GRASS AQUATIC

herbaceous PLANT 5
plant with herbaceows | 3

Jt o secondary miultiple stems slender leaves plant B
beanches climbing or with showy [blades), and Igenerally) that | =
supported on a twining stem flowers inconspiceous || grows partly or |-
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