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Effect of Two Different Habitats on Ragweed Invasion

GUO Tao', KUANG Ji-yun', LU Jie—jie', LIAO Bin*

(1.Rural Environmental Protection and Energy Station of Hainan Province, Haikou 570203, China; 2.School of Life Sciences, Sun Yat—sen
University, Guangzhou 510006, China )

Abstract: Identifying the sensitive habitats with high invasibility is critical for management of biological invasion. Ragweed (Ambrosia
artemisiifolia Linn. ) has been identified as one of the most dangerous invasive exotic species in many countries throughout the world. The ex—
periment took ragweek as a model invader to reveal the community invisibility of different habitats. Compared with bare plots, the biomass,
plant height, survival rate, and community dominance of ragweed were reduced by 590 g-m=, 43.7 cm, 21.4% and 0.695 respectively when
they invaded communities with four resident species richness (species richness level: 1, 4, 9, 16 ). The results suggested that the presence of
native species had strong negative effects on the performance of the invader species. The presence of native species occupied the niche space
and left few empty niches for the colonization of the invaders. The results revealed that planting native species in bare soils, and maintaining
the native communities with high diversity, was effective strategies to control the invasion of exotic species.
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Table 1 Seventeen species used in this study

e P T4 K]
1 K Ambrosia artemisiifolia Linn. Amb
2 HBkIE Urenal obata Linn. Ure
3 K BEAR Sida mysorensis Wight & Arn. Sid
4 4 Dichondra regens Forst. Dic
5 MR Bk Phyllanthus urinaria Linn. Phy
6 HH Celosia argentea Linn. Cel
7 NI Mosladianthera (Buch.—Ham.) Maxim. Mos
8 P Bidenspilosa Linn. Bid
9 TH PR Corchorus capsularts Linn. Cor
10 AR} Ageratum conyzoides Linn. Age

11 M7 Lespedeza cuneata (Dum.—~Cours.) G. Don  Les

12 EYiASE Medicago sativa Linn. Med
13 VTR Cassia occidentalis Linn. CasO
14 L] Cassia tora Linn. CasT
15 REE Pennisetum alopecuroid (Linn.) Spreng.  Pen
16 HEE Paspalum notatum Flugge. Par
17 I Dactylocten aegyptium (Linn.) Beauv. Dac

VE: SRR BRI BEALHE Y . PRI E IR T 4 2 P
FE 0 ks X 4% 8 4 2. (hittp://www.cvhLorg.en/ ) o

Note: Species are arranged by functional group: forbs, legume and
grass. Nomenclature and codes follow the Chinese Virtual Herbarium

database (http://www.cvh.org.cn/).
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Figure 2 The biomass, survival rates, height and dominance of Amb between the two invasion

situations(co—vs. post—) at varying species richness treatments
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