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Table 1 Statistics of invasiveness and clonality of invasive plant in North Carolina

- AR o AL E it Number of clonal plant
f& FEFER - o p— o ;
Threat rank Number of S LA GCEY! 51 BEAY Job R
reat ran . .
invasive plant Total number Rhizome type Stolon type Tiller type Other type
1 27 15 6(22.2) 7(25.9) 6(22.2) 3(11. D
2 50 32 6(12.0) 8(16.0) 18(36.0) 6(12.0)
3 35 20 10(28. 6) 4(11.4) 7(20.0) 6(17. 1)

D1 YA RERA 2 Fh DL A SERER L 155 P B BTy B b v B AR ) 26 B TE 0T G A P T S B A 20 . A plant spe-

cies can have more than one type of clonal organ. The numbers in the bracket are the percentage of each clonal plant type in corre-

sponding threat rank.
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Table 2 Statistics of life form and clonality of invasive plant in North Carolina
s e UNCLi LR & TEREAE Y 4 E Number of clonal plant
Growth f;)rm _ Nurﬁbcr of MR A’Ffé%iﬂ G E-¥! ﬁ%iﬂ HoAbzR
invasive plant Total number Rhizome type Stolon type Tiller type Other type

iiiifiiiﬁﬂbs 26 12 415, 207.7) 5(19.2) 5(19.2)
ZAE 4 KR Perennial herbs 23 19 10(43.5) 5(21.7) 417, 4) 6(26.1)
JKAE B A Aquatic herbs 10 10 3(30.0) 4(40.0) 5(50.0) 1(10.0)
¥ K Tree 8 5 0 0 4(50. 0) 1(12.5)
# K Shrub 26 9 1(3.8) 1(3.8) 7(26.9) 0
HEA Vine 17 10 2(11. 8) 7(41.2) 6(35.3) 3(17.6)
12§ Bamboo 2 2 2(100) 0 0 0

D1 Ry BE BA 2 R DL A SERE S L 455 P i 5 B R e RE AR ) 2 ST T A K B RO o B A L

A plant species

can have more than one type of clonal organ. The numbers in the bracket are the percentage of each clonal plant type in correspond-

ing growth form.
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Table 3 Statistics of invasiveness and main families of invasive plant in North Carolina

16 E %Y Threat rank  RAF} Gramineae

BN Leguminosae

4%} Compositae  Z & Fl Caprifoliaceae  #F} Rosaceae

1 2 5 0 2 2
2 5 3 3 4 3
3 8 5 7 0 0
&1 Total 15 13 10 6 5
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Table 4 Statistics of invasiveness and geographical

origin of invasive plant in North Carolina

1 AR Bl TP el
Threat rank America Asia Europe
1 3(3) 2009) 4(3)
2 2(2) 33(18) 15(12)
3 3(2) 16(8) 16(10)
£t Total 8(7) 69(35) 35(25)

DS BT B Y8 . The numbers in the bracket

is the number of the clonal plants.
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Invasiveness, clonality and geographic origin of alien
invasive plant in North Carolina of America

WANG Ning

School of Life Science ,]inggangshan University/
Research Center for Ecoenvironment of Jinggangshan,Ji’an 343009,China

Abstract To date,few studies have addressed the relationship of clonality and invasiveness of alien
invasive plants in large geographical scale. The 112 alien invasive plants in North Carolina of America
were analyzed. The results showed that the percentage of the strongest invasiveness plants,the stronger
invasiveness plants,the weaker invasiveness plants in all invasive plants are 24. 1% ,44. 6% and 31. 3%.
There are 67 invasive clonal plants (59. 8%), whose mainly reproductive types were stolon and tiller.
The percentages of annual or biennial herbs, perennial herbs,aquatic herbs,tree,shrub,vine and bamboo
in total invasive plants are 23.2 %,20.5%,8.9%,7.1%,23.2%,15.2% and 1. 8% ,with clonal plants
accounting for 46.2%.82.6%,100%,62.5% ,34. 6% ,58. 8% and 100% , respectively. With the increase
of invasiveness,the percentages of invasive plant originated from Asia are 45. 7% .66% and 74. 1% in
three ranks,and those originated from Europe are 45.7% ,30% and 14. 8. Data mentioned above indi-
cated that clonality of the invasive plants in North Carolina may be contributed significantly to their in-
vasiveness,and Asia and Europe were the primarily geographical origin of these alien invasive plants.

Key words North Carolina; invasive plant; clonality; invasiveness; geographic origin

(THESH.HXLS)



