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Abstract Native plants may coevolve with native arthropods and may be associated with
greater arthropod diversity than non-native plants. Thompson Mills Forest, a state arboretum
owned by the University of Georgia and located in Braselton, GA, is home to a variety of oak
(Quercus L., Fagacaeae) species, both native and non-native to Georgia. Arthropods were
sampled from 20 trees belonging to 12 species, 8 native and 4 non-native, using beat sheets
for 10 consecutive weeks in 2018. More than 500 arthropods were collected, with Coleoptera,
Araneae, and Psocodea comprising more than 70% of the arthropods collected. Neither
abundance nor Shannon index varied among trees of native or non-native origin or among
tree species, although both variables peaked during the middle of the sampling period.
Multivariate analyses showed similar arthropod communities were associated with native and
non-native oaks. The results suggest that non-native plants may naturalize and, if so, may
interact with arthropod communities in similar ways as native congeners. Further research
into the long-term ecological interactions with non-native plants is recommended.
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Native plants, for example, those that have evolved in an area and existed there
for thousands of years, have coevolved with the communities around them and play
vital roles in their ecosystems. Non-native plants, those that have established more
recently, have often established as a result of human activities (Vitousek et al.
1997). Non-native plants may be associated with reduced biodiversity and
population sizes of not only plants but also the communities that rely on plants
either directly or indirectly (Mooney and Cleland 2001, Narango et al. 2018,
Schlaepfer et al. 2005). Non-native species that have a detrimental effect on their
surrounding communities and ecosystems are defined as invasive species (NISIC
1999). Invasive species are considered the second-most important threat to
biodiversity, following habitat loss (Bellard et al. 2016, Wilcove et al. 1998).

Generally, native plants are associated with greater values of ecosystem
services (Stein et al. 2014). Much literature has clearly associated native plant
diversity with arthropod diversity and ecosystem services in a variety of terrestrial
habitats such as agroecosystems (Fiedler and Landis 2007, Isaacs et al. 2008),
forests (Fickensher et al. 2014), and urban ecosystems (Ballard et al. 2013). Native
plants function as food sources, habitats, and pollination partners for arthropods
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(Sunny et al. 2015). Conversely, non-native plants may provide fewer services for
arthropods and thus may be less supportive of arthropod diversity (Bezemer et al.
2014, Cappuccino and Carpenter 2005, Grunzweig et al. 2015, Hanula and Horn
2011, Litt et al. 2014, Spafford et al. 2013, Southwood et al. 1982, Vila et al. 2011).
Non-native plants may, however, support arthropods more as they naturalize over
time (Harvey et al. 2013, Keeler and Chew 2008).

Oaks, Quercus spp. L., are known to be exceptionally supportive of arthropod
diversity (Southwood et al. 2005, Tovar-Sanchez 2009), with North American native
species alone supporting more than 550 lepidopteran species (Tallamy and
Shropshire 2009). Because oaks are popular ornamental trees, several exotic
species are cultivated in the United States, some of which have escaped cultivation
(Coblentz 1981). These non-native species may associate with arthropods in
unknown ways. Previous research has demonstrated that herbivorous arthropods
may be more abundant on native oak species compared with exotic oak species
(Southwood et al. 2004, 2005). The ecology and evolution of oak trees and
arthropods is also of interest because of the extensive hybridization and
introgression in the genus Quercus (Curtu et al. 2007, McVay et al. 2007).

Here, our objective was to determine whether abundance and diversity of
arthropod component communities associated with oak trees were influenced by
native or non-native origin of those trees. We hypothesized that oak species native
to the southeastern U.S. Piedmont ecoregion coevolved with local arthropods and
were able to support greater arthropod populations and diversity. We predicted that
more arthropods would be collected from trees belonging to native species
compared to non-native species and that arthropod diversity indices would be
greater for component communities collected from native oak species.

Materials and Methods

Study site. Thompson Mills Forest (TMF), located in Jackson Co., Georgia,
USA, is the State Arboretum of Georgia. The TMF arboretum is located near the
ecotones of the Inner Piedmont, which is dominated by oak-pine and oak-hickory
forests, and the Outer Piedmont, which is dominated by loblolly-shortleaf pine
forests. The TMF arboretum is surrounded by 133.5 ha of forests and cattle-grazed
grasslands, mostly owned by the University of Georgia and a private owner. More
than 20 Quercus spp., both native and non-native to the Georgia Piedmont, are
planted at TMF. Twenty trees were identified, 9 of which belonged to 6 non-native
species and 11 of which belonged to 6 native species (Table 1). Based on the
location of the TMF arboretum, we defined “native” as trees with a geographic
range that included the Georgia Piedmont according to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture PLANTS database (https://plants.sc.egov.usda.gov/java/; accessed 10
September 2021), and “non-native” as any tree that is not found naturally in the
Georgia Piedmont. By this definition, two species that are found in other Georgia
ecoregions (Q. virginiana Miller and Q. myrtifolia Willdenow, both found in coastal
plains) were considered non-native. The only species listed by the Georgia Exotic
Pest Council (https://www.gaeppc.org/list/; accessed 10 September 2021) was Q.
acutissima Carruthers, which is considered Category 4: exotic, naturalized plant
generally not considered a pest.
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Table 1. List of tree species growing in the Georgia State Arboretum that were

sampled.
Number
Species Origin Range of Trees

Quercus georgiana Native Georgia, Alabama, South 2
Carolina Piedmont

Q. lyrata Native Southeastern United States, 2
widespread

Q. michauxii Native Southeastern United States, 2
widespread

Q. montana Native Eastern United States 2

Q. muehlenbergii Native Eastern-Central United States 1

Q. oglethorpensis Native Georgia, South Carolina 2
Piedmont

Q. acutissima Non-native China, Korea, Japan

Q. macrocarpa Non-native Central United States

Q. myrtifolia Non-native Southeastern United States, 1
coastal

Q. palustris Non-native Central United States 2

Q. robur Non-native Western Europe 1

Q. virginiana Non-native Southeastern United States, 1
coastal

Quercus myrtifolia and Q. virginiana, both found in Georgia, were treated as non-native because both are
found in naturally in coastal ecosystems that differ substantially from those in the Piedmont ecoregion where
sampling occurred. Each tree was sampled for 10 consecutive weeks.

Sampling. Arboreal arthropods were sampled from the 20 Quercus spp. trees
for 10 consecutive weeks, from May to July 2018. Samples were collected starting
at 0900 hours each Monday. Four limbs from each tree were sampled by striking
the limbs four times and catching arthropods with beating sheets (#2840C, BioQuip
Products, Inc., Rancho Dominguez, CA), and all arthropods on the sheets were
removed with aspirators or forceps and preserved in 70% ethanol. Arthropods were
counted and identified to order in the laboratory. Shannon index, using the
taxonomic resolution of order, was calculated for each of the 200 samples and
calculated using the pooled data for each tree species.

Analysis. The mean number of arthropods collected from each tree was
compared between native and non-native trees using a repeated measures general
linear model (Quinn and Keough 2002), in which weeks were the repeated measure
and origin was the between-subjects factor. The assumption of sphericity was
tested using Mauchly’s test, and, if violated, we used a Greenhouse-Geisser
correction. The repeated-measures general linear model procedure of SPSS v. 23.0
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Table 2. Mean (=SEM) numbers of arthropods collecting from each sampling

bout.
Average per Native Average per Non-native
Order Number Quercus Tree (n = 11) Quercus Tree (n = 9)
Araneae 79 0.47 = 0.06 0.30 = 0.08
Opiliones 13 0.05 = 0.02 0.08 = 0.03
Orthoptera 16 0.10 = 0.03 0.06 = 0.02
Hemiptera 13 0.06 = 0.02 0.07 = 0.08
Psocodea 48 0.20 + 0.05 0.29 = 0.06
Coleoptera 268 1.28 = 0.17 1.41 = 0.22
Lepidoptera 30 0.15 = 0.05 0.16 = 0.04
Diptera 5 0.03 = 0.01 0.02 = 0.01
Hymenoptera 37 0.17 = 0.05 0.20 = 0.07
Total 513 2.55 = 0.08 2.58 + 0.22

Each tree was sampled for 10 consecutive weeks.

(IBM, Armonk, NY) was used for these analyses. The mean abundance of any
arthropod order found on all 12 tree species was compared between native and
non-native trees using two-tailed, independent sample t tests.

Variation in arthropod abundance and Shannon diversity of each sample were
both analyzed using generalized linear models (Quinn and Keough 2002). The
distributions of both variables were visualized with frequency histograms to determine
how to build models. Abundance was analyzed using a log-linked negative binomial
model, and Shannon index was analyzed using a linear distribution. Full factorial
models were built in which tree species and week were included. The generalized
linear model procedure of SPSS v. 23.0 (IBM) was used for these analyses.

The arthropod community compositions also were compared among the 20
trees. The 10 sets of counts for each of nine arthropod orders were combined and
used for a multivariate analysis. Count data were standardized and square-root
transformed, and resemblance among tree species was calculated using Bray-
Curtis similarity. Resemblance data were analyzed with cluster analysis and
nonmetric multidimensional scaling (nMDS) (Gotelli and Ellison 2004). Scatterplots
resulting from nMDS were visualized in three dimensions, which reduced stress
values by 0.04-0.11. PRIMER 7 (PRIMER-e, Quest Research Limited, Auckland,
NZ) was used for this analysis.

Results
A total of 513 arthropods was collected. The three most common orders

collected were Coleoptera, Araneae, and Psocodea, which accounted for more than
75% of the arthropods identified (Table 2). The assumption of sphericity was
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Fig. 1. Mean (=SEM) abundance (A) and Shannon diversity (B) of arthropods
sampled from native (n=11) and non-native (n = 9) Quercus trees.

violated (P < 0.0001), so the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied. The
repeated measure of week was significant (F=7.34, df =9, P < 0.001), indicating
that the mean number of arthropods collected varied from week to week. The factor
of origin was not significant (F = 0.58, df =1, P = 0.70), indicating that the mean
number of arthropods collected did not differ between native and non-native tree
species. The mean abundance did not differ significantly for any of the nine
arthropod orders (P > 0.05 for each; Table 2).

Arthropod abundance varied by collection week (Wald y* = 24.87, df =9, P=
0.003) but not by tree species (Wald x? =8.96, df = 11, P=0.63). Abundance was
higher during the second through fifth weeks (Fig. 1A). Arthropod Shannon diversity
varied by collection week (Wald 3 = 27.53, df = 9, P = 0.001) but not by tree
species (Wald ¥ = 16.67, df = 11, P=0.12). Shannon diversity was higher during
the second through fifth weeks (Fig. 1B).
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Fig. 2. nMDS comparison of abundance of nine arthropod orders collected
from 20 Quercus trees, 6 of which are native species and 6 of which
are non-native species. acu., Q. acutissima; geo, Q. georgiana; lyr, Q.
lyrata; mac, Q. macrocarpa; mic, Q. michauxii; mue, Q. muehlenbergii;
myr, Q. myrtifolia; pal, Q. palustris; ogl, Q. oglethorpensis; pri, Q.
prinus; rob, Q. robur; vir, Q. virginiana.

Bray-Curtis similarity ranged from 37.11 (non-native Q. macrocarpa Michaux and
native Q. prinus L.) to 92.00 (native Q. oglethorpensis Duncan and native Q.
michauxii Nuttall). The cluster analysis revealed three main clusters, one consisting
of Q. myrtifolia alone and the other two consisting of 12 and 7 species, respectively.
The two large clusters included both native and non-native species. Only once did
two non-native trees resolve together as sisters, in the Q. robur L. tree and one of
the Q. macrocarpa trees. Two trees were sampled from 8 of the 12 species, and in
only one species were the two individuals clustered together (Q. prinus). Overall,
there was no consistent similarity observed in arthropod communities sampled in
native and non-native trees (Fig. 2). Moreover, when trees were analyzed by
section (Quercus, Cerris, and Lobatae), trees failed to cluster by section.

Discussion

Native plants may coevolve with other organisms, and the increased
associations among native plants and their surrounding communities may lead to
more abundance and diversity within those communities (Bezemer et al. 2014,
Strobl et al. 2019). We were not able to find support for the hypothesis that native
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oak species were associated with greater arthropod abundance and diversity
compared with non-native species. Although the abundance and diversity both
peaked in June and declined in late July, neither abundance nor diversity differed
between native and non-native species. This was the case when comparing both
individual species and when comparing native and non-native species as groups.
Furthermore, although our diversity data were limited because of identification only
to the rank of order, our data still suggested that similar communities of arthropods
were found on all oak trees, regardless of origins.

Non-native plants have been demonstrated to naturalize to their new habitats
(Richardson et al. 2001). As plants naturalize, it is possible that arthropod
component communities form with naturalizing plants over time that are similar to
those associated with native plants (Branco et al. 2015). In the case of oaks, local
arthropods may be able to transition to tree species that belong to the same section
or genus as native host plants (Branco et al. 2015, Connor et al. 1980, Kirichenko
and Kenis 2016). The lower values of arthropod abundance in native and non-
native plants seem to be dampened if the non-native plants are congeners of native
plants (Grandez-Rios et al. 2015). The trees that we sampled were mostly 30 years
or older (Bill Lott, University of Georgia, pers. comm.), and species like Q.
acutissima have been grown locally since the early 20th century (Hopkins and
Huntley 1979). Arthropods could have transitioned after hundreds of generations to
the non-native species we sampled.

Two of the three most abundant arthropod groups, Coleoptera and Psocodea,
that were collected were phytophagous. Native phytophagous arthropods may be
more likely to associate with native plants than nonphytophages (Southwood et al.
2005). Most of the coleopterans that were collected were in the phytophagous
families Curculionidae and Chrysomelidae, and coleopteran abundance was higher
in the non-native trees. Although coleopterans were not identified to species, it is
possible that the individuals collected may have been exotic species themselves.
Alternatively, many chrysomelids are polyphagous or oligophagous (Jovliet and
Hawkeswood 1995, Kishimoto-Yamada et al. 2013), and generalist species with
broader diet breadth may have established on non-native trees. Conversely, more
specialized coleopterans may have been able to establish on non-native congeners
of their host plants because of adaptations to plant traits broadly distributed through
the genus Quercus (Grandez-Rios et al. 2015). Investigation of the diet breath of
phytophagous coleopterans would allow future researchers to distinguish between
these explanations. Coleopterans were abundant on each of the non-native oak
species sampled, with at least 20 individuals collected in each tree. Defoliating
species, like the chrysomelids we collected, may be better able to transition to non-
native plants compared with other guilds such as borers and root feeders (Branco et
al. 2015). Another abundant group of phytophages, Psocodea, did not differ in
abundance between native and non-native trees. Previous research suggests
Psocodea may be abundant on trees irrespective of origin, potentially because they
are feeding on lichens and mosses rather than the oak foliage itself (Southwood et
al. 2005). In all cases, chewing phytophagous arthropods were more likely to be
collected than piercing-sucking phytophagous arthropods.

Araneae, for example, spiders, were the second-most abundant arthropod
group, and their abundance did not differ between native and non-native trees.
Carnivorous arthropods often associate indirectly with trees rather than directly, and
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thus their abundance may “track” the abundance of prey species (Litt et al. 2014).
Carnivorous arthropods may be less likely to be influenced by tree origin compared
with phytophagous arthropods (Southwood et al. 2005). Future investigation of
trophic links and abundance within different trophic levels can yield insights about
how tree origin influences arthropod food webs.

Further sampling is required to conclusively determine that native and non-native
oak trees did not differ in arthropod community composition. Beat sheets sample
primarily specific guilds such as foliar feeders (Ozanne 2015), and guilds such as
leaf miners, stem feeders, and gall formers may not have been adequately sampled
(Valencia-Cuevas and Tovar-Sanchez 2015). Methods such as knockdown
sampling and sampling leaves themselves may reveal if there are differences in
diversity and abundance in these guilds. Furthermore, a sample period that lasts
one or more full oak growing seasons may reveal other trends. Additional locations
within or outside of the Piedmont ecoregion can also be sampled to determine how
widespread naturalization can be. Last, because oaks from different sections differ
chemically and may harbor different specialist herbivores (Abrahamson et al. 1998),
further research may compare native and non-native oaks specifically within a
single section.

In conclusion, this study failed to discover increased abundance and diversity of
arthropods on native oaks compared to non-native oaks. Non-native oaks have
been introduced into North America and are common ornamental plants.
Communities of arthropods may be able to transition to close relatives of their
native host plants. In the case of oaks, non-native congeners of native species may
provide similar ecosystem services to native species, and this possibility should be
investigated. More research is required to determine whether non-native oaks can
establish and support arthropod diversity in forest ecosystems.

References Cited

Abrahamson, W.F., G. Melika, R. Scrafford and G. Csoka. 1998. Gall-inducing insects
provide insights into plant systematic relationships. Am. J. Bot. 85: 1159—-1165.

Ballard, M., J. Hough-Goldstein and D. Tallamy. 2013. Arthropod communities on native
and nonnative early successional plants. Environ. Entomol. 42: 851-859.

Bellard, C., P. Cassey and T.M. Blackburn. 2016. Alien species as a driving of recent
extinctions. Biol. Lett. 12: 20150623.

Bezemer, T.M., J.A. Harvey and J.T. Cronin. 2014. Response of native insect communities
to invasive plants. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 59: 119-141.

Branco, M., E.G. Brockerhoff, B. Castagneyrol, C. Orazio and H. Jactel. 2014. Host range
expansion of native insects to exotic trees increases with area of introduction and the
presence of congeneric native trees. J. Appl. Ecol. 52: 69-77.

Burghardt, K.T., D.W. Tallamy, C. Philips and K.J. Shropshire. 2010. Non-native plants
reduce abundance, richness, and host specialization in lepidopteran communities.
Ecosphere 1: 1-22.

Cappuccino, N. and D. Carpenter. 2005. Invasive exotic pants suffer less herbivory than
non-invasive exotic plants. Biol. Lett. 1: 435-438.

Connor, E.F., S.T. Faeth, D. Simberloff and P.A. Opler. 1980. Taxonomic isolation and the
accumulation of herbivorous insects: A comparison of introduced and native trees. Ecol.
Entomol. 5: 205-211.

$S900E 981) BIA G0-/0-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-1pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



LAMPERT ET AL.: Arthropod Associations with Non-native Oaks 331

Curtu, A.L., O. Gailing and R. Finkeldey. 2007. Evidence for hydridization and introgression
within a multi-species oak (Quercus) community. BMC Evol. Biol. 7: 218.

Fiedler, A.K. and D.A. Landis. 2007. Attractiveness of Michigan native plants to arthropod
natural enemies and herbivores. Environ. Entomol. 36: 751-765.

Gotteli, N.J. and A.M. Ellison. 2004. A Primer of Ecological Statistics. Sinauer, Sunderland,
MA.

Grunzweig, L., D.J. Spiering, A. Labatore and R.J. Warren Il. 2015. Non-native plant
invader renders suitable habitat unsuitable. Arthr-Plant Inter. 9: 577-583.

Hanula, J.L. and S. Horn. 2011. Removing an exotic shrub from riparian forests increases
butterfly abundance and diversity. For. Ecol. Manag. 262: 674—-680.

Hartley, M.K., W.F. Rogers and E. Siemann. 2009. Comparisons of arthropod assemblages
on an invasive and native trees: Abundance, diversity, and damage. Arthr-Plant Inter. 4:
237-245.

Harvey, K.J., D.A. Nipperess, D.R. Britton and L. Hughes. 2013. Does time since
introduction influence enemy release on an invasive weed? Oecologica 173: 493-506.
Hopkins, C.R. and J.C. Huntley. 1979. Establishment of sawtooth oak as a mast source for

wildlife. Wildlife Soc. Bull. 7: 253-258.

Hulme, P.E., P. Pysek, V. Jarosik, J. Pergl, U. Schaffner and M. Vila. 2013. Bias and error
in understanding plant invasion impacts. Trends Ecol. Evol. 28: 212-218.

Isaacs, R., J. Tuell, A. Fiedler, M. Gardiner and D. Landis. 2008. Maximizing arthropod-
mediated ecosystem services in agricultural landscapes: the role of native plants. Front.
Ecol. Environ. 7: 196-203.

Jolivet, P. and T.J. Hawkeswood. 1995. Host Plants of Chrysomelidae of the World.
Backhuys Publishers. Leiden, Netherlands.

Keeler, M.S. and F.S. Chew. 2008. Escaping an evolutionary trap: preference and
performance of a native insect on an exotic invasive host. Oecologia 156: 559-568.
Kirichenko, N. and M. Kenis. 2016. Using a botanical garden to assess factors influencing
the colonization of exotic woody plants by phyllophagous insects. Oecologia 182: 243—

252.

Kishimoto-Yamada, K., K. Kamiya, P. Meleng, B. Diway, H. Kaliang, L. Chong, T. Itioka,
S. Sakai and M. Ito. 2013. Wide host ranges of herbivorous beetles? Insights from DNA
bar coding. PLoS ONE 8: e74426.

Litt, A.R., E.E. Cord, T.A. Fulbright and G.L. Schuster. 2014. Effects of invasive plants on
arthropods. Conserv. Biol. 28: 1532—-1539.

McVay, J.D., A.L. Hipp and P.S. Manos. 2017. A genetic legacy of introgression confounds
phylogeny and biogeography in oaks. Proc. Royal Soc. B 284: 20170300.

Mooney, H.L. and E.E. Cleland. 2001. The evolutionary impact of invasive species. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 98: 5446-5451.

Narango, D.L., D.W. Tallamy and P.P. Marra. 2018. Nonnative plants reduce population
growth of an insectivorous bird. Nat. Inv. Spec. Info. Cir. Exec. Order 13112. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 115: 11549-11554.

Ozanne, C.M.P. 2005. Sampling methods for forest understory vegetation. Pp. 58-77. In
Leather, S.R. (ed.), Insect Sampling in Forest Ecosystems. Blackwell Science Ltd.,
Malden, MA.

Pysek, P., V. Jarosik, P.E. Hulme, J. Pergl, M. Hejda, U. Schaffner and M. Vila. 2012. A
global assessment of invasive plant impacts on resident species, communities, and
ecosystems: The interaction of impact measures, invading species’ traits and environ-
ment. Glob. Change Biol. 18: 1725-1737.

Quinn, G.P. and M.J. Keough. 2002. Experimental Design and Data Analysis for Biologists.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Richardson, D.M., P. PySek, M. Rejmanek, M.G. Barbour, F.D. Panetta and C.J. West.
2001. Naturalization and invasion of alien plants: concepts and definitions. Divers Distrib.
6: 93-107.

$S900E 981) BIA G0-/0-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-1pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



332 J. Entomol. Sci. Vol. 57, No. 3 (2022)

Sagoff, M. 2005. Do non-native species threaten the natural environment? J. Agri. Environ.
Ethics 18: 215-236.

Sanchez-Bayo, F. and K.A.G. Wyckhuys. 2019. Worldwide decline of the entomofauna: A
review of its drivers. Biol. Conserv. 232: 8-27.

Schlaepfer, M.A. 2018. Do non-native species contribute to biodiversity? PLOS Biol 16:
€2005568.

Schlaepfer, M.A., P.W. Sherman, B. Blossey and M.C. Runge. 2005. Introduced species
as evolutionary traps. Ecol. Lett. 8: 2410246.

Southwood, T.R.E., V.C. Moran and C.E.J. Kennedy. 1982. The richness, abundance and
biomass of the arthropod communities on trees. J. Anim. Ecol. 51: 635-649.

Southwood, T.R.E., G.R.W. Wint, C.E.J. Kennedy and S.R. Greenwood. 2004. The
composition of the arthropod fauna of the canopies of some species of oak (Quercus). Eur.
J. Entomol. 101: 43-50.

Southwood, T.R.E., G.R.W. Wint, C.E.J. Kennedy and S.R. Greenwood. 2005. The
composition of the arthropod fauna of the canopies of some species of oak (Quercus). Eur.
J. Entomol. 102: 65-72.

Spafford, R.D., C.J. Lortie and B.J. Butterfield. 2013. A systematic review of arthropod
community diversity in association with invasive plants. NeoBiota 16: 81-102.

Stein, C., L.M. Hallett, W.S. Harpole and K.N. Suding. 2014. Evaluating ecosystem services
provided by non-native species: an experimental test in California grasslands. PLOS One
9: e75396. .

Strobl, M., P. Saska, M. Seidl, M. Kocian, K. Tajovsky, M. Reza¢, J. Skuhrovec, P.
Marhoul, B. Zbuzek, P. Jakubec, M. Knapp and T. Kadlec. 2019. Impact of an invasive
tree on arthropod assemblages in woodlots isolated within an intensive agricultural
landscape. Divers Distrib. 25: 1800—1813.

Sunny, A., S. Diwakar and G.P. Sharma. 2015. Native insects and invasive plants
encounters. Arthr-Plant Inter. 9: 323-331.

Tallamy, D.W. 2004. Do alien plants reduce insect biomass? Conserv. Biol. 18: 1689—1692.

Tallamy, D.W. and K.J. Shrophire. 2009. Ranking Lepidopteran use of native versus
introduced plants. Conserv. Biol. 23: 941-947.

Tovar-Sanchez, E. 2009. Canopy arthropods community within and among oak species in
central Mexico. Curr. Zool. 55: 132—144.

Valencia-Cuevas, L. and E. Tovar-Sanchez. 2015. Oak canopy arthropod communities:
Which factors shape its structure? Rev. Chil. Hist. Natur. 88: 15.

van Hengstum, T., D.A.P. Hooftman, J.G.B. Oostermeijer and P.H. van Tienderen. 2013.
Impact of plant invasions on local arthropod communities: a meta-analysis. J. Ecol. 102:
4-11.

Vila, M., J.L. Espinar, M. Hejda, P.E. Hulme, J. Jarosik, J.L. Maron, J. Pergl, U. Schaffner,
Y. Sun and P. Pysek. 2011. Ecological impacts of invasive alien plants: A meta-analysis
of their effects on species, communities, and ecosystems. Ecol. Lett. 14: 702-708.

Vitousek, P.M., H.A. Mooney, J. Lubchenco and J. Melillo. 1997. Human domination of
Earth’s ecosystems. Science 277: 494-499.

Wilcove, D.S., D. Rothstein, J. Dubow, A. Phillips and E. Losos. 1998. Quantifying threats
to imperiled species in the United States. BioScience 48: 307—615.

$S900E 981) BIA G0-/0-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-1pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



