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B KBRESRREF WS RAEPANRERNAR LTI REAEN

HAR G, o TR BRE . RS LA S s 2
B g S R R M, AR R R PR AE— 5 LR AE SR
Z . PRBE 2T B S A BRAKRD [ BR i I A 1R A e
[F] I FE 2 BRAR L 15 5N, — 28 A Yok B al
)45 | AN SIH  BR e vh ﬁ&i%Aﬁ Xf A BRZ T
FNEREE 7= 2 =R e, JU U A S R G A W) 2
FEMERS SIARR, B A5 X A ) AR 0 Y i
K, AMRASFHI OGS TIF 2 EE k. A
LR T H 2010 4 LISk E PR EZ P, 45 Science,
Nature, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America Fl Ecology Letters 5§
TARERFENEFNE, LA A SR
RAESZ R

1 ARAPAAZ L

SN A W) 22 BT LA RE 6 75 B 1Y B 85 *A&ﬂm
FER M AALEI AR R 2 A, BEZ 2 A B s A fg
f& . #%ﬂiﬂ#ﬁﬁﬁLﬁﬁ&%%ﬁ%ﬁ$%
AW RIAR Ay IR R (BRI ELAR | fEvs nl ARMESE) BB
FASE. TRAMIFE SR AL W) AAZ B X A AR Tl ) L 39
T | BRI L5 LA AR A S RGN IKE 558 B A

AEERE T EX

1.1 s f2ERLE

Wy e R a8 AL ) T A Ah IR BE AL [ 4R 1Y &5
R, VFZ AR T AEAS [R] A 35 v 7 R A R WL
S, SRMIARXS T 0™ MR RE T &, ARFPE R 15 2
P AT IR At A B R 2 T AE A
R I 77 FE 0l IR AR AT 21 4 73742 L
il Xk T 45 78 AR AR W) AR B9 AR A AL A SRl AR
Al ire bl 2 A A5 R AT B

Gao 45 A\ 1 X 25 O JE TR
(Alternanthera philoxeroides)H JALBURY 18 Z 51
(methylation sensitive amplification polymorphism,
MSAP) TN, AR T B M RP eI &, AP
i 5 15 Z2 BEVE ARG, (HEAT i DNA HUJEAL
Z A5k, [R]INE R 23 00 T B SR ALY de novo M
JF (RS ) 2 511 3l 2000 ARETEAK . Rl s T 25

SRR LD U] A0 T RO N S T A R s
G728 S R R W PR, 1t DNA HUEEAR B 5 2 Y

FLIR 1k 22 T B 1 B &5 Kk 7 A e vk 1 B B AR
IR . Krebs 25 A OVH I BEALY 4 £ 251 DNA
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(random amplified polymorphic DNA, RAPD)¥Fric#;
ARXF AT T B E A E L 7 AR E XS AR B R AL
(Fallopia japonica var. japonica). 7+ Fh KFEHL(F.
sachalinensis) VA L E AT 2SR FRBL(F. bohemica)lP)
WAL Z A, SRR, AR R HA L
) RAPD 2584, A AP B4 BT 2R K AL DL
TR NS 3 AP R ALY SE N AR S A B R Y 3
AREHE, o K e 8 AR E T— A~ 5%EA
ASTA] Y BBk S RS, HL 22 S IR IR B A A A i 5 A
BRI A T — 2, R AR FE AL o A Ay
&0 7 A L [ B PR AR S O ) 2 R A S R R
F= AR A] 0 A 1 A DL R 2 R 51 A R AL AR
Hodgins %5 A VVR| FH 35 4% 7 R A= 9 f A 56 T K
¥ (Ambrosia artemisiifolia) J5. 7= Wi Fh B A1 A 12 F B
ZIB) R EE R IR 22 R, A IR AR P Y i ik 3
[A”(candidate genes)fF AN FMET R TR K
YER, ENT5 KRR A= Y& B . FREE R0 i R
DL Ko A0 05 S50 ) it B AR T R B AH O, A iR AE
JofR A BRI, fiide i A1 kg K R DI b AT AR 1
AR 2E TR AE SR, XL R, KZEIMEY)
R 3545 W) T 2o W B AR S B ARAIR, SR I T R 1Y
JERAE T A A= Fh 56 R 3R a8 i & b 32 B Z 008 208 o
FAEM, SCE MRS TR I 22 R MR IA W)
DA L

PRI AR A Z RN IRNEZ, KT
A7 S HE IR 25 (genetic bottlenecks )i 4,
B EH T 40 5 20 45 20 b S 30 b A AR B8 201D
bR 114 2 o7 3 DR R B =2 A S el s, BRI
TV AT Xk 40 ol 3 £ 2H s BRI . Zhang S A
K8 B B B 2 5P (amplified  fragment length
polymorphism, AFLP)H AL 1 KA ARIEY)
JERFE (Eichhornia crassipes)S4 - ™FIEERY 1140 #RTTIE
FIHk, S5RNIR, 80%M AEAFALE 1 A Fpl Y
TeRERY, MRIRR IR AT 1% ZFEME. Bilan, AR
FRE 92 0 A B9 o B A W RE S i L 2 52 AR Ml
W o IR PRI, 1717 AR Bl %) PR 45 kS 21 <R 300 07 e 4
E— 23 W SE R B ], AR ORUAR 32 AR e aokt
e Z R <R DR 300 800 i FH T A A= sh W) Rl i,
AR I, I PR 390 78 H1) 55 AR K A1 U 8 1Y
SRAMAR S (Sturnus vulgaris)FPREFIAAR AR 78 38 2E 4
IR 09 28 B (Rartus - rartus) FES AL 22406 M 2o A5 v [
FEPY T BB A ),

A 3 B A AR RS AL ) BT S5 AR AR, ER X E
AZFRERIEC 25 R iE 2243 12488, Lombaert
B NVOR I PR RRIC AR T AR S 50
(Harmonia axyridis)3EHN, & IMAFAE TICE AR
B9 A= PR BB 78 24 <#r Sk £& 7 (bridgehead ) 1E FH, i
ME P BEI 2L B W . Perdereau % AMUFRIE T A
123 FE W) 3 B L (Reticulitermes  flavipes) 5= 1
FRELORLIA DNA 920 i €8 % 4 AL 1T (cytochrome
oxidase II, COIN)XIA 15 Ak PR, 4500
TN, TR ZERIIR DNA BAA% 7k a) B 30 A 12 [ A8
] R P A I 2 B 2 M, 3R BH AR B 36 W T R
TERIR T . Jezic % AR T ARTLY H
ST I SCJE Y SEFE N B (Castanea sativa Mill)180
AFEAE 114750 B, U H PR R SR 3L 66 Fif
PAAERL, SEAEXT LA HTIAR, BRI ER 0 B KRR A
15 S92 TR A 1Y) 32 2k U .

1.2 & RPESEAE AL

ARG TE SR TE ARG A R B A= 3 g M ek
7% (post-introduction adaptation)if & 7E AR i & 2818
JV (prior-adaptation) H HI KR FE7E 8. KEZHA
YR I )5 38 N A, Q35T (Microstegium
vimineum){E H H B AR B £ E 2 f5, HA Y& A
TR T 46%M 7.4%, AZHIREYS F2 6
SR EAY AR EM N RIBER T HMT ARG
1k (post-introduction evolutionary)'*. Qin 2 A\"Hff
3T AZ W E W) AL (Chromolaena odorata)FF ¥,
R IR, HEA LAY R8T &R PR LR
FHARURR, VP RMLEAE AR J5 38 T A 238 N
PEAE B b2 R A, WS I AR, Sol 4E A%t
FEaM i 1 4Bk 2700 251 &5 U o 25 AR I s R
AR, A RS E R E NS, & BRI
PG R R AR, (AR B Z 5 5
T m BAR B AT~ XMARENIE
Jof P 2 Ab BE 98 D /D FE S 1 GE A DL T AR RO B R
RS, HEI S S RO A B AL . SRR 21
KW (Wasmannia auropunctata)f NMZ L FEA 5 A
FIZREL. Rey 45 AU o B A LS g 37 R 2 A A5
RS B, Pt DX 21 Kk CPE HE AR Hb P it X Y
PAag 2, e 4 kA T b ek Ay, i HEes 7E
AAZHO R 7 AR FRAG IR A A7, R I B B (% <R iE
I SR
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A W) A AR ] B R S B50AS 4 4 b g A HE A R A A
Y& N tE. BEMF (Pyrrhalta viburni)7E AR H#(JL
) 2B B B K o 3 5K B (Viburnum)FE YY), I AEHL
B B IEH R 0 L= 0. R0 Desurmonta %5
T i B AN IR 5 B, B AE R M A S
FAEAEHAAG B b7 s, R e At i vk Ak, e ATTRE
i 308 1k UG A DT B R B A A B, B Ik
PE—2E I, b IS AR 4 A ek B A R T e, X
FHE R 55, PR EME B A it S e L
K= op, g AR

1.3 /B AL I

Az APy g B A PR R A, R
AR, L2 2% (Ageratina adenophora)TE AR M
o] 2R B XA A= A s ZL A RIAE T, AR
M AE VYR, R AR AR 55 . B Ah R A 4 ] S
R, AR AR M5 2R L AR N R R AL
¥ (volatile organic compounds, VOC)ZH il & A= fR K AR
b, WE7s 58 250 2 N 5 IR N5 R LG Wy i A B
RS LR SCHC A U Ah, 02508 2 AR FIEEA
STIBURE S YTk VST Y =37 %11 N ich= o/ LI DRI S
P e e UM R R B TR AR, A Y AU R 4 T Y 5
TEZRFEZARMBENOCERES), S ECE O
A Be 1 A CR TR A BRI ], AR T AR
Rl AR R R4 i 1O D T RO B X A
Y B AL (Verbascum thapsus)TE AR EFE 5, HAKN
14 B0 I fik 5 1 S (iridoid - glycosides) b7 [ 161 4 5 14
Oy A kA AR A, TR b, BRI Y
PG BERS T & i s 2 7%, e AR, Hint
FeEM T 6.5 £, BLHITEA &M h BEALRAL B
Ay B S T3 O/ A i, e A e Y R O3 G
BE VR ) 5 G Ak B A A R PO AR 25 W 3 A0
(Triadica sebifera)[FIFE RPN v 2 AO AE $H o B B4,
AFSE T D i o [, S AR AR B TR B A
Yy Fi R AR W, O SR B H B O e Y BT TR o I
R W 1 T bt S AT 4 T 2 Y, e i A
ZMEM BRI, MR KA ISR R, R
A e R WY, S A A A= Al R A 288 B R 5 e T o A
TR N, RIE 2SR AR B A ) 5T 2 R A TR
Ul T A A AR i A A R, KA
PUHE BT A2 090 43 BE UM T AR A, B R e
ARTE4 P fEJLEHIX, ARBZ X (B 2R
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65 P AERIE (Lonicera japonica) b MO IX (B
LA 100~150 4F)FA I E AR KRR, th & X AD
BEA R 3 BB A i 530 v T %0 KR EE Y 36%
1 30%, RWTEAZDGHA, ARYIFNEIR QR
[ A o, L o A e 7 7 AR T AR KRR T ok
RAAR X I,

AAZ AW IR AR BT LA S 7 - W R iy 26 A
KA, A SR A ) LA AR R
B, EEE KA 4 5 5 (Leptographium procerum)Jz:
i £1 18 K /N (Dendroctonus valens)¥EH: 35 E Az
v E, IFAEP EDE T MR R A, (B e
75 FE AN E R EGRTEFEE T, B L RE B
SHFMMTAELBRNEREFGLR =&H
(3-carene), MM PREI AR, 33X Fopr A 0y B 34 A
RGN T LR K/NGEAE AR b & A 78 7 5
IR 57 i i T A B A R AR A XU )

1.4 Fbin) I fEBL

ARG AT BEF T S5 1 A 2 -1 2 -
AEENRERE, B ARMESAR LR, EEAL
Py Z (8]0 A O FR, B a7 ) sl R N 9 3l A
A

BB BN, SRV I AR £
M T 9 R AT ) R DA B LR B T RO K
B % (enemy release hypothesis, ERH) L IA N ¥ #f
AR BT 32 B S T R M R A o BT, R
AT AR S R T Sk X B A ok AR P
84 )L (Erodium cicutarium)20 4E3f H 38 M
T AR DKGE B TS DL Sz R, ©
J A 5 [ A SR N AR Fi SR VDA 28 R G L3 B
R ARY R, FESRE RN, T A IKEEA
B sh Y, SR RFMEY) T B (Senecio mada-
gascariensis) Wl /> T WA B ILR, HEH/NT
0.01 %M I N F] 14.7%, f2 AR B /N5
JG W8 B (Brachypodium  sylvaticum)fE F RO K fifi 14 175
FIXEE, FfEH TRz XEHEE, B ZAR
FEBM ., FEAE R SRS RS Mk, AR
R £ 3 =2 0] %) 50 ZR 0 52 B 45 B FhoiE 25 52 1 52 1)
BV 2% W 2 (Potamopyrgus  antipodarum) A7 i3 2 55
F R BN e ¥R (Pacifastacus  leniusculus) 1Y % F %55 4]
M, TE/NEIRE B /N<0.2 M) AEE R, i
S PURII AR, 1024/ iR B 0.2 4~ /m* i,
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U A AR M AR S e ah, AR Rl i 22 s 2ok
&, fln, ARIHE LW EKE (Spartina
alterniflora) 5 7% + [7] J& # KK L (Spartina foliosa)%:
R JE, E FETRE, BRI BAS HhE P Sl Y R
(grazing geese)fll & MY L%, LUIME L AR #he
F1B AR MW K 43 (Centaurea cyanus) B A 17 4
HEERIYRER, BRI ERKZEE, XFh
HEMNY A Y F 2R RN R EH
BAET ARPLEPY,

HARBEE T, B THIE, PR TAREEKSE
i IR ARG R P, Rinella 55 A 17E %
B 5 RN K EH AR BRI RS ARG A
3PP L AEY AT IS, ARG 3 AEZ )R],
KRG EAR = R B, SRMIAS LA M55 T
MMz B P, JCHEA L FEZ: B (Thinopyrum
intermedium), 15 4F N30 1 55 G AE FHEIR T K 4244
93% M E Y, FHE IR AR TR A Py mT DL A i
KWTEGfe 1 RHIA L Fh, H 5878 68 75 7F B B [A]
WHERE AR L AL 1 FF E— 25T, eIt A
—EFEOR L FP KL, AEXTFR A 32 EAE A (He
TR ST YRR DR TR
N 22 SR AR R RA - Ml BEfE ARAES RS
AR MR AR L F-ARENS, ARFMZ
5] %) 5 4 DU AH XT3 55 . € BR (Carduus nutans) F1715
“KBE(Carduus acanthoides)F&= N17- 35 [ W) [F] & 24 B HH
Y1, B RM, ZHIF AR AT R, FEIL
AR IR, 35 AR RE R B AR, T AL
A5 DR 2R A5 3 T A A £ A ) A BB 8 A AH (] IX e 2
ﬁBSJ.

R A AR refuge
effect) T 4F A it B A1 ) AR 1 — 4> B 2 AL E P07
ANZAE Y38 3 R A 7B T I 2 Ak X BT (L An
i R IR = S (AN P LIPS K €78 T TD) DN
XF A A - AE YR T3, AT R 15 AR R AT AS £ A
2R R, AT R AR, JoHZ
AR E AR5 G BE A 5S B, dRE E BT AL
MRS, N, B Skagerrak IR AR FPENE
¥ (Bonnemaisonia hamifera) NS + %5 A M3
P4 A G A S5 R XE T, IR T R PR Sl W x H A
AL FRIE, WA R AR TG T,
PNLESiPNE i VI ES SN - Oh 313
JIT 2% 7 > [+) s, 35 Sk <<Bi] 1] 2% 87 (Allee effect)®®) B

— S ol B 5 )P B B A R 5 G I A
SRR R AL m] BB S R AR ATy, B R B BT,
AR AR A R RO 3G, 3R I < OE FhORE 8 AR
i (positive density dependence). B 55 i Xif i &£ 4
e PRI A AR 1 R T £ AR O 5 00 DY,
PRI N R B8 BR AR 3R 2 A, # AR Fh
T 25 B o 2 BT ) B4 LN AR AR BTG

1.5 BEE AL ALRME:

Hh K Wy Tl e A A AR D AE IR o FE R B AR T
AR AW RETE B HEPT D A e DY, BB T AR
P (invasibility), ‘B [F] B sz e A 4 BV AR 58 6 T
Ay o AR A R Y S B B IE T AR
KB T HEVR B 5 450 SR IR &= py S AE
Hrh ZH-iT AR R & 20 BAESEED
W0l

Byun 25 R FH s i 52 56 AR 8L A G A Y
TG T 5 (Phragmites australis) AR 3E B9
2, 5 oK, MXTTYIRN S A s N S, 4
Fa 3 hy B — R BV TR 45 5 B A, T R A i PR o
ARG, TETE IR A& A e A 4 23 R A 2 40 1,
AR RAEA R S5 0F, RIRHB R, Dhgedl Rl —4E
P Fh Z AR R PE AR o] ARPEM L RIEPR. 5
il S 5638 22 I 2R - IT AR MR —Fh 6 1] G &R,
SR P A A B e 30— 2 [A] [R) A 25 52 30 TE A OC
KR, X FEIEHA S 2ERMHIRE G Clark %
N VOF A EAIR R T 30 FhAM SRR AR A L4
YIREE R, 45 AR R, TEEIRARE, #fis 2
-] AR MR TR G, (BB E B R HERS, A+
il FLA AR Tl 34 52 2] < AR J5 i 2 (post-introduction
processes)”(THL . ¥ HAIZEI)FI M, ZHME-TTA
(PR AR R IE R &R, H & BE ] 5 A8 fb ok % 32
B TR R ) B e

[ e RN W I S B 1 BU RS AN e 1]
o R FEARRETS v AR, SR, Kimbro %5 APV
TR, LSRRG, MIREHESARER
S e P RN, T R 2R B TE R
AV T AR R i A . AN, MR
YITET T Ak B A SR B0 DL e AR 5 B R 2t 25 B2
HEE PT AR, R, TR X 53 5% 30 2 5 G A 2
WEMERG A T HE T AR A EEE L. Pear-
son 25 N3 o A2 R R S SE I R T R R T
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Bl R 58 [ 5¢ R M b o R ISR Vs T AR PR Y 5
M, & B0 ER T WG 145 25T 2% & M AN B (Spermophilus
columbianus) FJE FR. (Peromyscus maniculatus) HIAFAE,
5% A RN B2 % 115 (Tragopogon dubius) ¥y
B Bl R I AE AR K, 1 m® 5 T R 55 R
0.5%, Jf H.ik Se R 11 11 9 3 10 A8 & R AU B %
BIIS MR B3, BAT A Za, M A% 5
J RV P AR

I8 25 P RV A0 2 e v 22 AR - T AR AR Y 26
%. Ruijven F AW Y, T 24 S BHE I
JIRGE VERfAE W) Z R T RN REAR, (HAET 54850
ZJ5, REE B RS E PR (R E | AR M) SO g i,
It Hosk Pl ARG 725 W) Z2 FEE K P Scharfy %%
NGRS T RS- - R0 BB G 7 T AR 11
o, kIS TEET LA TR RIETh IR AR A E
K — KL # A6 (Solidago gigantea) B V% + L BUR S,
3FA LRSI AR I T 31%~46%, [N, B
— B AR I T B b 4 T R R R B
ot =T, RO Y- S AR R T RS
B AT AR, [R] U B 7R B R — A3 8 A8 i A A i 7
A REBEAS 1 R i - v B 2 g I A R BT i 2. Cle-
land % AR A3 B A S HRT T R A H X
MR P AR, 45 BR, AREEIFA—E
SRR R AR, X5 ARMA S EIEA
RRICFR . AfR P A= B2 d5 iy U AR S5 A A )
RERRIE = BE ALY X8, 17179 A AR TP AAS -4 Fh D g
R 22 S BRI, e 0 R A i AR S e A il
TR

2 AP AR A AR S BRI S e 55 i

SPRNAZ AW [ SRR BT I et 2 AR 2
Jrifn. AR, W2 BRI SRTE A ) AR el AR AR
RGN  WATFL 0 A W) AR LSO AN A R 1Y
JES.

2.1 BUBEERRGEH

A A5 R GUE AL W RS 5 JCHL IR S ) 5 —
BEIR, AR BB A 25 AR GE A bRy 1) 45 44 1 2 fE
Fi i AREDIAE g —Bh sk T PEHL A A 2 A4 25
ARG, RSN ABRGRER TS . YRIEIS . {5
BAEIE S TRE P L. T ARFIA LSz, A
TP RARME RS A 2 R G IS i B A pRe s VEAE T,
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AR A 5 W INE 5 T8 20 U R G PR R
ARV, Wright 25 A SOX 1) W g 358 A F& I B
(Caulerpa taxifolia) NMZ T AAR WA ST T X L,
SRR, AXT TR AR, JE R AR E
BHAKIRENE | KRG AL IR DITE W 255
R, o T ARM/INVESE. [FIEE, R [E AR A YIXT
A2 RGN AK/NRT [ A e 22 5 YT Vila 4
NW T ARG N 135 D ARIYIZERERTA +
. BEEAVAESRG W, S52RRY], BRARESR
s 1 G IR /R S0 N S (S P e 2 N )|
Gz 7R RN — S A R AR R IR, b R AA
R R T AESREN ARG . 1
A, Az 3% B B R A B0 40 0 U 2 B W5 (Asian Amyn-
thas agrestis)W M| T e HIRAS R G, W
HEWIE AR AR RIS e, 5 15
o 22 G PH R I AR A, AT PR X T A L Y
AL, WA ARG RRE, UAT AR, B
T ARAED N, SR P R AR £ A A 2
Z 45, Wi 40 5 (cyanobacteria) . AR J& I# (rhizobial
bacteria) . B E & (mycorrhizal fungi)%F 24 Z A
R NEHEY B IR R R H
SR e S SRR S R T AR A Y 2R KT
BARM S ARG, Wik, EREMAEERGD
BERIARZIRI Y, A A AR LT B .

2.2 YWY %R

W) Z RN A I Vs KO 2 T TR I 4G
AAZ B AT DL o B4 5 R 4R IS e 3k Ak ) 2 4
PE. R EE SR EY R KRR, HEE
(Schizachyrium condensatum) N7 K MRIX KK, 1
BUAS A ) ol B RN = R 2R R B TERABR IS Y
WA, B E R RS (Morella faya) IR A=, 13
TR, I BUESREIN, R A R
HEIR £, T E A YR 2 BP0 TR R e
WA, AR R 4% (Centaurea solstitialis)id 13 14
s HEBE U A 80RO HE B A L ) B %5 48 1L L
(Hemizonia congesta), Y& % A6 L WLFRBE =F B CHL
F o A A e g i/ B,

AR AHE BRI ERRAR T A LR A £
FEME, SR AR W0 A AR XS T 22 B P %) B A 1 A T [] pof
WAZ B EE . TSN R R L. TEEM AR
191, AT AT RE S AR A 3 — S Y PR B B A
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Wezh, MBE AR, (HHE RS, ARESH
B ETRE, WM TN SITHRARRER
R, XIARAEMEIER, AR TA LAY 20
[ 52 B2, Richardson 25 APV A T 5% [ 45 5 X1 N 74
HRUEER 500 km B FEE N B 10 NHCRREHL, R
THLAEE . ARFIFIA - =35 KR, IR ERY, 1F
RTEER X, KA, A=W AP o 1 P A gt 5 B
i e s, WRIBE BT, Ko zEEmK, Wi
FIFAR LY ARK, BAREZHEEARE, e
TR X, RS, fFEXEwE T, AREY
ATREVE M e R ol T RS SRR, WAL
A A A 38— A B A

AP AR 4™ 5 R 3 2 BRAE Y ZRE 1,
BAEY AR K2 R RS SEREY 2
PR 2 FNRIRAEAS I HE. Powell 25 A% g 3N |
S WA S Bk M By 3 A ARSI T
XFEE AT, BESE 2 SR R, BB A BBORE T AR A b T
NAR T R (L) Z e T Bt S5 ) 55 . 76 8 Ak
BUREh s &, 76 1 m? F1 10 m? f9REs R, AR XA
A X PP 6 B 2= 5 2 M ECRE AR #) 100
m?, A X 3 2 (] i 40 = R 22 ST e DN T Y
BRI AR K E) 1000 m? BF, AR AR AR A4
FhFEw AR, TR EMNER. UIH7ERCR A1
R L, EWARIEA—E il Y ZHER K
4. Gilbert F1 Levine !t B4 it ] JUEE B3R T A2
XPHE W) ZRE TR 2, A Ay BT TR ( Plantago
erecta ). BB (Salvia columberiae)35 KM 2 5 A 1F
% E e s e W B9 f R, A AR Fh 3 2 1 4
VAR = Tl 4 s K T AR R JSEL U ke X T 22 ) ) o A
FMHEAANR. SRMECARIRIR, EizX i h T AR
SFEHFEAR LY T2 KA /DT EILEFL K
BFP 1, BDZERE AT N, A AR A BRI AR
TV R K 4.

2.3 U Nl R

VF 2 AR R ) T3 A FE NS TG SR
BN A DX, 4 ) 2 b X A 2t A
Jiy. G4 AE(Lonicera maackii) i Azt 3 0 F 2 HEAR
2Z—, EREW W 5] £ W (Amblyomma americanum)
BE, AL 2SR FS AR (Ehrlichia ewingii) #5357 .
T &M K AR H B RE(Odocoileus virginianus)
T Bl X0, AR AEnT e (R RER LA B, SORIA

PR HE A I H 3 AR RE A 4 i e 2N B
95 PO AR AL € /9 ¥ JE B T % 7 (west Nile virus,
WNWV) 3 LK % 322 XN 28 fat B s Bl AR K A 7
TR, FEAR X, WNV PR i 7 R e 24 (96 7
{4 H—— 7, H O WNV FEIRAE AL X A% 76 o %
fr, PR LAY R AL R 2 4R IR NG Bl
. B, SEUNEIE S (Turdus migratorius) ¥ K AEN
U5 Bl AR S 0 SO0 XK BB, A s T e Xt
G, N R AR LT, AR 5 R v B A o A
¥ (Juniperus rigida) N IEFERU X K 12 7K 4338 WAk
O, i ELHE S R Bk, 1 R NS
9, (R ESPAEAAt  dse A T AR M, s A
WNV g d #°.

VFZ BN PEBO ANIEYE . S B R SR S
A=A ) kAR B B DG, AN AR A — I A A R
A 100 24 EH R B 5000 J7 A O #AEYR. AR
A= W R 4% 38 3 5 W I 0 RO S IR AR, DA
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Biological invasion has been one of the hottest topics in ecology in recent years. There has been much progress in understanding the
mechanisms of biological invasions and their impacts on ecosystems. At a time of rapid global changes, we are facing new challenges
from biological invasions. Here we review recent progress in invasion ecology with respect to invasion mechanisms, the impacts of
invasive species on ecosystems and human health, and the responses of invasive species to global changes. We recommend that
priorities for future study are the impacts of biological invasions on human health, biological invasions under global change, and
invasive species in aquatic ecosystems.
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