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Abstract

Understanding how to limit biological invasion is critical, especially in the
context of accelerating anthropogenic ecological changes. Although biological
invasion success could be explained by the lack of natural enemies in new regions,
recent studies have revealed that resident herbivores often do have a substantial effect
on both native and invasive plants. Very few studies have included consideration of
native plant resistance while estimating methods of controlling invasion; hence, it is
unclear to what extent the interactive effects of controlling approaches and native
plants' resistance could slow down or even inhibit biological invasion. We developed
a spatial modeling framework, using a paired logistic equation model, with
considerations of the dispersal processes, to capture the dynamics change of native
and invasive plants under various strategies of control. We found that when biocontrol
agents could have a strong effect on invasive plant, that could almost completely limit
the invasion, together with a high native plant resistance. However, a high application
frequency is needed make an efficient impact, whereas, a low frequency treatment
leads to nearly the same outcome as the no treatment case. Lastly, we showed that
evenly controlling a larger area with a weaker effect still lead to a better outcome than
focusing on small patches with a stronger effect. Overall, this study has some
management implications, such as how to determine the optimal allocation strategy.
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The past few centuries have witnessed a spike in the number of alien plants invading
and establishing self-sustaining populations in new regions; often driving local
biodiversity loss and habitat degradation (Mainka and Howard 2010, Simberloff et al.
2013, Zhang et al. 2017, Zhang et al. 2018a). One possible explanation of biological
invasion success is the lack of natural enemies of the plants in new regions (Keane and
Crawley 2002). However, several studies, based on a broad plant invasions studies,
have revealed that resident herbivores often do have a substantial effect in reducing the
establishment and performance of colonizing invaders as well (Levine et al. 2004,
Zhang et al. 2018b). Specialist pathogens or herbivores (e.g. biocontrol agents), are
often introduced from the home range of invasive weeds to reduce the dominance of
invaders and hence facilitate the recovery of native plants (Zhang et al. 2017), but it is
possible that more use could be made of the resident herbivores through appropriately
supplementing resident herbivore density within pockets of weedy invaders. Indeed, it
would be pretty costly to raise large enough amounts of native herbivores to wipe out
invading and native plants, hence, substituting herbicide for native herbivores could be
another option.

Although the competitive ability of common native plants might be not be
sufficient to resist the invasive plant, it could also be a factor that should be
considered in efforts to control alien invasion through supplementing native
herbivores (Zhang and van Kleunen 2019). Together with the interaction of
controlling approaches (e.g. resident herbivores (target on both native and invasive

plants) or herbicide (target on both native and invasive plants) or specialist biocontrol



agents (target only on invasive plants)), native plants’ biotic resistance may have the
potential to inhibit, or even alter invasion outcomes. For instance, a recent field study
has found that some native plants still co-occupy similar niches as invasive ones,
especially in late-successional communities (Golivets and Wallin 2018). Nonetheless,
very few studies have included consideration of native plant resistance while
estimating methods of controlling invasion (Kettenring and Adams 2011, Epanchin-
Niell and Wilen 2012). Furthermore, as controlling approaches' impacts are
heterogeneous in spatiotemporal gradients, and because the relative competitive
abilities of the invasive and native plants could vary along environmental gradients, it
is unclear to what extent the interactive effects of controlling approaches and native
plants resistance could slow down or even inhibit biological invasion.

More importantly, understanding the possibility and efficiency of utilizing
controlling approaches, in addition to native plants' biological resistance, could provide
important field management suggestions. For example, such understanding will assist
a management dilemma of prioritizing of how best to deploy limited resources among
different regions and what is the best application frequency of controlling approaches
when invasive populations occur simultaneously in different but interconnected regions
(Ferguson et al. 2001, Keeling et al. 2001, Dye and Gay 2003). Therefore, developing
a modeling framework that captures interactive effects of different controlling
approaches and native plants' biological resistance on limiting invasion spread is
essential. More importantly, most previous models lacked inclusion of the dispersal

process, so that it is unclear how dispersal rates of both native and invasive plants, and



environmental spatial heterogeneity alter the outcome of various control strategies
(Hastings et al. 2006, Blackwood et al. 2010, Epanchin-Niell and Hastings 2010,
Bonneau et al. 2019).

To develop a spatial modeling framework that can capture the dynamics of native
and invasive plants, we used a paired logistic equation model with considerations of the
dispersal processes and competition between native and invasive plants. Specifically,
both populations can disperse from a given cell to the neighboring four cells. We further
simulated the effects of local herbivores or herbicide in a same way of using a same
mortality rate on both native and invasive plants, while the natural enemy (e.g.
biocontrol agents) solely kills invasive plants at a different mortality rate. We used this
model to test three hypotheses: 1. Together with native plants' resistance, applying a
natural enemy (e.g. biocontrol agents) is a more efficient management way than using
the supplementing of local herbivores or herbicide on controlling invasive plants; 2.
Controlling on a smaller region each time but more frequently is better than controlling
in a bigger area but in a lower frequency; 3. The optimal control strategy varies with

plants' intrinsic growth rate, competition coefficient and dispersal rate.

Methods and materials
Model framework - We propose a paired logistic equation model describing

dispersing native (V) and invasive (/) populations in a 100 X 100 spatial environment:
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where i and j are the row and column numbers of the cell, r (R) is intrinsic growth rate
of native (invasive) population, K;; is the carrying capacity of cell(i,j), ap; is the
competition coefficient of invasive on native, a4, is the competition coefficient of
native on invasive. and d(D) is the dispersal rate of native (invasive) population.

Initial conditions - Native populations are assumed to initially occupy all cells and
each cell is assumed to have a randomly determined initial population size (N, between
0 and 1). An initial invasive population is assumed to occupy only the center cell (I, =
2), see Fig.1 for more details.

Invasion process — Every time step, one new invasive population was added in a
randomly selected cell. This process represents the assumption that invasive species has
a chance to randomly disperse to a new region on each time step.

Dispersal process — Every time step, a proportion of d(D) native (invasive)
populations dispersed from each cell, then allocated equally among the four
neighboring cells (up, down, left, and right). Note that we set the outer two circles as
buffer zone, so that they received dispersed populations but did not disperse back. We
did not include populations in buffer zone when calculated total population abundance.

Bio-control treatment — Bio-control treatment was simulated as a mortality rate
only on invasive populations in the target cell.

Local herbivore or herbicide control —Control treatment by local herbivores or

herbicide in each cell was simulated as a process that killed both native and invasive



populations.

Controlling pattern — Two patterns for both bio-control and local herbivore or
herbicide control groups were performed: 1. A random cell with a non-zero invasive
population was selected at every time step, and the whole row where the selected cell
was located would be treated. For instance, if it is the bio-control case, then all invasive
populations within that row would be treated, if it is the local herbivore or herbicide
case, all native and invasive populations in that row would be treated. 2. A random cell
with a non-zero invasive population was selected at every time step,and a5 X 5 cells
in which the selected cell was in the center, would be treated.

Parameter estimation - The system characteristics represented by parameter
values in the model were estimated based on previous findings of general patterns
between invasive and native species. For instance, invasive species generally have
higher competition coefficients than natives (Vila and Weiner 2004), and invasives have
overall stronger dispersal ability than natives (Nunez-Mir et al. 2019) (see more
information listed in Table 1). Indeed, invasive plants often have higher growth rate
than natives, but we used the same growth rate for both species because the main focus
of this study is to look at the role of competition coefficient and controlling treatments.
Additionally, a higher growth rate of invasive species is believed to further favor the
invasion process, so only has an additional quantitative effect.

Scenarios
Scenario 1: Comparison of biocontrol and local herbivore or herbicide

treatments with different levels of native plant biotic resistance. In every time step,



a cell with a non-zero invasive population was randomly selected. Bio-control treatment
was simulated as either completely eliminating all invasive populations in the whole
row where the selected cell was located or removing or invasive populations ina 5 X
5 cells in which the selected cell was in the center. Local herbivory or herbicide was
simulated as completely eliminating all populations of both invasive and native plants.
In both treatments, we performed two levels of native plant biotic resistance, low (@,
= 1) and high (@, = 1.1). In each sub-scenario, we simulated three treatment
frequencies, which were no treatment, high treatment (controlling treatment was
applied in every step), and low frequency (controlling treatment was applied in every
100 steps). Each sub-scenario ran for 50 times because there are several stochastic
processes involved in this model; e.g., one invasive population was added to a randomly

selected cell in each time step. We calculated the total proportion of (Invasive) =

sum(l( j))
sum(N, j)+sum(I,j))

to represent the landscape dominance of the invasive species.

Scenario 2: Comparison of biocontrol and local herbivore or herbicide treatments
with different controlling area sizes and mortality rates. Under both bio-control and
local herbivore or herbicide treatments as described in the previous scenario, we
conducted two cases: 1. size of different areas controlled (big: eliminated populations
in the whole row where the selected cell was located; small: eliminated populations in
1/3 of the cells within that row); and 2. different mortality rates (high: killed all target
populations; low: killed half of target populations). Similarly, three treatment
frequencies were simulated in each sub-scenario, which were no treatment, high

treatment, and low frequency. Each sub-scenario ran for 50 times.



Scenario 3: Roles of intrinsic growth rate and competition coefficient on altering
controlling efficiency. To capture a more complete information on the controlling
efficiency of bio-control and the local herbivore, we simulated the change of final total
proportion of invasives under a series of combinations of intrinsic growth rate (r = R =
[0.1:0.1:0.5]), and competition coefficient of natives on invasives (@, = 0.8, 1, 1.2,
1.4) under each treatment. Similarly, three treatment frequencies were simulated in each
sub-scenario, which were no treatment, high treatment frequency, and low frequency.
We ran each combination for 50 times and used the average value to represent each
condition.

Test of more parameter values — Different values were applied to two parameters
regarding to the controlling efficiency under both biocontrol and local herbivore
treatments as described in the previous scenarios: 1. Initial proportions of native
population to carrying capacity (0.1,0.2,0.5 and 0.9). In this case, each cell had a same
initial native population based on the proportion; 2. Dispersal rates of invasive species
(D) (0.1, 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8). We are aware that 0.5 and 0.8 might be a much higher
dispersal rate than realistic, but the main objective here is to explore the impact of a
broad range of dispersal rate. Treatment frequency was set as every five-time steps.

Each condition ran for 50 times.

Results
We compared the efficiency control of using bio-control and local herbivores or

herbicide, as completely eliminating all populations in the whole row where the selected



cell was located. Overall, under the same conditions, treatments with high native plant
resistance (Fig. 2 d-f, and j-1) resulted in lower proportions of invasive population for
the biocontrol than for local herbivores, whereas, there were no obvious difference
between the cases of no treatments (Fig. 2 a, d, g, j) and low frequency treatments (Fig.
2 ¢, f, 1, 1) when other conditions were same. We noticed that treatment with a high
frequency led to lower proportions of invasive population in all the sub-scenarios. In
particular, using biocontrol in a high frequency when native species also had high
resistance can almost completely wipe out invasive populations (Fig. 2e). Even with
low native plant resistance, applying bio-control in a high frequency still led to a
relative low proportion of the invasive population (< 0.4) (Fig. 2b). Compared with the
high efficiency of biocontrol, the local herbivores or herbicide treatment with low
native resistance was incapable of limiting invasion, possibly because this type of
treatment attacked equally on both invasive and native populations, and invasive
populations with higher competition ability could take advantage of the herbivores’
effect on native populations (Fig. 2h). When the corresponding treatment was applied
on the populations in a 5 X 5 cells in which the selected cell was in the center, we
found similar trends as another controlling pattern (Fig. S1 in the Appendix).

In Scenario 2, we compared the effects of both the different sizes to which control
was applied and different mortality rates due to control. Similar to the previous scenario,
we found that there was no obvious difference between the effects of biocontrol and
that of local herbivores or herbicide under the cases of no treatments (Fig. 3 a, d, g, j)

and low frequency treatments (Fig. 2 c, f, i, 1) when other conditions were the same,



regardless of area to which control was applied and the efficiency. With biocontrol
treatment, controlling over a larger area with low mortality led to a much lower
proportion of invasive population (< 0.2) (Fig. 3b) than focusing on a small area, even
though a higher mortality rate was assumed for the smaller area (Fig. 3e); whereas, with
local herbivores treatment, we did not see obvious difference between different treating
area and mortality rates (Fig. 3h and k).

In Scenario 3 we still kept the same intrinsic growth rate for both invasive and
native species, but the rate was varied from 0.1 to 0.5. Additionally, competition
coefficients of native on invasive (a,) varied from 0.8 to 1.4, which were still lower
than competition coefficients of the invasive species (@,; = 2). In general, we found
that the final proportion of invasive population changed more sensitively to the change
of ay, thantor. When a;, was low, invasive species could completely dominate in
all treatments (dark blue boxes in Fig. 4). When «a;, increased, bio-control was able
to limit invasion when r was small and treatment frequency was high (blue boxes in
Fig. 4b). On the contrary, local herbivores or herbicide could not limit invasion under
the same condition (blue boxes in Fig. 4e). When «a;, was increased further, while
remaining lower than a5, both biocontrol and local herbivores or herbicide could limit
invasion in most cases (green and yellow boxes in Fig. 4). It is interesting to note that
with a high value of a;,, native species could outcompete invasive ones even without
the control treatment (green and yellow boxes in Fig. 4a and d).

Compared to the impact of changes of @, and r, we found that the change of the

resulting proportion of invasive population was less sensitive to the initial proportion



of native species and dispersal rate (Fig. 5). Together, these results indicate that the
intrinsic growth rate and competition coefficients of native species were the most

influential factors on determining invasion success.

Discussion

Biocontrol agents have made important contributions on controlling plant invasion
(Fravel 2005). Due to the fact that these agents only target the specific invasive plants,
this study showed that successful biocontrol agents when having a strong effect on
invasive plant could almost completely limit the invasion, together with a high native
plant resistance. This results, to some degree, support the enemy release hypothesis —
the success of invasive plants is due to escaping from their natural enemies (Keane and
Crawley 2002). Hence, theoretically, the decline in enemy release strength can lead to
the decrease in invasive abundance (Keane and Crawley 2002), whereas, as some
empirical data have suggested, reduction in herbivory is another key mechanism for
invasive plants to be successful (Engelkes et al. 2012).

Application frequency of control also plays an important role on determining the
control efficiency, such that only a high application frequency could make an efficient
impact, whereas, a low frequency treatment leads to nearly the same outcome as the no
treatment case. This result is consistent to some field studies that found a high frequency
treatment (e.g. clipping, fire) generally led to the best controlling outcome (Emery and
Gross 2005, Tang et al. 2009, Tang et al. 2010, Valentine et al. 2012).

Additionally, this result has some management implications, such as how to



determine the optimal allocation strategy. For instance, this study refers back an
important management question on determining which strategy of control is better:
control a larger area with a treatment that leads to a low mortality rate or focus on
smaller areas but using a stronger treatment (high mortality rate)? We showed that with
biocontrol, applying control to a larger area, yet with a low mortality rate, is still more
efficient than vice versa. Consistent with previous results, biocontrol did a better job
than local herbivores in this scenario. This result also agrees with previous simulation
and empirical studies that showed that evenly controlling a larger area is better than
focusing on small patches (Moody and Mack 1988, Arroyo-Esquivel et al. 2019, Zhang
et al. 2020). Our results, which suggest there is no significant difference between
treating area and mortality rate with local herbivores treatment, lead to the conclusion
that resident herbivores, which prefer native plants, have little impact on invasion
process (Joshi and Vrieling 2005). Therefore, the key factor of the effective bio-control
is to invader-specific herbivores with frequent treatments (Van Dyken and Zhang 2018,
Van Dyken and Zhang 2019, Zhang et al. 2020, Zhang and DeAngelis 2020).
Understanding how the outcome of control changes according to the change of
vegetation characteristics is essential (Hobbs and Humphries 1995). Here, our results
reveal that with an increase of native plants' competitive ability, treatment such as
biocontrol has a great possibility of success in limiting invasion. This result suggests
the importance of maintaining the health of native vegetation and high biodiversity to
slow down invasion (Early et al. 2016, Pile et al. 2019). Notably, community diversity

and evenness could help to reduce invasion success. The healthy vegetation with high



biodiversity level has larger resistance to disturbance, which in turn decreases
invasibility (Hooper et al. 2005). In essence, the invasion process restructures the
richness of seedlings and saplings in the community, resulting in increasing invasibility
of abandoned patches but less so in secondary forest (Mullah et al. 2014). Our
theoretical results show the overall lower effectiveness of biocontrol of an invaded
community with low resistance compared to that with high resistance. The effectiveness
of bio-control treatment therefore relies on a healthy vegetation community.
Furthermore, we did not find a significant difference between having different initial

density of native plants or various dispersal rates.
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Figures

Figure 1. (a) Schematic figure of the model. a. resident herbivores were simulated as a
negative effect on both native and invasive plants while bio-control agents only targeted
invasive plants. (b) we developed a 100 X 100 spatial environment, in which the outer
two circles were set as buffer zone, so that they received dispersed populations but did
not disperse back. Native plants started in all cells in the beginning, while invasive only



occurred in the center cell. Every time step, a proportion of d(D) native (invasive)
populations dispersed from each cell, then allocated equally among the four
neighboring cells (up, down, left, and right).

Figure 2. Proportions of invasive population changes over time with bio-control
treatment (a-f) and local herbivores (g-1), low resistance a;, = 1, high resistance a;, =
1.1.t =R =0.2, ay; =2,d=0.1 and D = 0.2. Black lines: no treatment applied; red
lines: treatment applied in every one-time step; green lines: treatment applied in every
100-time steps. This is the case when treatment was simulated as completely
eliminating all populations in the whole row where the selected cell was located.
Figure 3. Proportions of invasive population changes over time with bio-control
treatment in small area but high mortality (a-c), bio-control treatment in big area but
low mortality (d-f), local herbivores in small area but high mortality (g-i), and local
herbivores in big area but low mortality (j-1). Black lines: no treatment applied; red
lines: treatment applied in every one-time step; green lines: treatment applied in every
100-time steps.

Figure 4. Final proportions of invasive population changes over time with bio-control
treatment (a-c) and local herbivores (d-f). r =R =[0.1:0.1:0.5], a;, =[0.8,1,1.2,1.4],
a1 =2,d=0.1,D=0.2. Left panels: no treatment applied; middle panels: treatment
applied in every one-time step; right panels: treatment applied in every 100-time steps.
Figure 5. Changes in the proportion of invasive population over time, when initial
proportion of native population to carrying capacity changed between 0.1,0.2,0.5 and
0.9 (a-d, i-1); dispersal rate of invasive species (D) changed between 0.1, 0.2, 0.5 and
0.8 (e-h, m-p). Top two rows represented bio-control treatment and bottom two rows
represented local herbivores treatments.

Figure 1
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Figure 2

Bio-control, Low Resistance
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Figure 3

Proportion(invasive)
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Figure 4

Bio-control
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Figure 5

Bio-control
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Table 1 Parameters used in the model

Description

Intrinsic growth rate
Competition coefficient
Dispersal rate

Initial population

Native Invasive
Symbol  Default value Symbol Default value
r 0.2 R 0.2
12 1 @21 2
d 0.1 D 0.2
N, Random (0-1) Iy 2

Carrying capacity
Row

Column

Plot

Symbol

Default value

10/cell

100

100




