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Abstract. Over the years, several arguments have been proposed to explain the invasibility
of a given community based on the properties of the recipient community. Here, I assessed
whether the balance between native species’ phylogenetic and functional variability determines
vulnerability to invasion. I explored this hypothesis using a consensus phylogenetic tree and a
database of leaf, height, and seed traits of alien and native species co-occurring over 83 sites
worldwide. An analysis of contrasts between aliens and natives indicates that aliens are as
phylogenetically close to the incumbent native community as natives are among themselves
(aliens are nested within the native community phylogeny), but functionally distinct to the
native community (aliens are more functionally distant to the community of native taxa than
natives are among themselves). These contrasting trends are consistent for different
comparison criteria (comparisons to all natives or to the nearest native) and comparisons
both within and across communities, habitats, and continents. Furthermore, aliens are more
functionally divergent than the native community and the closest native relative in both
phylogenetically poor and rich communities. The phylogenetic similarity and functional
distinctiveness of aliens with respect to the incumbent native community may explain why
certain species succeed in some communities and not others. This is a step forward in resolving
the long-standing debate on the role diversity—both phylogenetic and functional—plays in
determining the success of introduced plants.

Key words: alien species; biological invasions; context dependence; environmental filtering; functional
diversity; functional–phylogenetic differentiation; functional traits; invasion ecology; phylogenetic community
structure.

INTRODUCTION

One of the central questions driving invasion ecology

research is what makes a given community susceptible to

invasion (Drake et al. 1989, Mack et al. 2000). The

ability to answer this question is paramount to predict

potential invaders and prevent the ecological and

economic losses associated with them (Mack et al.

2000). Recent efforts addressing this question have

focused on the role of functional (trait composition; e.g.,

Ordonez et al. 2010, van Kleunen et al. 2010, Hulme and

Barrett 2013) and evolutionary (phylogenetic position;

e.g., Strauss et al. 2006, Jiang et al. 2010, Ricotta et al.

2010, Davies et al. 2011) overlap between natives and

aliens (either noninvasive or invasive), as a way to

determine the likelihood of a species being successful

once introduced into a new area. Based on these efforts,

aliens might be able to establish in a community by

either matching natives’ niches (i.e., matching hypoth-

esis Fig. 1A), filling up the phylogenetic and functional

space unused by natives (i.e., filling hypothesis Fig. 1B),

or being completely different from the native community

(i.e., aliens with no close relatives in the introduced area

will be more successful due to reduced competition with

natives, as described by Daehler [2001] as ‘‘Darwin’s

naturalization hypothesis’’). The underlying assumption,

irrespective of the mechanism, is that the position of the

alien relative to the functional and phylogenetic

composition of the native community could be used to

predict invasion success.

When determining alien success based on the degree

of functional similarity, the principal assumption is that

the interaction between phenotypic realizations (i.e., a

specific trait, or trait combination) is what drives the

community assembly process (Kraft et al. 2008).

Consequently, alien success driven by functional simi-

larity would imply that an introduced species could be

successful by being competitively superior to natives

(functional match with natives; Fig. 1A), or by having

viable functional trait combinations not present in the

native community (filling up natives’ unused space; Fig.

Manuscript received 29 May 2013; revised 15 October 2013;
accepted 22 October 2013. Corresponding Editor: J. Cavender-
Bares.

1 Present address: Ecoinformatics and Biodiversity,
Department of Bioscience, Aarhus University, Ny Munke-
gade 114, DK-8000 Aarhus C., Denmark.
E-mail: alejandro.ordonez@biology.au.dk

1191



1B). Either of these situations can occur in both

clustered (i.e., underdispersed) and even (i.e., over-

dispersed) native community scenarios (Fig. 1). None-

theless, determining which species are replaced by

invaders as assumed by the functional match between

aliens and natives, is very difficult at broad spatial scales

due to lack of sufficient data. Therefore, evaluating the

realized community patterns to assess these mechanisms

(which only represent outcomes, not interactions in

processes) serves as the best proxy for the role of a

functional similarity in the invasion process.

Another limitation when assessing the functional

similarity between natives and introduced aliens is

defining and obtaining information on all relevant

functional dimensions. Relatedness serves as a proxy

for the integrated phenotype, and thus, for unmeasured

phenotypic traits, providing an overview of community

functional composition. This phylogenetic similarity

assumption implies that introduced aliens might be able

to replace, or coexist with, natives depending on the

native community’s phylogenetic composition (clustered

[even community] Fig. 1) and the spatial scale of the

comparison (Proches et al. 2008, Davies et al. 2011,

Gerhold et al. 2011). In the case of clustered commu-

nities, space filling by aliens might be possible due to the

absence of phylogenetically distant lineages (Strauss et

al. 2006), as natives in such communities have mostly

been exposed only to closely related species. In the case

of even communities, space filling by aliens might be

possible due to the existence of functional gaps in the

trait spectrum (Thuiller et al. 2010, Gerhold et al. 2011),

or natives being naı̈ve to alien species from closely

related lineages (favoring matching; Rejmanek 1996).

Reality is a bit more complex, as the assembly process is

determined by the perceived phenotype, not relatedness

per se, making relatedness only useful when it captures

the community composition of assembly-related traits

because it serves as a proxy for the integrated phenotype

and, thus, for unmeasured phenotypic traits.

FIG. 1. Hypotheses on the association between phylogenetic dispersion of the incumbent native community, the coexistence
between natives (N) and aliens (A), and the position of these taxa along the community trait space. Lines indicate the position of
viable alien (solid) and native (dashed) taxa given the bioclimatic conditions (dark gray arrows) in the phylogeny/trait space (light
gray arrows). Color ramp in the trait space region indicates the range of viable traits given the environmental conditions. The figure
represents two alternative hypotheses of alien success based on the phylogenetic and functional similarity of natives and aliens: (A)
matching hypothesis and (B) filling hypothesis (see Introduction).
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The recent increase in the amount, coverage, and

availability of large and detailed phylogenies has

allowed the evaluation of phylogenetic similarity be-

tween alien and natives using empirical data. While

several studies indicate that there is an association

between the relatedness of invasive aliens to the native

biota and invasion success (e.g., Strauss et al. 2006,

Jiang et al. 2010, Ricotta et al. 2010, Davies et al. 2011,

Gerhold et al. 2011), evidence of the opposite has also

been recorded (as revised by Diez et al. 2008, and

Thuiller et al. 2010), and shown to depend on the

comparison scale (Proches et al. 2008, Thuiller et al.

2010, Davies et al. 2011). This conflicting evidence,

encapsulated under the term Darwin’s naturalization

conundrum (Diez et al. 2008), would seem to support

two seemingly contradictory hypotheses: that intro-

duced aliens are more likely to be successful when they

are either phylogenetically similar (phenotypic similar-

ity) or dissimilar (Darwin’s naturalization hypothesis) to

the native community. Likewise, studies focusing

directly on functional similarity have also shown a

mixture of patterns depending of the comparison scale

and the phylogenetic structure of the incumbent

community. For example, while some global studies

(Ordonez et al. 2010, van Kleunen et al. 2010, Ordonez

and Olff 2013) found support for the functional

distinctiveness of invasive aliens when compared to

natives, country-level comparisons in New Zealand

(Diez et al. 2008, Diez et al. 2009) have provided

support for the functional similarity between aliens and

natives. Meanwhile, regional-level comparisons indicate

no trend in the functional relatedness of aliens and

natives (Lambdon and Hulme 2006, Lambdon et al.

2008), or whether traits of successful aliens are

dependent on the phylogenetic structure of the recipient

native community (across plots in the Netherlands;

Gerhold et al. 2011).

These conflicting results are clear indicators of the

need for studies with a regional to global coverage as the

way to determine the importance of phylogenetic and

functional similarity of the incumbent community on the

success of alien species. By using a broad geographic

coverage and evaluating phylogenetic and functional

distance at different scales, one could generate statistical

generalizations as to (1) how the phylogenetic and

functional positioning of aliens in relation to the native

community relates to alien success, (2) how the native

community structure determines these patterns, and (3)

the role of scale (sites–habitats–continents) on alien–

native similarity. This study builds from this premise

and evaluates patterns of phylogenetic and functional

relatedness between aliens and natives (hereafter alien-

to-natives) and natives among themselves (hereafter

native-to-natives) across multiple communities, habitats,

and continents.

The goal of this study was to establish a link between

the phylogenetic–functional composition of the incum-

bent community (that is, the native assemblage) and the

phylogenetic–functional similarity of aliens to the native

community. I hypothesized that successful aliens colo-
nize the phylogenetic space defined by the native

community in three ways: (1) filling up the functional
gaps between incumbent natives (indicating phenotypic

similarity; Proches et al. 2008); (2) placing themselves at
the edges of the functional and phylogenetic spectrum
(as suggested by Darwin’s naturalization hypothesis;

Daehler 2001), particularly if the recipient native
community is clustered; or (3) sharing broad environ-

mental preferences, particularly if the recipient native
community is phylogenetically even (Proches et al. 2008,

Gerhold et al. 2011). For this, three types of data
(phylogenetic, phenotypic, and spatial) were used to

establish the phylogenetic and functional association of
co-occurring species in communities where alien species

have been successfully introduced. These factors are
often confounding, but in this study, they were

disentangled using a unique global database of co-
occurring native and alien plants paired according to

their phylogenetic relatedness and spatial co-occurrence
patterns.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Community database compilation and selection of traits

This study focuses on three traits: specific leaf area

(SLA in cm2/g, a proxy of a species position along the
‘‘leaf economics spectrum’’), individual seed mass (SWT

in mg; a proxy of the investment by a plant on seed
production, propagule pressure, and establishment

success), and typical maximum plant height (Hmax in
cm; a proxy for species position along the ‘‘height

spectrum’’). The focus on these attributes is due to their
association to fundamental axes of functional differen-

tiation (Westoby et al. 2002, Wright et al. 2004, Moles
and Westoby 2006), their relation to community
assembly processes (Kraft et al. 2008), and the strong

linkages between these traits and the phylogenetic
relatedness of species in a site (Moles et al. 2005,

Cavender-Bares et al. 2006, Kraft et al. 2007). Further-
more, these traits are proxies for a species’ dispersal

capabilities, establishment success, and acquisition of
water, nutrients, and energy (Westoby et al. 2002). As a

consequence, they are some of the most frequently
quantified attributes, making them more readily avail-

able in the literature than other plant traits (e.g.,
photosynthetic rate, nutrient stoichiometry, hydraulic

conductance, relative growth rates) related to the same
ecological strategies. Thus, the traits used in this analysis

are not necessarily the best for measuring functional
similarity (they do not capture vulnerability to patho-

gens or factors related to density dependence biotic
interference, among other significant dimensions of
functional differentiation), but represent a portion of

the best candidates for this purpose that also happen to
be widely available in the literature.

A database of native and alien species traits was
compiled from both published and unpublished sources,
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focusing on studies measuring aliens or natives under

natural conditions (greenhouse studies were discarded).

The database was built by searching the ISI Web of

Science (1945–2010) using individual and combinations

of relevant keywords (plant traits, SLA, leaf mass per

area [LMA], leaf size, leaf nutrients, plant height, seed

size, seed mass, seed production, plant attributes, leaf–

height–seed spectrum [LHS], plant physiology, weed,

weeds, naturalized, invasive, exotic, noxious, intro-

duced, alien, foreign, nonnative), examining the refer-

ences on these publications, and direct communication

with the managers of large databases. A data set was

considered suitable if it included trait information (or

could be completed using traits databases) for over 80%
of all coexisting species included in the study. For each

entry, a location (e.g., latitude and longitude), habitat

type (as defined by the WWF Biomes of the World;

Olson et al. 2001), continent, and environmental

conditions were assigned based on published informa-

tion or a reasonable geographical approximation.

Information was summarized by study area, so that

each evaluated community referred to species that co-

occur in a defined, local-scale geographic area (ranging

from 5 to 100 km2) under similar environmental

conditions (as defined in the source publication). In this

way, species within each community are more likely to

interact with each other than with species that do not

locally co-occur, but are the same time are strongly

affected by environmental conditions (McGill 2010).

The database was based on 83 communities and

contains 4705 species (3664 with measures in the native

range, 919 in the introduced, and 122 on both ranges)

from 191 plant families and a wide range of growth

forms (herbs, graminoids, forbs, shrubs, sub-shrubs, and

trees). A summary of the database is provided in

Supplement 1.

Species were classified as native or alien based on

definitions outlined by Richardson et al. (2000).

Consequently, the term ‘‘alien’’ throughout this paper

refers to those species whose presence in a community is

due to human introduction (intentional or accidental)

and that have self-sustaining populations. This includes

both naturalized aliens, (also called noninvasive aliens)

that reproduce consistently, and sustain populations

over many life cycles without direct intervention by

humans; as well as invasive species, defined as natural-

ized species that produce reproductive offspring often in

large numbers, at considerable distances from parent

plants.

A phylogeny for all species in the database was built

using the stand-alone version of PHYLOMATIC

(Webb and Donoghue 2005) using the APG3 mega-tree

(maximally resolved seed plant phylogeny; Angiosperm

Phylogeny Website, available online)2 as a backbone.

Unresolved branches were fully resolved to genus level

using recently published molecular phylogenies (over

80% of splits are dichotomous for the master phylogeny,

and all nodes between the root and phylogeny tips were

dichotomies in 90% of the communities), an essential

factor in analyzing phylogenetic patterns of coexistence

within a given regional species pool and even within a

given habitat type (Cavender-Bares et al. 2006, Swenson

2009). Branch lengths of the database mega-tree were

estimated using the BLADJ (branch length adjustment)

procedure in PHYLOCOM (Webb et al. 2008), where

node ages were established using Wikstrom et al. (2001)

estimations of divergence times. The phylogeny and a

list of the studies used to resolve it are presented in

Supplement 2.

Statistical analysis

To determine how novel an alien (A) species is relative

to the invaded native (N) community, the mean

phylogenetic (MPDA-N) and functional (MFDA-N)

distance between each alien taxon and all native species

it co-occurs with were calculated. Additionally, the mean

phylogenetic (MPDN-N) and functional (MFDN-N)

distance from each native to the entire co-occurring

native species were also determined for comparison

purposes. Phylogenetic and functional distances of each

alien to all natives, and of each native to all other natives

were calculated for all species in all communities. These

metrics summarize the degree of ‘‘uniqueness’’ of a taxon

with respect to the overall community and provide a

community-wide perspective on the role of similarity in

introduction success. Given that these distances are

standardized metrics of differentiation (scaled by the

maximum distance for all compared taxa), comparing

alien and native distances within and between commu-

nities is possible. Alien and native distances were

compared for each of the 83 evaluated sites, using a

Bonferroni-corrected unequal sample sizes t test (i.e.,

MPDA-N vs. MPDN-N and MFDA-N vs. MFDN-N). A

significant difference between distances from aliens-to-

natives and native-to-natives would suggest that success-

ful aliens are dissimilar to the recipient native community

(phylogenetically and/or functionally) and would indi-

cate the importance for alien success of an evolutionary

and functional differentiation between native and alien

taxa.

Mean phylogenetic (MNNPD) and functional

(MNNFD) distance to the nearest native relative for

all alien (MNNPDA-N and MNNFDA-N) and native

(MNNPDN-N and MNNFDN-N) taxa, in each of the 83

evaluated sites, were also compared using Bonferroni-

corrected unequal sample sizes t test. These distances are

also standardized metrics of differentiation (standard-

ized by the maximum distance for all compared taxa) so

that alien and native values within and between

communities are comparable. Comparing alien and

native species distances (phylogenetic and functional)

to the closest native determined if the alien phylogenetic

and functional characteristics are novel in the native2 http://www.mobot.org/MOBOT/research/APweb/
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community, or if these are contained within the native

community’s phylogenetic and functional differentiation

ranges. Moreover, this second set of contrasts allowed

the assessment of whether limiting similarity to a single

taxon is important in determining invasiveness.

Phylogenetic distance between two species was mea-

sured as the total branch length separating those species.

In the case of the database super-tree (as it is an aged

tree), this will be twice the time since divergence (in

millions of years [Myr]) from the most recent common

ancestor (branch length from species 1 to the most

recent common ancestor plus branch length from the

most recent common ancestor to species 2). Functional

distance was determined as the difference between the

target alien or native species, and the traits of the native

species in the evaluated community.

Given that compiled studies vary in the number of

compared species and in spatial coverage, contrasts of

mean and nearest native distances were calculated for

three categories: (1) globally, (2) within continents, and

(3) within habitat types. To do this, I used log-ratios of

the phylogenetic and functional distances of co-occur-

ring taxa, calculated following the formulations of

Hedges et al. (1999). Effect sizes (i.e., mean log-ratios)

were calculated using a flexible meta-analytic procedure,

as this method allows the comparison of the non-

independent log-ratios without merging them within

categories prior to a meta-analysis, hence avoiding the

loss of statistical power (Nakagawa et al. 2007). This

method is based on a linear mixed model (LMM)

approach with a restricted maximum likelihood method

optimization (REML, nlme package in R; Pinheiro et al.

2009), using species as a grouping random factor and

weighing individual observations by the inverse variance

of the corresponding log-ratio. This metric was used to

describe the proportional change in alien-to-natives

distances relative to the native-to-natives differentiation

(using alien-to-natives as the treatment and native-to-

natives as the control). Furthermore, it provides a

standardized measurement of phylogenetic and func-

tional similarity, while controlling for those differences

introduced by other covariates (e.g., scale of the study,

sample size, or metric). The sign of the effect size shows

the directional pattern of differentiation (positive

indicates alien differences are larger than native differ-

ences, while negative indicates the opposite). In the case

of similarity (effect sizes indistinguishable from zero), a

series of power tests were done to determine if the

observed alien-to-natives similarity is an artifact of the

number of observations (by determining the sample size

required to obtain a effect size different from zero) or of

the sampled communities (by bootstrapping the sampled

community and estimating the probability of detecting

differences between groups).

To test the predictions from the matching, filling, and

distinctiveness hypotheses, MFD and MNNFD effect

sizes were determined within communities showing

phylogenetic evenness (i.e., communities composed of

taxa from phylogenetically distinct lineages) and those

showing phylogenetic clustering (i.e., communities
composed of taxa from phylogenetically close lineages).

The working hypothesis is that aliens’ functional
differentiation patterns depend on the phylogenetic

structure of the incumbent community; so that effect
sizes of functional differences are closer to zero in even
communities (aliens are nested within the native

functional phylogenetic range), while effect sizes in
clustered communities will tend to be positive and higher

that those of even communities (alien-to-natives .

native-to-natives differences).

Phylogenetic structure of the evaluated communities
was measured using two alternative indices: net related-

ness index (NRI) and nearest taxon index (NTI). Both
indices are standardized measures of phylogenetic

similarity (difference between the observed and expected
MPD, in the case of NRI, and MMPD, in the case of

NTI, is standardized by the standard deviation of the
distribution of null assemblages to represent the

standardized effect size of each metric), allowing the
comparison among communities (Webb et al. 2002).

Following Webb (2000), positive values of NRI and NTI
indicate phylogenetic clustering (underdispersion), and

negative values indicate phylogenetic evenness (over-
dispersion). The statistical significance of the phyloge-
netic structure of a group of assemblages was calculated

using one-sample t tests where the null expectation is
zero (i.e., a random sample of species with respect to

phylogeny). As the results obtained with NRI were
qualitatively the same as those obtained with NTI,

functional similarity contrast for phylogenetically clus-
tered and even communities are based on the latter.

RESULTS

Phylogenetic similarity patterns

Within each of the evaluated communities, MPD and
MNNPD distances showed a large variability in

magnitude for both alien and native contrasts. None-
theless, there was a consistent phylogenetic similarity
between the native and alien community components as

indicated by overlapping MPD values (effect sizes
overlap zero; Fig. 2A) and significant Bonferroni-

corrected t tests in only 13% of the evaluated commu-
nities (significant MPD in 11 out of 83 communities).

Furthermore, alien taxa were less or as distantly related
to the native community than natives are among

themselves (MPDA-N � MPDN-N for 41 out of 83
communities, 14 out of 15 habitat types and for all of the

continental comparisons). Analysis of MNNPDs
showed overlapping distances across all communities

and for most of the evaluated communities, as indicated
by significant Bonferroni-corrected t tests in 17% of

within community contrasts (significant MNNPD in 14
out of 83 communities) and effect sizes overlapping zero
(Fig. 2B). Additionally, MNNPDA-N were lower that (or

equal to) MNNPDN-N in 37% of the evaluated
communities, but these differences consistently varied
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across habitat types and continents (Fig. 3B, D).

Overall, aliens were more distant to natives than natives

were among themselves in North America and Indo-

Malaysia (MNNPDA-N . MNNPDN-N); but the same

in Australasia, the neotropics, and the Palearctic

regions. These results suggest how in a phylogenetic

space, introduced aliens are as equally related to the

native community as native taxa are to one another, and

that aliens are as related to the nearest native in the

evaluated community as natives are.

Differences in MPD aliens and natives distances

showed no significant differences across all sites

(MPD, t68 ¼�1.49, P ¼ 0.14; Fig. 2A), a pattern also

observed for MNNPD distances (MNNPD, t68¼1.62, P

¼ 0.11; Fig. 2B). For both MPD and MNNPD, effect

sizes show a consistent community similarity for alien

and native plants across communities, most habitat

types, and continents, as these were indistinguishable

from zero (MPD and MNNPD in Figs. 2 and

3A, B, E, F). A post hoc power analysis (test sets to a

with power (1� b) set at 0.80 and a ¼ 0.05, two tailed)

indicated that given the number of communities sampled

and the variability in MPD and MNNPD, the database

had enough power to detect a difference between alien-

to-natives and native-to-natives contrasts (in order for

an effect of this size to be detected [80% chance] as

significant at the 5% level, a sample of 20 and 37 sites,

respectively, would be required). Thus, it is unlikely that

these negative findings can be attributed to a limited

sample size. Furthermore, observed similarity patterns

for both MPD and MNNPD contrasts are not an

artifact of the compared communities as indicated by

Bootstrap simulations (P was higher than 0.05 in 90% of

the MPD and 60% of the MNNPD contrast across 1000

simulations). These results support the idea that

phylogenetic similarity is associated with the success of

introduced aliens. In other words, within a given

community, aliens tend to be as related to the native

community as natives are among themselves.

Functional distance patterns

Estimates of mean functional differentiation (MFD)

for alien-to-natives and native-to-natives showed a

prevalence of significant differences for within-commu-

nity comparisons (significant Bonferroni-corrected t

tests for MFD in 84% for SLA, 70% for Hmax, and in

61% of the communities for SWT) and positive effect

sizes (Fig. 2A). A pattern indicating that aliens are more

functionally distant to the community of native taxa

than natives are among themselves. Moreover, the

functional distance between each alien taxa and its

nearest native in the community was significantly

different to that of natives in 83% to 94% of the

evaluated communities (significant Bonferroni-corrected

t tests for MNNFD in 83% for SLA, 88% for Hmax, and

in 94% of the communities for SWT), indicating a

consistent functional differentiation of aliens with

respect to closely related natives (Fig. 2B).

Contrasts across communities, habitat types, and

continents showed that alien taxa are more functionally

distinct to the native community than natives are among

themselves in almost all of the 83 evaluated communities

(mean MFDA-N . MFDN-N in 100% for SLA, 100% for

Hmax, and in 97% for SWT of the evaluated communi-

ties). Moreover, MFD effect sizes were significantly

different from zero (for SLA, t58¼ 11.03, P , 0.001; for

Hmax, t58 ¼ 9.92, P , 0.001; for SWT, t56 ¼ 10.95, P ,

0.001) and positive across all communities (Fig. 2A),

habitat types (Fig. 3E), and continents (Fig. 3G). This

shows how aliens are functionally dissimilar to the

FIG. 2. Boxplots of phylogenetic (white box) and trait (gray
boxes) effect sizes (y-axis) across all 83 sampled sites. Two
contrast criteria are plotted: (A) mean phylogenetic (MPD) and
functional (MFD) distance, and (B) distance to the phyloge-
netically nearest native (phylogenetic [MNNPD] and functional
[MNNFD]). Effect sizes represent the phylogenetic and
functional association between alien [alien-to-natives distances]
and native [native-to-natives] taxa, and the incumbent native
community (see Materials and methods for details). The line in
the box represents the median effect size, box limits indicate the
effect size in the 25–75th percentile range, and whiskers indicate
the 95% confidence interval. Outliers (points) determined as
observations 1.5 times the interquartile range. The effect size is
considered significant if the 95% confidence interval (whiskers)
does not overlap 0 (dashed gray line). Functional differences
based on three eco-morphological traits: specific leaf area (SLA,
in cm2/g), typical maximum plant height (Hmax, in cm), and
individual seed mass (SWT, in mg).
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recipient native community and that this pattern is

somehow persistent across habitats and continents. This

differentiation pattern was also observed for MNNFD

distances, as effect sizes for SLA, Hmax, and SWT

comparisons were significantly different from zero

across communities (for SLA, t57 ¼ 9.38, P , 0.001;

Hmax, t57 ¼ 4.8, P , 0.001; SWT, t57 ¼ 2.37, P ¼ 0.021;

Fig. 2B), showing how aliens are functionally different

to the closest native and supporting the idea that

limiting similarity to a single taxon is important in

determining invasiveness. When evaluated within each

habitat type (Fig. 3F) and continents (Fig. 3H), a

consistent functional differentiation to the native

community and the nearest native was observed, as

effect sizes did not overlap zero in almost all the

evaluated habitats and continents.

Balance between phylogenetic community structure and

functional differentiation

Across the evaluated communities, 69% showed a

phylogenetically clustered composition, while the re-

maining 31% showed a phylogenetic evenness signal.

This pattern was consistent when phylogenetic structure

was determined based on either NRI or NTI. In

accordance with the proposed hypotheses, alien species

in phylogenetically clustered communities were both

functionally different from the native community and

the phylogenetically closest native, as shown by MFD

and MNNFD effect sizes being significantly higher than

zero (Table 1). Although aliens tend to be functionally

closer to the native community in even communities for

all three traits, as indicated by smaller MFD and

MNNFD effect sizes than those of clustered communi-

ties, there were only significant differences between

aliens and natives MFD for SLA (t57¼ 2.72, P¼ 0.009),

and marginally significant differences for SWT (t55 ¼
1.94, P¼ 0.05). The generalized functional dissimilarity

(large distances) in both even and clustered communities

indicate the prevalence of functional distinctiveness, at

the scale of this study, as one of the main mechanisms

behind aliens’ success.

DISCUSSION

The results presented here show that aliens are

phylogenetically similar, but functionally distinct to

the native community at community, habitat, and

continental scales. This indicates that successful intro-

duced alien species can be considered phylogenetically

nested yet functionally divergent (at both the commu-

nity scale and to the closest native) to the native

members of the evaluated community. These results

support the idea of phylogenetic similarity (consistent

with Duncan and Williams 2002, Diez et al. 2008, Diez

et al. 2009, Ricotta et al. 2010) and functional

dissimilarity (consistent with Pyšek and Richardson

2007, Ordonez et al. 2010, van Kleunen et al. 2010) of

aliens to co-occurring natives. It is important to

highlight that the phylogenetic similarity pattern was

neither an artifact of sample size or compared commu-

nities as shown by the post hoc power analyses.

The two types of phylogenetic and functional

relatedness metrics used in this study (distance to

nearest relative and distance to the native community)

reflect two different kinds of ecological mechanisms

underlying the success of introduced aliens. Distance to

the nearest taxon reflects the effects of biotic interactions

between an alien and a given native, which might be the

most phenotypically similar species (Webb et al. 2002,

Strauss et al. 2006). If limiting similarity is indeed the

mechanism preventing establishment, distance to the

nearest taxon will reflect the interactions between

functionally related species and the post-establishment

success of aliens (Scheffer and van Nes 2006). Alter-

nately, distance to the native community is a metric that

more accurately reflects the diverse dynamics and

interactions among multiple species in a community,

as it represents the overall positioning of an introduced

alien with respect to any and all natives with which it

might interact (Strauss et al. 2006). Distance to the

native community would be the most important

mechanism if multiple resources limit the lifetime success

of introduced taxa (e.g., natives of disturbed, fertile

habitats are indistinguishable from aliens of similar

habitats; Leishman et al. 2010) if natural enemies are

polyphagous (Prieur-Richard et al. 2002, Pyšek and

Richardson 2007), and/or if community-scale evolution-

ary naı̈veté to a particular interaction is an important

mechanism (Strauss et al. 2006, Verhoeven et al. 2009,

Davies et al. 2011).

The described phylogenetic similarity of aliens to the

native community indicates how, at the scale of this

study, there is a higher likelihood that aliens respond to

the same group of environmental conditions as natives

(e.g., climatic and edaphic conditions) and that the

responses to these conditions are similar to those

observed in the native community. This is as closely

related species are most likely to share similar responses

to environmental conditions, due to a shared evolution-

ary history (Peterson et al. 1999, Webb et al. 2002).

Therefore, a close relation to the native community

would increase the likelihood of an alien succeeding in

the new range, as it will be similarly adapted to the local

conditions (Duncan and Williams 2002, Diez et al. 2008,

Diez et al. 2009, Ricotta et al. 2010). This similarity

would be limited by the accumulation, duration, and the

scale of negative indirect interactions (e.g., pests,

pathogens, and herbivores), given that a taxon from

an introduced lineage is most likely to share or develop

the same negative interactions as closely rated natives in

the recipient community (Holt and Lawton 1994).

The observed functional differentiation of aliens to

the native community implies that, at the scales of this

study, species that are more functionally distant to the

incumbent community are also more likely to succeed

when introduced to a new region. This indicates the

importance of functional distinctiveness of aliens with
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respect to natives in the introduced community in

determining the likelihood of an alien succeeding in

the new range. Based on this, it is logical to assume that

successful aliens should possess distinctive traits relative

to the native taxa that would reflect a distinct use of

resources (Prieur-Richard et al. 2002, Daehler 2003,

Rejmanek et al. 2005, Pyšek and Richardson 2007,

Ordonez and Olff 2013). This idea of functional

divergence is based on the effects of competition,

dispersal, and stress tolerance, which can be thought

of as a mechanism pushing the traits of co-occurring

species towards divergence (Jiang et al. 2010, Thuiller et

al. 2010, van Kleunen et al. 2010). Nevertheless, is also

possible that aliens and natives display functional

FIG. 3. Boxplots of (A, B, C, D) phylogenetic and (E, F, G, H) functional distances effect sizes (y-axis) segregated across 14
habitat types and six ecological realms (x-axis). Line in box, limits of box, whiskers, and outliers as in Fig. 2. The same constant
criteria as in Fig. 2 are presented here. Functional differences are based on the same eco-morphological traits as those in Fig. 2. See
Fig. 2 for clarification of abbreviations. Values in parentheses are the number of communities per category in the following order:
SLA, Hmax, and SWT.
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similarity in other traits than those analyzed here. This

pattern could potentially emerge from both successful

aliens and invasive natives exhibiting the same set of

traits due to human selection (Keddy 1992, Weiher et al.

1998), or environmental restrictions to the range of

viable strategies to use the resources (Thompson et al.

1995, Alpert 2006).

As pointed out by Proches et al. (2008), Thuiller et al.

(2010), and Davies et al. (2011), the spatial scale and

level of phylogenetic resolution (in the case of MPD and

MNNPD) should be important considerations when

testing both the similarity of co-occurring species and

differences among groups (e.g., aliens vs. natives). By

doing standardized cross-scale contrasts using log-ratios

within communities and effect sizes within and across

habitats, continents, and globally, it is possible to

determine how patterns of phylogenetic and functional

distance vary as the comparison scale increases. None-

theless, the spatial scale of the smallest unit of

evaluation (communities) is at the intersection of

ecological and environment constraints to species

occurrences (McGill 2010). This may, in turn, drive

FIG. 3. Continued.
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the distinct phylogenetic and functional patterns, if the

scale is large enough for regional patterns to emerge

(e.g., similarity of environmental requirements; and

hence, phylogenetic similarity) or small enough to detect

the signal generated by competitive interactions (diver-

gence in attributes related to important ecological

strategies; and hence, functional distinctiveness). Fur-

thermore, phylogenetic and functional distances have

the potential of being important aspects in determining

alien success over time. This would especially be the case

if bioclimatic-niche overlap and competitive exclusion

(or its avoidance in the case of aliens) were indeed two of

the main mechanisms limiting the post-introduction

success of introduced taxa. However, the importance of

these factors in predicting invasiveness can only be fully

assessed after considering those species that, after being

introduced, have failed to invade (information that is

unavailable at the scales evaluated in this study).

The results presented here also show that aliens in

native communities composed by phylogenetically dis-

tinct lineages (i.e., phylogenetically rich or even) are

functionally different from the closest native, but

distinct from the overall community, perhaps located

at the edge of the native community functional

spectrum. Similarly, aliens who are functionally differ-

ent from both the incumbent native community and the

closest native can more easily colonize communities

composed of closely related taxa (i.e., phylogenetically

clustered), making these communities more receptive to

alien introductions from large geographic distances.

Thus, the results of this study are in accordance with

patterns previously observed by meta-analyses (Ordonez

et al. 2010, van Kleunen et al. 2010) as they consistently

show that successful aliens are functionally dissimilar to

the native community. Furthermore, aliens appear to be

nested within the native community’s phylogenetic

spectrum, whether as large as in even communities or

as small as in clustered communities. Aliens are also

most likely to occupy the empty phylogenetic space

between native species, resulting in a phylogenetic

clustering of aliens within the native community.

An important shortcoming of this and similar studies

is the unknown phylogenetic and functional position of

natives that might have been replaced by the aliens.

Because the information used in this work considered

only post-establishment alien populations, the results

presented here do not inform the importance of nearest

native taxon or native community relatedness at the

establishment phase (for which knowledge of failure to

establish by introduced species would be key), but only

in the survival and spread phases. In fact, both the

degree of establishment success and replacement of

natives by aliens might vary as a function of the

phylogenetic structure of the community (Rejmanek et

al. 2005, Pyšek and Richardson 2007). Additionally, the

observed alien-to-natives similarity would indicate

increased success of aliens resembling natives only if

there would also be aliens in the region that do not

resemble the local natives, and hence, failed locally.

Unfortunately, limited information on native replace-

ment and unsuccessful introductions limits the ability to

test these hypotheses. Nonetheless, the coverage of

species, functional forms, habitats, and continents in

this study provides solid generalizations as to the

mechanisms determining the invasibility of particular

communities and the role of phylogenetic and functional

similarity in this process.

TABLE 1. Results of meta-analyses for alien-native functional differentiation (measured as effect
sizes; mean 6 SE) across communities, where the native community shows either low (clustered
or poor) or high (even or rich) phylogenetic dispersion.

Distance
and trait

Phylogenetically even Phylogenetically clustered

Effect size t P df Effect size t P df

MFD

SLA 1.36 6 0.18 7.43 ,0.001 57 1.79 6 0.16 11.29 ,0.001 57
Hmax 1.46 6 0.2 7.38 ,0.001 57 1.66 6 0.17 9.91 ,0.001 57
SWT 1.3 6 0.17 7.61 ,0.001 55 1.61 6 0.14 11.15 ,0.001 55

MNNFD

SLA 1.02 6 0.36 2.8 0.007 56 1.43 6 0.16 8.86 ,0.001 56
Hmax 1.53 6 0.52 2.96 0.004 56 1.01 6 0.23 4.41 ,0.001 56
SWT 0.18 6 0.63 0.29 0.776 56 0.61 6 0.27 2.24 0.029 56

Notes: Significance of effect sizes was evaluated using a flexible meta-analytic procedure
(Nakagawa et al. 2007) using a linear mixed model (LMM) approach with a restricted maximum
likelihood method optimization (REML, nlme package in R; Pinheiro et al. 2009). The approach
uses species as a grouping random factor and weighs individual log-ratios by the inverse of its
variance (see Materials and methods). Abbreviations are: mean functional distance, MFD; mean
functional distance to the nearest native relative, MNNFD; specific leaf area, SLA; typical
maximum plant height, Hmax; and individual seed mass, SWT. Uneven sample t test between even
vs. clustered MFD distances: SLA, t57¼ 2.72, P¼ 0.009; Hmax, t57¼ 1.1, P¼ 0.247; and SWT, t55¼
1.94; P¼0.05. Uneven sample t test between even vs. clustered MNNFD distances: SLA, t57¼1.03,
P¼ 0.309; Hmax, t57 ¼ 0.94, P¼ 0.353; SWT, t55 ¼ 0.63; P ¼ 0.533.
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CONCLUSION

Overall, the results of this work point to the direction

of phylogenetic similarity and functional distinctiveness

of alien taxa with respect to the incumbent community

as the key mechanisms determining alien success and

shaping the phylogenetic and functional patterns of

successfully introduced taxa. This is consistent with

previous work showing that introduced aliens need to be

able to cope with the same environmental conditions as

native species (bioclimatic niche overlap as represented

by phylogenetic similarity; e.g., Peterson et al. 1999,

Graham et al. 2004) and that successful invaders are

primarily those that are most functionally distinct from

the native species and can therefore avoid direct

competition (as discussed in Pyšek and Richardson

2007, Ordonez et al. 2010, and van Kleunen et al. 2010).

In summary, this study has shown how factors

determining the success of alien species drive successful

aliens to be both phylogenetically similar and function-

ally dissimilar to natives in the evaluated community.

Phenotypic and phylogenetic patterns provide useful

and complementary information for the development of

methods to screen the risk of novel species becoming

invasive. For example, given the potential interaction

between climate change and biological invasions

(Walther et al. 2009), it would be possible to determine

which plant species are likely to be successful (phyloge-

netically close, but functionally distinct) under current

and future climatic conditions using easily obtainable

data on evolutionary and life history attributes. Fur-

thermore, the results presented here are a step forward

in resolving the long-standing debate on the role that

diversity—both phylogenetic and functional—plays in

determining the success of an introduced plant. The

phylogenetic clustering and functional divergence of

aliens within respect to the incumbent native community

may explain why certain species succeed in some

communities and not others.
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F. D. Panetta, and C. J. West. 2000. Naturalization and
invasion of alien plants: concepts and definitions. Diversity
and Distributions 6:93–107.

Ricotta, C., S. Godefroid, and D. Rocchini. 2010. Invasiveness
of alien plants in Brussels is related to their phylogenetic
similarity to native species. Diversity and Distributions 16:
655–662.

Scheffer, M., and E. H. van Nes. 2006. Self-organized
similarity, the evolutionary emergence of groups of similar
species. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
USA 103:6230–6235.

Strauss, S. Y., C. O. Webb, and N. Salamin. 2006. Exotic taxa
less related to native species are more invasive. Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences USA 103:5841–5845.

Swenson, N. G. 2009. Phylogenetic resolution and quantifying
the phylogenetic diversity and dispersion of communities.
PLoS ONE 4:e4390.

Thompson, K., J. G. Hodgson, and T. C. G. Rich. 1995. Native
and alien invasive plants: More of the same? Ecography 18:
390–402.

Thuiller, W., L. Gallien, I. Boulangeat, F. de Bello, T.
Munkemuller, C. Roquet, and S. Lavergne. 2010. Resolving
Darwin’s naturalization conundrum: a quest for evidence.
Diversity and Distributions 16:461–475.

van Kleunen, M., E. Weber, and M. Fischer. 2010. A meta-
analysis of trait differences between invasive and non-
invasive plant species. Ecology Letters 13:235–245.

Verhoeven, K. J. F., A. Biere, J. A. Harvey, and W. H. van der
Putten. 2009. Plant invaders and their novel natural enemies:
who is naive? Ecology Letters 12:107–117.

Walther, G.-R., et al. 2009. Alien species in a warmer world:
risks and opportunities. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 24:
686–693.

Webb, C. O. 2000. Exploring the phylogenetic structure of
ecological communities: An example for rain forest trees.
American Naturalist 156:145–155.

Webb, C. O., D. D. Ackerly, and S. W. Kembel. 2008.
Phylocom: software for the analysis of phylogenetic commu-
nity structure and trait evolution. Bioinformatics 24:2098–
2100.

Webb, C., D. Ackerly, M. McPeek, and M. Donoghue. 2002.
Phylogenies and community ecology. Annual Review of
Ecology and Systematics 33:475–505.

Webb, C. O., and M. J. Donoghue. 2005. Phylomatic: tree
assembly for applied phylogenetics. Molecular Ecology
Notes 5:181–183.

Weiher, E., G. D. P. Clarke, and P. A. Keddy. 1998.
Community assembly rules, morphological dispersion, and
the coexistence of plant species. Oikos 81:309–322.

Westoby, M., D. S. Falster, A. T. Moles, P. A. Vesk, and I. J.
Wright. 2002. Plant ecological strategies: Some leading
dimensions of variation between species. Annual Review of
Ecology and Systematics 33:125–159.

Wikstrom, N., V. Savolainen, and M. W. Chase. 2001.
Evolution of the angiosperms: calibrating the family tree.
Proceedings of the Royal Society B 268:2211–2220.

Wright, I. J., et al. 2004. The worldwide leaf economics
spectrum. Nature 428:821–827.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Supplement 1

Summary of the trait values used in this study and data use policy (Ecological Archives E095-102-S1).

Supplement 2

Community super-tree and polytomies resolution references (Ecological Archives E095-102-S2).

ALEJANDRO ORDONEZ1202 Ecology, Vol. 95, No. 5

http://www.esapubs.org/archive/ecol/E095/102/
http://www.esapubs.org/archive/ecol/E095/102/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (Color Management Off)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00333
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00333
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00083
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [1200 1200]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


