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Acridid grasshoppers
prefer to feed on
introduced plants

Most of the
preferred plants
are highly invasive

The authors used a very wide range of
experimental conditions and measurements
to assess grasshopper preferences

Acridid grasshoppers prefer to feed on
introduced plants regardless the
experimental conditions or plant
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» Invasive ranks were determined,
when available, for 13 plant species.
Of these, 12 species showed high or
middle I-rank

** Most grasshopper species were
reported to have preferences for
Bromus inermis and Schedonorus
arundinaceus

** The highest number of U.S. National
Parks (18) and states (25) where the

Effect Size, W,
Effect Size, W,

Lab (stems) Clipped Plants
A B

Choice
Ch_oice (Two
(Mixed Plants)
No-Choice

A

Native | Plants

|
—

Introduced cG GR  Lab(S) Lab(l) Clipped Intact

Plants

Mix

Figure 5. Mean effect sizes (with 95% confidence intervals) for studies conducting
different feeding trials: A - studies using different experimental environment (CG:
common garden; GR: greenhouse; Lab(S): laboratory, clipped stems; Lab(L):
laboratory, clipped leaves); B - studies using different plant material (The Kruskal—
Wallis test: p > 0.05).
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