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(1. BEMEAFEFSIEREER B 200234; 2 BTLIMTREE SR EEEE WiLat 321004)

WE 5T TR EBENE L E 539 Fi FHY M DNA CAE, 407 T ENEARFIS2ERE AR AR AR TS BRI R A
MIERERF LB, EBEERINT : (1)539 FiE 744 DNA CAEFH K 4. 06 pg, HHARREYH DNA C-HFHH
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(179 F) B F39(E (7. 80 pg) 5 (3) 1 LA AEH ) DNA CAEF-#% 2.78 pg, A B/NT Z4EMEH T3 DNA CAH(6.65 pg);(4)
134 FhZEH) DNA CAEY340 1. 93 pg, B B/NTFIEREEAREY M TIIE (6.75 pg) , SRERZ KR, T34 DNA CAEMNR
/N (5) GETTHY 47 B AR ZRE R DNA CAEY-370 1.76 pg, BE/NT 134 FhZE 1944 DNA C-E(1.93 pg) .k BEH/NTIESR
EHEARRY) (6.75 pg) ; (6) AP EAL, RFEFHHY DNA CAEFEEFRKRMESR; (7) DNA CHE SR AMFRGHERNRRIEAH
B B2, MEEEHen, ZRE AN (8) ER—FHJBH, SIEREM L, BAIZE K DNA CAERERER/D; (9) Mk R RE
ZLE MRS, EAT1H DNA CAE AR BB/, (B8, iRTF A — B flsh , Blin ¥ 33 (Avena foiua) i) DNA CAHER
Wik 14.15 pg, TH R, TFAERHBE AR — SR e B AR IR AEY) , 51 A TRKAY DNA CAH, 450 :DNA CAEZETW SR YRR
IR EEA — MM ANE, B2, i TAEARRHYMEREY Z R BF 5N FHEYZE . —FEMEBFEEEYZ
I, B REAFMR ZE Y0 DNA C-EEHBNZR, Fik, 198 DNA CE TSN F 0 AR, D% ™ #& HBR T R
—PFH(FUR ) R R Y L3R

KEIR P E WY DNA CAE; ARME 225 51t
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growth forms and taxonomic groups and the relationship of these values with invasiveness. Mean DNA C-value of the 539
angiosperm species was 4.06 pg. Mean DNA C-value was (1) significantly lower for woody species (1.84 pg) than for
herbaceous species (5.02 pg); (2) significantly lower for 360 dicots (2.20 pg) than for 179 monocots (7.80 pg); (3)
significantly lower for annuals (2. 78 pg) than for perennials (6.65 pg); (4) significantly lower for 134 weed species
(1.93 pg) than for herbaceous non-weeds (6.75 pg) and for several families that have an unusually high proportion of
weed species; (5) significantly lower for 47 exotic weed species (1.76 pg) than for 134 native weeds (1.93 pg), but
significantly lower than that of “non-weedy” herbaceous species (6.75 pg); (6) lower for weeds than for “non-weedy”
species in same genus or family; and (7) in herbaceous species, generally lower for weedy compared to “non-weedy”
species, with some exceptions such as Avena fatua, whose DNA C-value is as high as 14. 15 pg, contrarily, and some
“non-weedy” herbaceous species in Cruciferae and Cucurbitaceae with very low values. DNA C-values varied much greatly
among families. The relationship between DNA C-value and ploidy is not clear, whereas the mean DNA per basic genome
decreased with increases in inploidy. Conclusion: DNA C-value is of practical value in the forecast of the invasiveness of
exotic species. However, such predictions must be made with comparisons within families (or genus) because the DNA C-
values vary greatly between woody and herbaceous species, between monocots and dicots, between annuals and perennials,

and especially among families.
Key Words: China; angiosperm; DNA C-value; invasiveness; weed; statistic
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DNA C-EigHE—MIFPEL TR A ZHl K DNA F &, REXH S EY N S BOvREE, RAHE
BIE. FERTHYP R, B R R R AE B KR DNA C-E2 R XM ER FERARBEH
7% DNA, i 2 B 364 55 DNA FR4F BT B~ 3E4ER, JE 4415 DNA M SIREFF IR 2 B AT B W™,
Bennett % 3 B A HBIBLH K, — LB TR Fobk 4 19 24 3 L L B 4 B8 BRI DNA C-H, %
PEZREE B DNA C-H Ho— et 2R R B ARG FE MR A T B T BB ( Senecia ) M ED BE FY) 2 B WK (Acacia ) 1H
Wy, Shok A B H B I BRI R BRI DNA 58 Rejmének ™ 34 #A /& (Pinus ) BEFLRM , 53E
AREYFM L, B AR YR RA KEE DNA C-E, I A BB KB DNA C-H 54 2 FFF R/
LA IR A Ko

KT DNA C-ESARWZEEI XA, EAFIEY LA EEFAR, AR T — L4 5ME 5.
Bennett** % 3, EIRH X RATS KM T ,—LL7% DNA C-{E AT Y HARME RO R K AR, BB VR 28
BE , B2 R AW/ % DNA C-{ %4 B A9 b £ 2 B3 8 K A SR B AR F I B R 77 BRI ik, B A %
DNA C-ERISCRAEIRR R , R R EFE A 2 K Y DNA C-EEWE , 70 b TR 4T,
FERTENTT RRA AR A R, BE— IR T 4% DNA C-ESH THEYARMEZRIEXR , AR R I R E
KSR TP AR TRAl R & P, DNA C-ERERAE SR Wy Fh A R PAl B985 , B ol TS L, 7RSSR
PR ARHIEAE R — 2 R B I SL B E
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1 FERNESHR 539 Fhi FHEWE DNA C-EXHE

H34E Bennett & Leitch™ “®!  Bennett %) | Garcia 2" #1 Meng™ f9 %56, St P EM Y E ( hup://
www. plant. ac. cn/) P EZER™ hEIRARF " LUK b E A SR ARAEYIE B RS (hitp://weed. njau.
edu. cn/ exowort/ exoweeds. htm ) [ SCERE R}, 5 B P EEHN A 4+ 1 539 Fpgh /4 DNA C {E. ZEEHEH K/,
FEPE P ERBRAR AETE R AFERNRGEER(FE) . i, R AN E A, FE
TR R 5 J58E , R PR ZEE 4K/ (DNA per basic genome) $ AR5 M BRI 2C- 1", #HF]4r JeR¢
BEANTMEBERFTBHFSE, BTREEER, i8R 1 ~4 R, RA SPSS 10.0 Gité#fs
i) independent-samples T Test 77 ¥k BEATAS [F] 7325 #¢A] DNA C-HZ M7,
2 BETFHEENFES RS9 i FEY DNA C-ERL Gt &g

FHTHFRME L ~8 Fd, BRI T 4L

(1)539 ik 714 DNA CAE-F#4°4 4. 06 pg; 163 FpARAIEYIH DNA CH V4 1.84 pg, IRBEH(P <
0.001) 3#/NT 376 FpEAE YN FIE (5.02 pg) (K1),

(2) BT AEY (360 7)) B9 DNA CAE #4245 2.20 pg, R BEH (P < 0.001) /MNFET MY (179 F)
HIFIME (7. 80 pg) (3R 1) s 7E XN F M EEAMY) U F M ARAAEY) BT H E A Y BT HARAAE Y 4 45026
AP, T EAE YR DNA CH(8.16 pg) B (P < 0.01) RTHE=%,

F1 HEZHNAEIMHEE S M FEYE DNA C-ENSGT
Table 1 Descriptive Statistics of DNA C-Values of 539 angiosperm plants in China

ST YR B/ME (pe) BRAE (pe) 91 (pe)
Taxa Species Number Min. (pg) Max. (pg) Mean (pg)
£FR1EY) Total species 539 0.20 72.15 4.06
R4 Woody species 163 0.20 72.15 1.84
EA1EY) Herbage 376 0.20 34.50 5.02
W HEAAEY) Herbaceous dicots 210 0.20 28.10 2.54
WFH AR Woody dicots 150 0.20 72.15 1.72
BT M E A4 Herbaceous monocots 166 0.30 34.50 8.16
BF KA Woody monocots 13 0.60 8.60 3.25
ABZRE Invasive weeds 47 0.30 14.15 1.76
Z4H Weeds 135 0.20 14.15 1.93
JeZeEE A IEY) Herbaceous non-weeds 241 0.20 34.50 6.75
SFHAES Dicots 360 0.20 72.15 2.20
BAT- 454 Monocots 179 0.30 34.50 7.80
ST HZRE Dicot weeds 89 0.20 7.65 1.71
W HIEZBE E A4S Y Herbaceous dicot non-weeds 121 0.20 28.10 3.15
BAT-HZRE Monoct weeds 46 0.30 21.60 2.37
BT HIEREE A Y Herbaceous monoct non-weeds 120 0.40 34.50 10.37
1 E4EAR(LREA) Annuals (all herbages) 102 0.20 14.15 2.78
ZEHEE A Herbaceous perennials 228 0.20 34.50 6.65
ZEEAEY (£ K2 ) Total perennials 390 0.20 72.15 4.65
1 E4WNFHAEY Dicot annuals 77 0.20 11.90 2.16
1 44 BT 4 H) Monocot annuals 26 0.75 14.15 4.54
ZEENFHEZ Herbaceous dicot perennials 96 0.20 28.10 3.27
L4 BT E A Herbaceous monocot perennials 132 0.30 34.50 9.10

(3)1 ARAARY) ($29FEAR) B9 DNA C-{HF-#129 2.78 pg, B BEHL(P < 0.001) 3/ F LA REAKFIY
DNA C-fH(6.65 pg) ;7& | AP AR LTI EAR |1 4R T I AR B4R AT BAR (BT EAR 4 40
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K, ZHEERTHEAMEYR DNA C-HERBEH(P <0.001) /mTHE=EGELD,

(4)BRAEREE HEIRA B LK ESRARHEYIE B RS (hitp://weed. njau. edu. cn/
exowort/ exoweeds. htm ) [0 5% , 454 Baker!™ L F 2B R E X, 3 1 ¥ 135 FpZ¥Ei i) DNA C-{E(1.93 pg) H &
EH(P <0.001) ETIEREEAMEYIE DNA C-{H(6.75 pg) s T M ZFH) DNA C-H(1.71 pg) /hF(P =
0.06 ) XWFMIEZE AT Y (3. 15 pg) , AT M- ZE ) DNA C-{H(2.37 pg) B2 (P < 0.001) /NFHFI
FREFEAMY(10.37 pg) (7 1),

(5)3& 1 Wiy 47 Fp ARF:H DNA C-H 4 1.76 pg, KT (P > 0.05)134 FpZ:Ef)F+ DNA C-{H
(1.93 pg) , R BEH(P < 0.001) /NTIEREHEAMY(6.75 pg) » —LLEEM IR ZE, H DNA C-HIFF
HA%, )40 K ER 3£ ( Eichhornia crassipes, 1. 00 pg) K& ( Pistia stratiotes,0. 43 pg) - I 3 B2 B 44 ( Veronica
persica 0. 80 pg) . ¥ M Z= i ( Plantago lanceolata 1. 60 pg) . B W B ( Oenothera biennis,1.20 pg) . 4L B E
( Trifolium pratense ,0.50 pg) . A Z=9HEL ( Trifolium repens,1.00 pg) 2B 15 ( Medicago sativa,1.60 pg) \HIEE
KB (Melilotus alba,1.30 pg) BV & ZE ( Mimosa invisa, 1. 40 pg) . & 25 B ( Mimosa pudica,0. 60 pg) . Bk
(Ricinus communis ,0.30 pg) & K—# 1L (Solidago canadensis,1.60 pg) aelnn8-2]

®2 GitW#EE S #MELERE DNA CHE
Table 2 List of families containing species with known DNA C-value no less than 5

B P34 DNA C-{H (pe) B/ME(pe) BAME(pg) L/
Family Mean DNA C-value Minmal values Maximal values Species nmuber
EHEP Ranunculaceae 17.64 7.00 28.10 6
B4#F Liliaceae 16.26 1.40 32.70 41
223} Orchidaceae 9.63 1.40 34.50 26
MR R} Commelinaceae 8.20 3.30 18.10 7
JpE 28 Agavaceae 5.90 3.10 8.00

K BR} Araceae 4.60 0.31 12.30 9
#214F} Palmae 3.87 1.20 8.60 10
FKA=F} Gramineae 3.75 0.40 15.45 53
IEF} Umbelliferae 3.46 3.46 3.46 9
FiRl Solanaceae 3.33 0.90 7.80 15
35} Compositae 2.98 1.10 8.80 29
TR} Leguminosae 2.09 0.50 11.90 82
4335 P Malvaceae 2.01 0.60 3.70 7
R} Polygonaceae 1.55 0.43 4.40 10
B4R} Caryophyllaceae 1.45 0.60 3.50 5
TRl Amaranthaceae 1.37 0.70 3.60 8
JETER} Convolvulaceae 1.35 0.80 2.23 7
PEE R Rubiaceae 1.11 0.40 1.98 14
K#Rl Euphorbiaceae 1.09 0.30 1.90 7
+F P Cruciferae 0.85 0.20 2.70 13
2P} Moraceae 0.78 0.70 1.05 12
2%&$l Rutaceae 0.63 0.40 1.00 9
2P Rosaceae 0.55 0.20 1.50 26
HZEPl Vitaceae 0.50 0.50 0.50 5

(6) AR B, A FIRHE) DNA C-EEZFT R (K 2) . RI\(PEMEYE) 2RRE, 539 HETHY S
W R F 97 AFE, KA 24 BIEHTRREE S FLL B 783X 24 B, P2 DNA CAE SRR AR50 5]
N BEAH(17.64 pg) EBFH(16. 26 pg) \Z2FH(9. 63 pg) MG EHER} (8. 20 pg) (T 2 FH(5. 90 pg) 5 F 3y
DNA C-EB/M S ARkGrADN &R0 50 pg) (FEHEAL(0. 55 pg) \=FEHRH0.63 pg) FH}(0.78 pg) .+
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FE74(0. 85 pg) s A4 DNA C-EEREUD, SIANEEM ZFHMRME,

(7) BARERLZHIRL, F P DNA CEMXE/N(FR 2) , Bl . RAFHE)F# DNA C-HE N 3.75 pg,{H
RAESR 2 FF| M BT B R B/ . FINZR ZRH R A TR RAERHE P2 DNA CHEImE KT HE
REEREY N EHBER

(8) 523 3], DNA C-HSMEEHXAIFANE,BR, NRNERA KPR (K 4) , FEE Y Y
Fg3E N, BN TR AR/ X TGRTEARA A T MR YR 2 T A P37 L

£3 TREHEEDT DNA C-E
Table 3 DNA C-Values of different polypoidy

o RAEY EAEY XUT AR BTuiEy

. All species Woody species Herbaceous species Diocots Monocots

)

v WEE PME mAK PHE  BRK FHE BRK P9E RK THE
Species Mean Species Mean Species Mean Species Mean Species Mean
number (pg) number (pg) number (pg) number (pg) number (pg)

2 310 3.53 108 1.95 202 4.38 227 2.00 83 7.72
4 86 5.56 20 1.48 66 6.79 58 2.67 28 11.55
6 20 6.80 1 2.10 19 7.05 10 4.39 10 9.21
8 6 2.78 3 2.15 3 3.42 5 2.71 1 3.15
F4 FEGEEEDHERARN
Table 4 DNA per basic enome of different polypoidy
o RAEY EAEY XUT AR BTuiEy
o All species Woody species Herbaceous species Diocots Monocots
)

g, BRE PHE mRK PHE AR PHE A% PEE #RK PEE
Species Mean Species Mean Species Mean Species Mean Species Mean
number (pg) number (pg) number (pg) number (pg) number (pg)

2 310 3.53 108 1.95 202 4.38 227 2.00 83 7.72
4 86 2.78 20 0.74 66 3.40 58 1.33 28 5.77
6 20 2.27 1 0.70 19 2.35 10 1.46 10 3.07
8 6 0.70 3 0.54 3 0.85 5 0.68 1 0.79

(9) ZEF—F B, SIEREHLL, A Z R DNA CH(BREREA /D) MmN HER) o HlUKE
RRHH B A2 KT, 2 DNACH % 0. 31 pe, 15T BeRHEG T4 8 4. 18 pigs 55 258 (Lactuca) B35 B 25
( Lactuca serriola) f¢) DNA C-{Hy 1. 85 pg, Mk AE Y 5 & ( Lactuca sativa) NN 2.7 pg; AR E S
(Arenaria serpyllifolia) % B-( Cerastium arvense) . B2 ( Stellaria media) BFERH KN 54 0. 4 pg.0.65 pg fl
0.30 pg, K T2 R % B ( Cerastium fontanum ) X —AEZ=2FE ) DNAC {H 0. 88 pg; TE S RHE Y H , & (Achillea
millefolium ) Ve RZEE , AR K DNAC H,{BR , 2R IFdE B AT 0 B Rt 2 A1, J 4 5E ( Bidens pilosa) |
& k— B 435 ( Galinsoga parviflora) \E2W35 (Sonchus asper) (1 B3¢ (Sonchus oleraceus ) 3X $b #iL B )
Hh3k A RFpE) DNA C-fHAr 514 1.70,1.60,1.25.1.85.1. 60 pg, Ll FiZFH9-F3 DNA C {H(3.2 pg) ; RE
+FZ R B A BKH DNA C-{H ,{B & (Arabidopsis thaliana) 5§ ( Capsella bursa — pastoris) \# k5§ ( Cardamine
hirsuta ) LR EPEBER T DNA C-{E3 5109 0.2.0.7 pg A1 0. 23 pg, Wik T % FHF+ DNA CAH(0.89 pg) ;
R KEURAEY) , ShR A RF 35 5 ( Euphorbia hirta) \BERRE) DNA C {43774 0. 65.0. 30 pg, MIFZHEHY
A8 (Manihot esculenta) T ( Euphorbia pulcherrima) B4R 1% 0.8 pg 1 1.30 pgs R AR BA £e5
i) DNA C-fH,4EiH 19 53 FARARHEYIH) DNA C {HF3575 3.75 pg, TP R 31 FZ¢EH) DNA C-H ¥y
T 2.79 pg; BRERPRZERFY DNA C-{H 5 %P DNA CHRFIEMIE , X BB 54 7 K+
ARZHIARSIEYA X, B, IR LM R AR 18 B[R] — R AT W, i R AR EE /) DNA C-EAR/D, Flin4<
G 12 MBE R R E P2 DNA CAHN 5.47 pg, TiH A E 7 F22F/)F39 DNA C-{E N 3.93 pg; 7E4:

hitp : //www. ecologica. cn
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bt SR AFIEFE S | (Daucus carota) ) DNA CEAXY 0.5 pe, SEAGT-HERHITHI(E 3. 46 pe.
3 i

T DNA C-E (ZEHR/N) 2 R EBARE i 4% DNA, i 2 B JE 4485 DNA 4 Brgng ™ >, B
I, BR T 4w A% DNA SEmiE M 230, i DNA A S E 8 R4 (BIFE% S DNA B R) , o natE Y m
RO ORI, DNA C-E5H 2R PR Ak Bk E  REREEMEXLD Y, SR ahREEM
XM S ARAMER RIEAR %, B DNA C-{E KB 41, 41 3 358 2 K™ 5 Hk, DNA C-{H 5 [EI 1%
RNA R R A MM B TEURARE R EAIX ™, Bennett*” & 31, DNA C-{H i) —LL18 %),
HAMA ¢ 53 2R R RS 8] FER A T IR B0 o 40 MK b B BN 2 WA, B
WY BRI ZAMARERHI/N ER] ZTHEFESE, Lawrence™ il T DNA & & 5B X FriE YL R7E
FHERL RPN ER I ERIEMHXEI KRR, T EIEE (Senecio) BIHR R 3 B DNA C-{E R0 ; 2R (Allium ) |
BB SR (Vicia) JEFHZE (Crepis) ME S SRMEAY 1, DNA C-H 5% FH 8 2 MWA R KRB IERH X

DNA C-{E#/ , MM P B R R B R AR, g R s asE ™ o 5 F B 68 ( Semecio ) 1 162
FEEMY TG R, (KK DNA C-EMM Y, 4 THEME e T AT Y 1 F4E MY, Wi DNA C-EIVE
Yy, 81 T AR Y, T LA A MY DNA C-ES K™ 3t E B A 43R 539 A TH 4 DNA
C-E%H, & BA FRERE ., Hitk, DNA C-{E 50 248 1) feis 2 BLAY A 05 263, Bennen ™ B9 3%
B, 85 DNA CAHRM I, M4 v R BA 2 BRI TE B &80/, B DNA & 8 7 LARR S — >y e 22 B 5 il
T RIS TR A 1P — A YR 72 485 8 7 BRI ] A 3 355 r A A A A 5
7, A R R A BB AEAE N A Wit DNA &8 54 RENEEWHEKR,

WEA R PR3, BRI/ N, AR 16 SE e T 1 SRR Al . ZRHEYER G X
B LA VG , T v 6 B B X ply T SRS A R A R AR 0 SR R R B N R

DA ESERHMET , DNA C-E 8], B e Righ /), 40 M 5 40 A PR o /)N , 490 e 5 S 444 L B )t g A i
RN, R A R AR R, SR AR K ARR ST B 58, AR RS W B2 4, BRI R AR 15 Rl 2k
BRG] BRI R, A2 AR TE N R, T AR L BRGR . T DAHED , DNA C-E/MM Y FTRERA
SREG AR,

B2, R ERAAR DI 539 4~ 5 KA DNA C-ESE TSR, DNA C-EAESNR YR ARMEAL +
BN R, D B LA T LA

R B B AR MR ALY , BT 18 DNA C-{ MR A M W E /), {B2 , B DNA C {E P-4l
EHIRFEAMY b, FAARAE Y DNA C-{H 55 2/ TEAMY), T B i RERN R R EFERNA
BRI A EAEY

TEGETTH) 134 FpARE T, ENTH) DNA CAE V30 1.93 pg, HoA 78 #Z¢EH) DNA C{H/MT 1.5 pg,iX
BiBI 225 DNA C-EAEB/N, [BRWH LGS, FlinTM:Z 5 B #ea 19 DNA C-{Hik 14. 15 pg, & R
B ( Commelina benghalensis) \ZMRFEF ( Festuca arundinacea) ) DNA C-{HWFE 7.5 ~7.65 pg, RERF=&F A2
BRI B s TRV R A WAL, G140+ F AR e 2 B R IBAE Y , 20 RA RAKE DNA C-{E, il anhisE
( Brassica campestris) \H 1% ( Brassica oleracea var. capitata) \FEHF3E ( Brassica oleracea var. botrytis) 7 H 15
( Brassica oleracea var. gemmifera)%H) DNA C-{E 433X 4 0.6 ~0.7 pg; FIFEFEZE 2 B ) EE R ( Cucumis melo
cv. cantalupensis) . 8 JA.( Cucumis sativus) F1FGEH 77 ( Cucurbita pepo) ZF#R LYK DNA C-{HW{L 4 0.4 ~0.9
Pgo HI TAERAEYIMEAMEYZ H BT M 5T HAAEYZ I 1 EEMBELEMEYZ IR, R R
B J8], Y7 DNA C-EHBE BRZSR, B, 145 DNA C-ETAISMR R AR, NIRRT [ — (5%
J& ) PO [F) A= TE B A A SC W IR] ) BLAS
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