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Appendix S1. Additional analyses for meta-analysis, including relationships with effect size Hedges' d, uninvaded plot species richness, invader growth form, and publication bias.
Relationship with Hedges’ d:

Figure S1. In addition to the log ratio response (lr) of the loss of species richness between invaded versus uninvaded plots, there was a weak, yet significant, negative relationship between log spatial scale (m2) and Hedges’ d, a standardized mean difference and unbiased effect size (see below).  Hedges’ 
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, where 
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is mean species richness for uninvaded (U) and invaded (I) plots, S is the pooled standard deviation, and J is to correct for bias (
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, where N is sample size)).  We used a weighted, mixed-model regression where each point represents a case study of invasive species’ effects at the plot level.  The fitted regression line includes all study types, including observational (i.e., comparing plots with and without invaders) and experimental (i.e., removal and addition) studies (n=125, Qregression=9.18, r2=.05, slope=-0.34, P=0.002).  Circles represent observational studies, triangles represent removal studies, and squares represent addition studies.
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Relationship with initial, uninvaded species richness:

Figure S2. We tested whether there was a relationship between lr or Hedges’ d and the initial species richness (logged to reach assumptions of normality) of the uninvaded plot. There was no significant relationship between effect size and uninvaded species richness (see below).  We used weighted, mixed-model regressions where each point represents a case study of invasive species’ effects at the plot level.  We included observational (i.e., comparing plots with and without invaders) and experimental (i.e., removal and addition) studies (n=125; lr: Qregression=0.48, P=0.490; Hedges’ d: Qregression=3.47, P=0.063).  Circles represent observational studies, triangles represent removal studies, and squares represent addition studies.
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Relationship with focal invasive species growth form:

Figure S3. We also tested whether growth form could explain variation across studies in the effect sizes of loss of species richness.  We tested whether there was a relationship between lr (A) or Hedges’ d (B) across growth forms of the focal invasive species.  We excluded studies which included multiple invaders of multiple growth forms.  There was high variation in effect sizes for each growth form category and no significant relationship between lr across growth forms.  There was significant variation in Hedges’ d across growth forms, in which perennial graminoids had the largest negative effect on species richness and annual herbs the weakest effect (see below).  We used weighted, mixed-models (categorical); each point represents the mean effect size for a growth form surrounded by 95% bias-corrected bootsrapped CIs. We included observational (i.e., comparing plots with and without invaders) and experimental (i.e., removal and addition) studies (n=122; lr: Qb=9.84, P=0.131; Hedges’ d: Qregression=12.57, P=0.050).  
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Publication bias:

Figure S4. There were no signals of publication bias when plotting either effect size against (1) sample size of each study, in which a funnel-shaped distribution was found as expected under no publication bias (Palmer, 1999) (A-B), or (2) 2009 (C-D) and 5-year (E-F) average impact factors (IF) of the publication journal of each study using the ISI Journal Citation Report (JCR) (2009 IF lr: Qregression=0.25, P=0.614; 5-year IF,  lr: Qregression=1.27, P=0.260; 2009 IF, Hedges’ d: Qregression=0.180, P=0.671; 5-year IF, Hedges’ d: Qregression=1.358, P=0.244).  
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