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* Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi ——(AMF)——M L E 1R (74%)
 Ectomycorrhiza ——(EMF) —9MNEFH R (2%)

* Orchid mycorrhiza —=RF1R

* Ericoid mycorrhiza —#t BB R H R
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The symbiosis
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Gradient of fungal responses
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Gradient of plant responses to mycorrhizal associations

* JOHNSON etc, 1997
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* World Wide Web
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Network structure

* Toju, Hirokazu etc, 2013
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Network structure

* AMF networks: nested

* Generalists associate with almost all
plants present in a particular ecosystem,
while other fungi are more specific and
Interact with a subset of the plant species
that interact with the widespread
generalists

* Orchid networks: modular

* subsets of species that interact more with
a group of partners than with other
groups

* EMF networks: Intermediate

* A. Montesinos-Navarro etc, 2012
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Culture Systems

Mixed-Culture
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Glomus intraradices Glomus mosseae
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mycoheterotrophic plants
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* 1. the mycorrhizal fungus acquires carbon from the tree (or
multiple trees) and may use the mycoheterotroph as the staging
ground for long-distance exploration and colonization,

* 2. the mycoheterotroph acquires carbon from the fungus and

* 3. the tree gains access to a wider pool of soil resources, and
potentially connection to other trees facilitating the detection of

defence signals.
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* Song etc (2014)
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* Song etc (2014)

Enzyme activity (U h-1 g-1 FW)
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* Jagetes tenuifolia cultivar
‘Lemon Gem”
* 5-(3-buten-1-ynyl)-2,2'-
bithienyl (BBT)
* a-terthienyl (a-T)
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