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Abstract
The composition and structure of plant-root-associated fungal communities are determined by local abiotic and biotic
conditions. However, the relative influence and identity of relationships to abiotic and biotic factors may differ across
environmental and ecological contexts, and fungal functional groups. Thus, understanding which aspects of root-
associated fungal community ecology generalise across contexts is the first step towards a more predictive framework.
We investigated how the relative importance of biotic and abiotic factors scale across environmental and ecological
contexts using high-throughput sequencing (ca. 55 M Illumina metabarcoding sequences) of >260 plant-root-associated
fungal communities from six UK salt marshes across two geographic regions (South-East and North-West England) in
winter and summer. Levels of root-associated fungal diversity were comparable with forests and temperate grasslands,
quadrupling previous estimates of salt-marsh fungal diversity. Whilst abiotic variables were generally most important, a
range of site- and spatial scale-specific abiotic and biotic drivers of diversity and community composition were observed.
Consequently, predictive models of diversity trained on one site, extrapolated poorly to others. Fungal taxa from the
same functional groups responded similarly to the specific drivers of diversity and composition. Thus site, spatial scale
and functional group are key factors that, if accounted for, may lead to a more predictive understanding of fungal
community ecology.

Introduction

The identity, abundance, and number of different species
contained within an ecosystem ultimately underpin all of
that ecosystem’s functions [1–3]. Consequently, changes in
community structure will have significant effects on eco-
system processes and functioning, and by extension, eco-
system services [4–6]. Therefore, elucidating the drivers of
diversity and community structure is of paramount impor-
tance if we are to manage ecosystems in the face of con-
tinued environmental change. Plant-root-associated fungi
are one such group known to significantly affect ecosystem
processes and functions [7–12] as they influence individual
plants and entire plant communities via a spectrum of plant–
fungal interactions, ranging from highly phytobeneficial to
highly phytodetrimental [13–16].

The development of molecular methods has sig-
nificantly improved our understanding of how root-
associated fungal communities are influenced by the
environment [17–20] and studies are beginning to address
this question over global scales [21–23]. A variety of
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biotic and abiotic drivers of fungal diversity and com-
munity composition have emerged, including variables
related to plant diversity, identity and traits [24–26],
edaphic variables such as pH, salinity and soil moisture
[17, 22] and climatic variables such as seasonality and
precipitation [19, 20, 26, 27]. However, previous studies
have covered a range of conditions (e.g., different spatial/
temporal scales, bioclimatic regions, habitat types etc.)
and fungal functional groups, and the extent to which any
identified drivers of community structure generalise
across different studied systems remains unclear. For
instance, the relative roles of biotic and abiotic factors in
modulating fungal diversity is widely debated, with plant
alpha- and beta-diversity, and plant identity [28–31], all
cited as being significant drivers, whilst others studies find
little, or no, effect of biotic variables in structuring fungal
communities, with abiotic variables dominating [32–34].
Furthermore, studies have recorded differing ecological
responses to environmental variables between fungal
functional groups [35–38]. This lack of generalisable
relationships between fungal communities and the biotic
and abiotic conditions of a given study system, suggests
that drivers of root-associated fungal community structure
may be dependent on environmental (the suite of all
interacting abiotic physical and chemical variables that
influence a species) and/or ecological (the surrounding
assemblage of all biotic interactions, in which a given
species is embedded) contexts. Thus, while a single
abiotic variable (e.g., pH) may be the main driver of root-
associated fungal community composition within an
ecosystem operating under one set of environmental and
ecological contexts, it may not be the main driver in
another, even if these two ecosystems ostensibly represent
the same type of habitat. This is because subtle changes in
one or more abiotic variable(s) may interact, and/or the
strength and nature of species interactions within that
ecosystem may change (e.g., dispersal limitation may
cause local endemism [39] and thus which species can
interact), respectively, leading to distinct environmental
and ecological contexts influencing fungal species. This
could then change the primary driver of fungal commu-
nity composition from one abiotic variable to another, or
between abiotic and biotic variables. Thus, models of
fungal diversity and community structure in relation to
environmental parameters are likely to generalise poorly
to new contexts, resulting in poor estimation of fungal
community structure in other ecosystems. However, how
well models of root-associated fungal diversity and
community structure established for a given environ-
mental or ecological context generalise to others remains
to be empirically tested.

To test for context-dependency in fungal community
structure, an ideal model system would allow for large

(spatial and temporal) replication within sites, but also
across sites spanning biogeographic scales (here >100
km), in order to sample from a suite of environmental
and ecological contexts. Additionally, sites should con-
tain the same habitat in order to maximise comparability.
Salt marshes are globally important, widespread habitats
that provide valuable ecosystem services, including
coastal protection [40] and carbon sequestration [41].
The diversity of root-associated fungi in salt marshes is
under-explored, and these habitats are an ideal system in
which to examine context-dependency as they contain
distinct environmental and ecological contexts in rela-
tion to salt marsh zonation, are sufficiently large to allow
extensive spatial replication, and are widespread around
coastal areas, allowing for replication across biogeo-
graphic scales. The few existing studies of salt marsh
mycobiomes suggest an important role for abiotic
and biotic variables in structuring fungal communities
[42–45], but the relative importance of these variables in
driving diversity and community structure, and whether
these generalise between salt marsh systems, or fungal
functional groups is unclear (see [44]). Therefore, we
studied the root-associated fungal communities from six
UK salt marshes, spanning two geographically and
floristically distinct regions, in both summer and winter.
Importantly, few plant species were shared between
regions, representing distinct ecological contexts; while
within regions, each of the three sites differed in tidal
exposure creating distinct environmental (physicochem-
ical) contexts, allowing us to disentangle the importance
of context within a series of comparable habitats.
We quantified a range of biotic and abiotic factors that
have previously been shown to influence root-associated
fungal communities, and used them to model the
richness and community composition of fungal taxa
within different salt marshes, spatial scales, and func-
tional groups. If the ecological drivers of root-associated
fungal communities are context-specific, we hypothesise
that:

H1: (a) The identity, direction and predictive power of
biotic and abiotic drivers of root-associated fungal diversity
will differ between sites and spatial scales, and conse-
quently, (b) models of fungal richness will make inaccurate
predictions when applied to other sites.

H2: The relative importance of biotic and abiotic drivers
of root-associated fungal community structure will be
consistent within, but not between, spatial scales and,
biotic variables will be more important at larger spatial
scales, reflecting the floristic dissimilarity at the regional
level.

H3: Root-associated fungal taxa that share similar mod-
elled responses to biotic and abiotic variables comprise
clearly defined ecological groups (ecogroups) that in turn
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reflect the differing functional traits/attributes present within
the fungal community.

Materials and methods

Study sites and sampling

Sampling was conducted during winter (13/01/2013–05/02/
2013) and summer (01/08/2013–16/09/2013) from three salt
marsh sites in each of two regions, Essex (Abbotts Hall
(AH), Fingringhoe Wick (FW) and Tillingham Marsh
(TM)), and Lancashire (Cartmel Sands (CS), West Plain
(WP) and Warton Sands (WS)), within the UK (Table 1 and
Fig. 1a). A stratified random sampling design was used to
place 22 quadrats in each marsh during each season, whilst
maximising the range of spatial separation between samples
(full details in ref. [46]). From each quadrat, a sediment core
(5-cm diameter, 15-cm depth) was collected during each
season (264 cores in total). Cores were transported from the
field on dry ice before being frozen at −80 °C. Plant roots
were extracted, washed and dried at 75 °C for 5 days, before
being homogenised and stored at −80 °C for molecular
analyses. Pore water was extracted from 40 g of sediment
from each core by centrifugation at 15,000 rpm at 4 °C,
and used for salinity and pH analyses (Table S2). The-
composition of the plant community in each quadrat
was quantified as described previously [47] with the per-
centage cover of species, and above- and below-ground
biomass measured (Table S2). All plant data are available
via the Environmental Information Data Centre (EIDC)
database: [https://catalogue.ceh.ac.uk/eidc/documents#term=
CBESS&page=1].

Molecular methods

DNA was extracted from 0.05 g of homogenised dry roots
using MoBio PowerPlant DNA isolation kit following the
manufacturer’s instructions (MoBio Laboratories Inc.,
Carlsbad, CA, USA). In order to quantify the diversity and
composition of fungal communities associated with salt
marsh plant roots, the internal transcribed spacer (ITS1)
region was PCR-amplified from homogenised roots with the
primers ITS1f and ITS2 [48, 49]. These primers target all
major phyla of fungi (Ascomycota, Basidiomycota, Chy-
tridiomycota, Glomeromycota, Mucoromycotina and
Zygomycota), but exclude the unicellular animal–parasite
group Microsporidia. PCR products were bead purified
using Agencourt AMPure XP PCR Purification beads
(Beckman Coulter Ltd, High Wycombe, UK), before
sample-specific Nextera XT indices were added to ampli-
cons with a short (8) cycle PCR. After pooling samples in
equimolar concentrations, sequencing was conducted on an
Illumina HiSeq 2500 in rapid run mode (providing 2 × 300
bp sequences) at The Earlham Institute (formerly The
Genome Analysis Centre, Norwich Research Park, Nor-
wich, NR4 7UH, UK). A more detailed description of
molecular workflows is available in the Supplementary
Information (Methods S1).

Bioinformatic analyses

Analyses were carried out on forward reads only, as paired-
end overlapping of sequences was not possible due to the
length of the sequenced amplicon [50]. Sequences were
quality filtered with minimum quality threshold of Q20
using Qiime [51], and clustered into (97% similarity) OTUs

Table 1 Full details of sampling
locations and topological
characteristics

Site Region Tidal exposure Sediment
typea

Number of samples
sequencedb

Latitude Longitude

Fingringhoe Wick
(FW)

Essex Minimal Clay (summer) 14
(winter) 17

51.83 0.97

Abbotts Hall
(AH)

Essex Intermediate Clay (summer) 22
(winter) 15

51.79 0.87

Tillingham Marsh
(TM)

Essex Severe Clay (summer) 22
(winter) 22

51.69 0.94

Cartmel Sands
(CS)

Lancashire Minimal Sand (summer) 22
(winter) 13

54.18 −3.00

West Plain (WP) Lancashire Intermediate Sand (summer) 21
(winter) 18

54.15 −2.97

Warton Sands
(WS)

Lancashire Severe Sand (summer) 21
(winter) 11

54.14 −2.80

aAccording to Ford et al. [46]
bReflects the numbers of samples from which PCR products were successfully obtained, 22 samples were
collected from each site in each season
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with VSEARCH [52], following protocols described by
Dumbrell et al. [53]. Taxonomy was assigned to OTUs with
the RDP classifier, set to “fungalits_unite” mode [54, 55].
Fungal OTUs were then assigned to functional (trophic)
groups using FUNGuild [56]. Trophic group here refers to
the nutrient acquisition strategy of the fungus, which may
be pathotrophic (obtain nutrients by harming host cells),
saprotrophic (obtain nutrients from dead organic matter),
symbiotrophic (obtain nutrients by exchange with host) or a
combination of these, reflecting multiple feeding strategies,
resulting in six possible trophic groups.

Further details of bioinformatic analyses can be found in
the Supplementary Information (Methods S1). Raw
demultiplexed sequence data have been uploaded to the

European Nucleotide Archive (accession number
PRJEB20364).

Statistical analyses

In order to examine whether abiotic or biotic factors better
predict the richness and abundance of OTUs within each
site, we compared statistical models (details below) using
either abiotic or biotic variables (Table S1). We selected
variables for each model if there was strong evidence of
them being drivers of environmental fungal diversity and
community structure from the literature. Abiotic models
included the variables: site (when analysing data at the
regional or overall scales, Fig. 1b), season [19, 26], salinity

Fig. 1 Sampling strategy. a UK
map with sampling regions (left
panel) and sampling sites (right
panels). Site labels are as
follows; AH Abbotts Hall, FW
Fingringhoe Wick, TM
Tillingham Marsh, CS Cartmel
Sands, WP West Plain and WS
Warton Sands. Coordinates are
presented in WGS84 coordinate
system. b Schematic of fungal
OTU richness modelling
approach. Models were
conducted at the site level
(bottom row), regional level
(middle row) and with all data
pooled (top row)

A. K. Alzarhani et al.



[43, 45], pH [17, 25, 57, 58] and soil moisture [34, 59, 60].
Biotic models consisted of the variables: plant species
richness [25, 26, 29], total root biomass [29] and percentage
cover of herbs/forbs, shrubs, grasses, sedges and rushes [28,
38, 61]. For percentage cover variables, we grouped plant
species into herbs/forbs, shrubs, grasses, sedges and rushes
as these groups reflect the broad differences in root mor-
phology and life history strategies (e.g., perennial vs.
annual) that we expected to affect fungal communities [25,
26, 62]. This modelling framework provides a more biolo-
gically intuitive interpretation of relationships between
explanatory and response variables than analyses that rely
on first reducing the dimensionality of the multiple expla-
natory variables (e.g., via principal components analysis
(PCA)). Moreover, statistical models describing fungal
diversity constructed on data from a given site/scale can be
used to forecast predictions of fungal diversity at other sites/
scales addressing Hypothesis H1b. This would not be
possible if we first reduced the dimensionality of our
explanatory variables, as ordination scores and loadings
would change between sites/spatial scales. Plant classifica-
tions followed those of Rose [63, 64]. All statistical ana-
lyses were carried out in R (version 3.4.4) [65].

Influence of the biotic and abiotic environment on
fungal diversity

To test the hypothesis that drivers of fungal richness will
change between sites and spatial scales, we applied a gen-
eralised linear modelling (GLM) approach to model fungal
OTU richness as a function of biotic or abiotic variables.
Analyses were conducted in a spatially nested manner
(Fig. 1b) by modelling OTU richness within each site, then
within each region (by pooling data from different sites in
the same region) and then overall (by pooling all data),
enabling comparisons between sites and at different spatial
scales. Negative binomial GLMs were used to model OTU
richness, and unequal library sizes were accounted for by
including log(library size) as the first term in each model.
Abiotic and biotic models were compared using Akaike’s
Information Criterion (AIC) and adjusted D2 [66]. To test
the generality of OTU richness models (H1b; that extra-
polating models of fungal richness would result in poor
predictions), models were parameterised (trained) on each
site as described, and then applied to environmental data
from the other sites to predict OTU richness. The ability of
models to predict OTU richness in other sites was quantified
using predictive error (root-mean-square error), between
predicted and observed values. Models that generalise well,
accurately predicting OTU richness in other sites, will have
low predictive error. To determine whether models gen-
eralise better within regions than between regions, ANOVA
tests were conducted on log transformed predictive errors.

Influence of the biotic and abiotic environment on
fungal abundances

To test our hypothesis that the relative importance of biotic
and abiotic variables to fungal community structure will
also differ across sites and scales, we modelled fungal
community composition in each site using multivariate
negative binomial GLMs [67]. We treated the number of
sequences in each OTU as its abundance, and included
library size as an offset term. An offset term is a model term
for which the coefficient is fixed at 1, rather than estimated.
This is commonly used in ecological studies to account for
different sampling depths, and here, we utilise this to
incorporate the effects of varying library sizes on the counts
of OTUs by assuming proportionality between OTU counts
and the library size of each sample [68, 69]. Whilst these
numbers are not truly quantitative, by also considering
overall library sizes in our models they effectively represent
relative, rather than absolute, abundance. The fit of biotic
and abiotic models was compared using OTU-specific AIC
scores. A model was considered to have support over the
other model, if the difference in AIC (ΔAIC) > 2 [70]. The
total AIC across all OTUs (ΣAIC) for each model was
calculated to make comparisons at the community level.
These ΣAIC comparisons are only valid for comparing
between models for a given site/scale, and not valid for
comparing models across sites/scales as dependent variables
differ. As with the OTU richness models, OTU abundance
modelling was conducted in a spatially nested manner
(Fig. 1b).

Consistency of environmental responses within
functional groups

To test whether functionally similar fungi show similar
relationships to biotic or abiotic variables, we first
grouped fungal OTUs into ecogroups. To do this, we
used finite mixture modelling [71]. These models require
a user-specified number of groups (originally referred to
as “archetype species” [71] and “ecogroups” here for
clarity) into which OTUs are clustered based on their
modelled response to environmental gradients, which
was set to equal the number of fungal functional groups
(6). This was done to allow for a “maximal association”
scenario, whereby each functional group corresponded to
exactly one ecogroup. For this analysis, data from
all sites were pooled (Fig. 1b) and rarefied OTU
abundances (12,738 sequences per sample) were mod-
elled independently with biotic or abiotic variables,
as described above. OTUs were assigned to whichever
ecogroup achieved the highest membership probability.
A contingency table was calculated, summarising the
number of OTUs from each functional group in each

Are drivers of root-associated fungal community structure context specific?



ecogroup. To test for the association between these two
classifications, Chi-Squared tests were used, with P-
values calculated on 10,000 permutations. For clarity,
ecogroups were defined independently for biotic and
abiotic variables, thus abiotic ecogroup 1 is independent
from biotic ecogroup 1.

Further details of statistical methods used are described
in Methods S2.

Results

From the 218 salt-marsh plant-root samples from which
PCR products were successfully obtained, we recovered
~99.6 million ITS DNA sequences which, after stringent
quality filtering, were reduced to ~55.8 million sequences.
One sample was excluded from further analyses due to
insufficient sequence numbers. Remaining samples had a
median of 170,349 sequences. These sequences clustered
into 4638 non-singleton OTUs. Most OTUs were assigned
to a phylum, whilst ~25% were identified to species level
(Fig. S1). Taxonomic assignments showed that most sites
were dominated by 3–4 fungal classes, with the Sordar-
iomycetes, Dothideomycetes and Agaricomycetes particu-
larly abundant (Fig. S2). Functional assignments of fungal
OTUs revealed that the majority of OTUs were not assigned
to a functional group (Fig. S3). Of those that were assigned,
saprotrophs were the most abundant, followed by symbio-
trophic and pathogenic fungi.

Approximately 33% of all OTUs were shared between
Essex and Lancashire sites. However, Lancashire contained
more unique OTUs than Essex (2328 unique OTUs vs. 769,
respectively). Compositionally, Essex and Lancashire
communities were distinct (Fig. 2) and variation between
the three sites in each region was higher in Lancashire than
Essex. Furthermore, winter and summer samples from
Lancashire appeared to contain compositionally distinct
communities, whilst there was no clear separation between
communities sampled in winter and summer from Essex.

In terms of environmental variability, the six salt marshes
differed in both biotic and abiotic characteristics (Fig. 3).
Essex salt marsh sediments were notably more saline
compared with Lancashire sediments (Table S2), but also
more variable (Fig. S4), whilst a similar range of sediment
pH and moisture values were observed across the regions.
With respect to the plant communities, Essex marshes
contained a greater abundance of shrub species, whereas
Lancashire marshes were dominated by grasses, sedges and
rushes (Table S2 and Fig. 3). Notably, variability in biotic
variables tended to increase at larger spatial scales (e.g.,
regional and overall, compared with site), and more mark-
edly than abiotic variables (Fig. S4).

Biotic and abiotic drivers of fungal richness

At the site level, abiotic variables were better predictors of
OTU richness than biotic variables in all sites except
Cartmel Sands. However, the difference in the fit of these

Fig. 2 NMDS plot of similarity between fungal communities, based on
Jaccard’s dissimilarity index. Each point represents a root-associated
fungal assemblage collected from our soil cores. The closer points are,
the more similar their community composition. Fungal communities
showed clear regional distinctions, but seasonal differences were more
subtle

Fig. 3 A biplot of principal component analyses (PCA) on abiotic and
biotic variables across the six study sites. Essex marshes (red points)
appear distinct from Lancashire marshes (purple points), whilst dif-
ferences between individual sites appear to be driven by specific
environmental variables

A. K. Alzarhani et al.



models varied considerably by site (Fig. 4) according to
AIC and adjusted D2. Furthermore, the identity and direc-
tion of relationships with individual biotic or abiotic vari-
ables was markedly different between sites (Table 2 and
S3). For example, OTU richness was significantly higher in
winter than summer at Fingringhoe Wick (coefficient=
0.87, P<0.001) and Warton Sands (coefficient= 0.83,
P<0.001), but significantly lower at West Plain (coefficient
=−0.36, P<0.01). Salinity and pH were only significant
predictor variables in one site each (Tillingham and Cartmel
Sands, respectively), and none of the abiotic variables
showed statistically significant relationships in Abbotts
Hall. Similarly, within the biotic variables, root biomass
was correlated positively to OTU richness in Warton Sands
(coefficient= 0.05, P= 0.05), but correlated negatively to it
in West Plain (coefficient=−0.02, P<0.01). The environ-
mental drivers of fungal diversity are therefore highly
dependent on site at the smallest spatial scale within our
study.

Also, at a regional scale, abiotic variables were
superior predictors of OTU richness than biotic variables,
although the difference in performance was less marked in
Lancashire compared with Essex (Table 2). Similarly to
the site level, the relationships between individual vari-
ables and OTU richness were dependent on the region. In
Essex, aside from site–site differences in OTU richness,
no abiotic variables were significantly related to OTU
richness. In contrast, beyond differences accounted for by
site, salinity and soil moisture were both significantly
related to OTU richness within Lancashire. No biotic
variables were significantly related to OTU richness
within Essex, but root biomass (coefficient= 0.02,
P<0.05) and percentage cover by rushes (coefficient=
−0.01, P<0.01) were both significant in Lancashire.
Results at the regional scale therefore suggest that drivers
of fungal diversity are similarly context-dependent at
larger spatial scales.

When all data were pooled, the model loaded with
abiotic variables better predicted fungal OTU richness,
compared with the biotic model (Table 2). Despite this, site-
specific differences were the only statistically significant
abiotic relationship, and no other individual abiotic vari-
ables were significantly related to fungal OTU richness.
Contrastingly, plant species richness, root biomass and
percentage cover by herbs, shrubs, grasses and rushes, all
showed significant relationships with fungal OTU richness.

To further test the context-dependency of drivers of
fungal diversity, site level models of OTU richness were
used to predict OTU richness in other sites. In support of
the different drivers across sites identified previously, most
models performed poorly when predicting OTU richness in
other sites (Fig. 4a). Unsurprisingly, models had the least
predictive error when trained and applied within the same

Fig. 4 Predictive error of operational taxonomic unit (OTU) richness
models when used to predict other sites’ OTU richness. a The pre-
dictive error of an OTU richness model when trained on data from a
given site (x-axis) and used to predict OTU richness in another site (y-
axis). Asterisks indicate the predictive error of models which were
trained and applied on the same site. Lower values indicate closer fit
between observed and predicted values. Site labels are as follows: AH
Abbotts Hall, FW Fingringhoe Wick, TM Tillingham Marsh, CS
Cartmel Sands, WPWest Plain, WS Warton Sands. b Predictive error
of models when applied to a site from a different, or the same, region
to the site from which they were trained. Horizontal lines and numbers
represent group-wise comparisons, and the corresponding adjusted
Tukey P-values

Table 2 AIC and adjusted D2 of fungal operational taxonomic unit
(OTU) richness models loaded with abiotic and biotic variables for
each site and spatial scale

Site/Scale Abiotic variables Biotic variables

AIC Adj-D2 AIC Adj-D2

Fingrinhoe Wick 309.4 0.82 368.4 0 (−0.14)

Abbotts Hall 353.6 0.24 358.6 0.15

Tillingham 442.9 0.54 458.2 0.36

Cartmel Sands 395.9 0.25 379.8 0.54

West Plain 466.5 0.57 467.3 0.58

Warton Sands 369.8 0.42 390 0 (−0.03)

Essex 1175.2 0.41 1211.7 0.18

Lancashire 1262.3 0.52 1288.4 0.39

Overall 2444.4 0.59 2509.9 0.44

A lower AIC and higher adjusted D2 indicate better model fit
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region (Fig. 4b; ANOVA, biotic; F2,33= 5.70, P<0.01,
abiotic; F2,33= 5.26, P<0.05). Models trained and applied
to Essex sites made better predictions than those trained
and applied within Lancashire, although this difference
was only significant for biotic variables (biotic
models; P<0.01, abiotic models; P= 0.09), suggesting
that whether, or not, these drivers are generalisable may
depend on the floristic or environmental similarity between
sites.

The relative roles of the biotic and abiotic
environment on fungal community composition

In partial agreement with our hypothesis (H2), the propor-
tion of OTUs whose abundance was predicted better by
biotic or abiotic variables differed between sites, although in
all sites, more OTUs were predicted better by abiotic vari-
ables, than by biotic variables (Fig. 5, Table S4). In contrast,
at the regional level this trend reversed, as the abundances
of most OTUs were better modelled by biotic variables with
71.9% (Essex) and 66.4% (Lancashire) of OTUs having
AIC support for biotic variables compared with 13.9%
(Essex) and 19.4% (Lancashire) for abiotic variables.
Similarly to the site level, ΣAICs for each model in each
region still supported abiotic variables in both Essex and
Lancashire (Table S4). This shows that for OTUs whose
abundance was predicted better by abiotic OTUs, the dif-
ference in AIC outweighed the majority of OTUs, whose
abundance was predicted better by biotic variables. At the
largest scale (overall) in our study, abiotic variables were
again better predictors of OTU abundances as 1164 of the

1999 OTUs analysed showed support for abiotic variables,
compared with 588 for biotic variables (Table S4). At this
spatial scale, ΣAIC for each set of variables also supported
abiotic variables (ΣAIC= 4,353,897) over abiotic variables
(ΣAIC= 14,674,391).

Environmental responses of functional groups

Finite-mixture models were used to group OTUs into
ecogroups based on their modelled response to environ-
mental variables. These ecogroups showed markedly
different ecological preferences according to their mod-
elled responses to biotic or abiotic variables (Fig. 6).
Biotic ecogroups were differentiated by their predicted
relationships with root biomass, whilst other differences
between ecogroups were more specific to certain biotic
variables. For example, biotic ecogroup 1 showed a
notably stronger positive relationship with plant species
richness, whereas biotic ecogroup 3 showed a far stronger
negative relationship to shrub cover than other ecogroups
(Fig. 6). Abiotic ecogroups showed considerably different
seasonal dynamics (e.g., ecogroups 2 and 4), whereas
differences between the ecogroups in response to other
abiotic variables were more subtle. Abiotic ecogroup
3 showed little response to pH, whereas most other abiotic
ecogroups had negative relationships between their
abundance and pH (Fig. 6). The extent by which the
functional composition of ecogroups differed from
expected was variable (e.g., abiotic ecogroup 1 vs. 2,
Fig. 7). However, for both (biotic and abiotic) sets of
ecogroups, Fisher’s exact tests revealed significant

CS WP WS

FW AH TM

3 6 9 12 3 6 9 12 4 6 8 10

4 6 8 10 4 6 8 10 5.0 7.5 10.012.5
4

6

8

10

4

6

8

10

4

5

6

7

3

5

7

9

11

4

5

6

7

3

6

9

12

ln(AIC biotic model)

ln
(A

IC
 a

bi
ot

ic
 m

od
el

)

5 10
ln(ΔAIC + 1)

A

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

FW AH TM CS WP WS
Site

P
ro

po
rti

on
 o

f f
un

ga
l O

TU
s

AIC support
Abiotic
Biotic
No support

B

Fig. 5 a The AIC scores of biotic and abiotic models for fungal
operational taxonomic units (OTUs) in each salt marsh. A lower AIC
score represents a superior fit (relative to the number of variables in
each model). Solid lines indicate equal AIC scores for the two models.
For visual clarity, OTUs with an AIC difference of <2 have been

removed. b The proportion of fungal OTUs in each site whose
abundance was better modelled with either biotic or abiotic variables.
As above, “No support” indicates OTUs for which the difference in
AIC between the two models was < 2, indicating that neither model
was sufficiently better than the other

A. K. Alzarhani et al.



association between fungal functional groups and
ecogroups (biotic; Fisher’s P<0.001, abiotic; Fisher’s
P<0.001). This indicates that ecogroups are made up of
disproportionate numbers of OTUs from each functional
group. Consequently, a change to any of these variables
would be predicted to disproportionately affect the
abundance of certain functional groups.

Discussion

Salt marsh fungal communities

This study significantly extends our knowledge of the
diversity and ecology of root-associated fungi in the natural

environment. We analysed > 55 million fungal ITS gene
sequences from 218 samples from six different UK salt
marshes, and found a highly diverse mycobiome compris-
ing > 4000 OTUs. This represents a fourfold increase in the
diversity of fungi previously recorded in salt marsh habitats
[44], and is comparable with forests [58, 72] and tropical
soils [73], implicating salt marshes as significant reposi-
tories of fungal biodiversity. Furthermore, our study is one
of a few that have attempted to understand the drivers of
root-associated fungal diversity in salt-marsh environments.
Our analyses reveal complex relationships between the
environment and fungal community structure and diversity,
with few, if any, general unifying relationships, suggesting
that context-dependency is an important aspect of fungal
ecology that deserves greater attention.
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Abiotic variables determine fungal richness, but not
in a generalisable manner

Across sites and spatial scales, fungal OTU richness was
more closely linked to the abiotic, than the biotic, variables.
However, the fit, direction of relationships, and statistical
significance of these relationships were highly context-
dependant, changing between sites and scales. In contrast to
previous research, we found relatively few statistically
significant relationships between abiotic variables and fun-
gal diversity. Salt marshes present gradients of salinity in
relation to tidal exposure and successional stage, that may
influence fungal diversity [43, 44, 74, 75]. Yet, we observed
an inconsistent relationship between salinity and fungal
diversity that varied between regions, with negative rela-
tionships in Lancashire, and no relationship in Essex sites.
Notably, Lancashire sites were less saline and with less
variability in salinity than Essex sites (Table S2; Fig. S4)
and therefore, the regional fungal metacommunity may
contain fewer halo-tolerant species.

Differences in OTU richness between winter and sum-
mer samples were observed in multiple sites, but the mag-
nitude and direction of these differences were site
dependent, reflecting similar inconsistencies observed
across studies [19, 26, 76]. The fungi recorded here com-
prise various trophic modes (symbiotrophic, saprotrophic
and pathotrophic), which target different plant-derived
resources. Thus, seasonal patterns in the availability of
live and dead biomass (e.g., ref. [77]) could drive shifts in
diversity by stimulating different fungal trophic pathways.
As seasonal dynamics of living and dead plant biomass are
species-specific [78], differences in floristic composition
across sites, could potentially explain site-specific changes
in fungal diversity between winter and summer samples.

Few biotic variables appeared to influence fungal rich-
ness; root biomass was only a statistically significant driver
in two sites, where it had inconsistent effects on fungal
richness. This was contrary to our expectation, as increased
root biomass should provide greater colonisation area, thus
supporting more species via a species–area relationship.
Furthermore, plant species richness was only significant for
the pooled Lancashire, and overall datasets, but not within
any individual site. Increasing plant richness might increase
fungal richness by diversifying the pool of resources and
ecological niches available to fungi, although we did not
observe this relationship in most sites and scales. One
possibility is that root biomass and plant richness are poor
proxies for the ecological niche space available to fungi.
Instead, specific root traits, such as root exudates and dif-
ferentiation of root morphologies, may be better predictors
of root-associated fungal diversity [24, 79, 80], but are also
more challenging to quantify. For example, Essex salt
marshes contained a greater abundance of shrubs, which

often have woody root systems that resist colonisation by
arbuscular mycorrhizas (Glomeromycota) [42], thereby
reducing the available niche space to AM fungi and, by
extension, the number of AM fungal species.

One potential explanation for the strong degree of
context-dependency observed in this study is that site-
and/or scale-dependent variability in environmental
parameters may determine what is perceived as most
important in structuring root-associated fungal commu-
nities. For example, in sites with a greater variance in
salinity, salinity may emerge as a more “statistically sig-
nificant” predictor than in sites where variance in salinity
is smaller, and the same would hold for other abiotic or
biotic variables. This is because within the statistical
framework employed here, increased variability in pre-
dictor variables would lead to greater precision of para-
meter estimates, and an associated decrease in P values.
However, P values alone are a poor indicator of a vari-
able’s predictive usefulness. If the form (shape and
direction) of the relationships between salinity (as an
example) and fungal community structure is consistent
across sites, then parameter estimates would be broadly
similar in each site regardless of within-site variance in
salinity. Thus, while P values may vary, the form of
modelled relationships and predictive usefulness of
highlighted variables should not. Given the variability in
estimated parameters, statistical significance and pre-
dictive performance observed within our study (Fig. 4 and
Table S3), we don’t believe that observed patterns of
context-dependency are merely statistical artefacts
resulting from site- or scale-dependent variance in the
predictor variables. Moreover, as difference across sites
and scales in within-site variability of abiotic and/or biotic
variables reflects local patterns of environmental hetero-
geneity, it forms a biologically relevant aspect of context
that should be considered.

Drivers of fungal community composition are
context-specific

The relative importance of biotic and abiotic variables on
fungal community composition was highly context-
dependent, shifting between sites and spatial scales. Within
sites, the relative abundance of most fungal OTUs was best
predicted by abiotic factors, supporting previous work on
the role of abiotic properties in modulating fungal com-
munity structure [17, 57, 59]. In Essex sites, the proportion
of OTUs whose abundance was better predicted by abiotic
factors was remarkably consistent (Fig. 5), perhaps
reflecting the more similar fungal community composition
between sites, as compared with Lancashire sites. This
result agrees with our finding that the drivers of fungal
diversity were more similar and generalisable between
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Essex sites, suggesting similar ecological processes in these
marshes.

While abiotic factors were more important than biotic
factors within sites, at the regional level this trend reversed,
and biotic factors became better predictors. This is likely
due to the distinct plant communities in each study region
outweighing differences in abiotic variables [47]. This
explanation is supported by the fact that biotic variables
tended to become increasingly variable as we increased the
spatial scale at which data were modelled (Fig. S4). Sedi-
ment characteristics and climate also differ notably between
the two regions, but these variables are likely to be rea-
sonably homogeneous within each site in a region. There-
fore, whilst these variables could influence fungal
community composition at the landscape scale [27], we
suggest that plant community differences are still likely to
hold more explanatory power.

As with all environmental microbial ecology studies, it is
impossible to measure all of the relevant environmental
parameters and, inevitably, some environmental variables
may remain unmeasured. However, the primary aim of our
study was not to identify the main drivers of fungal com-
munity structure per se, but rather to test their consistency
between different sites and spatial scales, in which case our
consistent sampling design and measurements of environ-
mental variables are sufficient. Another potential caveat of
our study is that, to some extent, differences in plant
community composition are themselves related to abiotic
environmental gradients, and thus, biotic effects may actu-
ally be indirect abiotic influences [81, 82]. To disentangle
the effects of plant community structure from the abiotic
environment would require experimental approaches,
beyond the scope of this study. Instead, given that biotic
variables were not strongly collinear with abiotic variables
(Fig. 3), we assume that indirect effects of the abiotic
environment acting on plant community structure are
reflected in the abiotic variables themselves, and that rela-
tionships between biotic variables and fungal communities
are not confounded.

Our analyses of the relationships between fungal diver-
sity and community structure and the environment show
high levels of context-dependency. Consequently, extra-
polating models from one site to another resulted in poor
quality predictions of fungal diversity. Previous research
has hinted that drivers of microbial diversity are dependent
on both environmental and ecological context, with few
generalisable predictors [25, 83]. However, this study is the
first to explicitly test this. Our results show that context-
dependency may hinder the search for unifying “macro-
ecological” relationships in microbial ecology and that
seeking to understand drivers of community structure from
a single site or spatial scale is unwise. Despite this, we also
found aspects of fungal community ecology that do appear

to generalise across ecological and environmental contexts.
For example, within most sites, abiotic variables were more
important predictors of fungal diversity and community
structure than biotic variables. Thus, measuring relevant
aspects of the abiotic environment should be prioritised if
attempting to predict fungal diversity or community struc-
ture within a site.

Functional group is an important contextual aspect
of fungal ecology

We observed an association between fungal ecogroups and
functional groups. Therefore, how environmental gradients
influence fungal taxa depends on their function, as is
commonly observed in experimental studies that show dif-
ferential responses between fungal functional groups to
warming [84, 85], nitrogen addition [86], CO2 [87] and
plant species richness and identity [26, 38, 88].

Whilst substantial experimental evidence exists for dif-
fering ecologies across fungal functional groups, few stu-
dies have demonstrated this in natural settings. The few
observational studies that explicitly examine the ecologies
of functionally dissimilar groups of microorganisms, tend to
rely on broad taxonomy as a proxy for function. For
example, Powell et al. [89] observed varying roles for niche
and neutral community assembly mechanisms between
bacteria and fungi in soils, with fungal communities less
predictable by niche processes and more prone to stochastic
neutral assembly. However, in these studies taxonomy and
functionality may be confounding each other at such a
broad taxonomic resolution. A more specific study was
conducted by Peay et al. [73], who found contrasting
responses of fungal functional groups to plant species
richness. Specifically, they observed that the richness of
fungal groups whose trophic mode primarily depended on
the host plant (mycorrhizal and pathogenic fungi) showed
positive relationships with plant diversity, whereas sapro-
trophic fungi (which do not depend primarily on plants)
were largely invariant to plant diversity. Similarly, Mom-
mer et al. [90] showed contrasting responses of plant
pathogenic and endophytic fungi to increased levels of plant
species richness. These results support our finding that
functionally distinct fungi show differing ecological
preferences in response to single or multiple environmental
gradients. Consequently, moving from taxonomy-, to
functional trait-based approaches may provide a more
generalisable framework for understanding fungal
community ecology, as is the case in “macro-organismal”
research [91].

In salt-marsh ecosystems, the potential for environmental
change to differentially influence the relative abundance of
different fungal functional groups could have major impli-
cations for ecosystem processes and functions. For example,
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abiotic ecogroup 1 was composed of ~1.5 times the
expected number of symbiotrophic fungal OTUs. This
ecogroup was found to have a negative predicted relation-
ship with pH, suggesting that fungi in this group will gen-
erally increase in abundance in more acidic sediments.
Whilst the impacts of climate change on salt-marsh sedi-
ments are largely focussed on carbon cycling, acidification
of coastal waters coupled with increased inundation as sea
levels rise may decrease sediment pH. In turn, this may
increase the abundance of certain symbiotrophic fungi, and
by extension may up-regulate the ecosystem processes they
contribute to (e.g., ref. [92]). However, more in-depth stu-
dies are still required to determine the functionality of many
plant-associated fungal groups [93], and the relationship
between their abundance and ecosystem processes [94].

Conclusions

Our study of fungal communities from six UK salt marshes
revealed highly context-dependent drivers of fungal com-
munity structure and diversity. By carrying out a spatially
replicated study, we found that abiotic variables were
generally superior predictors of community structure and
diversity across sites and spatial scales. Yet, the identity
and direction of relationships differed between sites and
spatial scales to such an extent that extrapolating them to
other sites generally resulted in poor predictions of fungal
diversity. Furthermore, we detected associations between
fungal responses to abiotic and biotic variables and the
functional groups these fungi belong to. This may suggest
that environmental gradients have the potential to effect
fungal functional groups differentially. Combined, our
results highlight that site, spatial scale and functional
group are important contextual aspects that alter the
community ecology of fungi. Therefore, understanding
which aspects of fungal community ecology can be gen-
eralised across sites, spatial scales or functional groups is
critical for managing ecosystems and the process they
support in the face of environmental change. Appropriate
replication with respect to these contextual factors is
essential to elucidate generalisable aspects of fungal
ecology, and to move towards a more predictive frame-
work of their community ecology.

Acknowledgements This study presents data collected as part of the
Coastal Biodiversity and Ecosystem Service Sustainability project
(CBESS: NE/J015644/1), part of the BESS programme; a 6-yr pro-
gramme (2011–2017) funded by the Natural Environment Research
Council (University of Essex grant reference: NE/J01561X/1; Bangor
University grant reference: NE/J015350/1) and the Biotechnology and
Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) as part of the UK’s
Living with Environmental Change (LWEC) programme. The views
expressed are those of the authors and do not reflect the views of BESS
Directorate or NERC. We thank all other CBESS researchers and

institutions for assistance with fieldwork and contribution of sup-
porting data. We also thank John Green and Farid Benyahia for
invaluable field and lab assistance. DC was supported by a NERC
studentship (471757). HF acknowledges the financial support provided
by the Welsh Government and Higher Education Funding Council for
Wales through the Sêr Cymru National Research Network for Low
Carbon, Energy and Environment. We would also like to thank three
anonymous referees for their insightful comments that have greatly
improved this paper.

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Publisher’s note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

1. Tilman D, Knops J, Wedin D, Reich P, Ritchie M, Siemann E.
The influence of functional diversity and composition on eco-
system processes. Science. 1997;277:1300–2.

2. Mittelbach GG, Steiner CF, Scheiner SM, Katherine L, Reynolds
HL, Waide RB, et al. What is the observed relationship between
species richness and productivity? Ecology. 2001;82:2381–96.

3. Maestre FT, Quero JL, Gotelli NJ, Escudero A, Ochoa V,
Delgado-Baquerizo M, et al. plant species richness and ecosystem
multifunctionality in global drylands. Science. 2012;335:214–8.

4. Schmid B, Tilman D, Wardle DA, Loreau M, Naeem S,
Inchausti P, et al. Biodiversity and ecosystem functioning: current
knowledge and future challenges. Science. 2001;294:804–8.

5. Hooper DU, Chapin FS, Ewel JJ, Hector A, Inchausti P,
Lavorel S, et al. Effects of biodiversity on ecosystem functioning:
A consensus of current knowledge. Ecol Monogr. 2005;75:3–35.

6. Balvanera P, Pfisterer AB, Buchmann N, He JS, Nakashizuka T,
Raffaelli D, et al. Quantifying the evidence for biodiversity effects
on ecosystem functioning and services. Ecol Lett. 2006;
9:1146–56.

7. Zak DR, Holmes WE, White DC, Peacock AD, Tilman D. Plant
diversity, soil microbial communities, and ecosystem function:
Are there any links? Ecology. 2003;84:2042–50.

8. Hartnett DC, Wilson GWT. Mycorrhizae Influence Plant Com-
munity Structure and Diversity in Tallgrass Prairie. Ecology.
1999;80:1187–95.

9. Klironomos JN. Feedback with soil biota contributes to plant
rarity and invasiveness in communities. Nature. 2002;417:67–70.

10. Mitchell CE, Power AG. Release of invasive plants from fungal
and viral pathogens. Nature. 2003;421:625–7.

A. K. Alzarhani et al.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


11. Rillig MC, Ramsey PW, Morris S, Paul EA. Glomalin, an
arbuscular-mycorrhizal fungal soil protein, responds to land-use
change. Plant Soil. 2003;253:293–9.

12. Clemmensen KE, Bahr A, Ovaskainen O, Dahlberg A, Ekblad A,
Wallander H, et al. Roots and associated fungi drive long-term
carbon sequestration in boreal. For Sci. 2013;2:363–8.

13. Johnson NC, Graham JH, Smith FA. Functioning of mycorrhizal
associations along the mutualism-parasitism continuum. New
Phytol. 1997;135:575–86.

14. Klironomos JN. Variation in plant response to native and exotic
arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi. Ecology. 2003;84:2292–301.

15. Van der Heijden MGA, Streitwolf-Engel R, Riedl R, Siegrist S,
Neudecker A, Ineichen K, et al. The mycorrhizal contribution to
plant productivity, plant nutrition and soil structure in experi-
mental grassland. New Phytol. 2006;172:739–52.

16. Veresoglou SD, Rillig MC. Suppression of fungal and nematode
plant pathogens through arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi. Biol Lett.
2012;8:214–7.

17. Dumbrell AJ, Nelson M, Helgason T, Dytham C, Fitter AH.
Relative roles of niche and neutral processes in structuring a soil
microbial community. ISME J. 2010;4:337–45.

18. Peay KG, Garbelotto M, Bruns TD. Evidence of dispersal lim-
itation in soil microorganisms: isolation reduces species richness
on mycorrhizal tree islands. Ecology. 2010;91:3631–40.

19. Dumbrell AJ, Ashton PD, Aziz N, Feng G, Nelson M, Dytham C,
et al. Distinct seasonal assemblages of arbuscular mycorrhizal
fungi revealed by massively parallel pyrosequencing. New Phytol.
2011;190:794–804.

20. Cotton TEA, Fitter AH, Miller RM, Dumbrell AJ, Helgason T.
Fungi in the future: interannual variation and effects of atmo-
spheric change on arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal communities.
New Phytol. 2015;205:1598–607.

21. Kivlin SN, Hawkes CV, Treseder KK. Global diversity and dis-
tribution of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi. Soil Biol Biochem.
2011;43:2294–303.

22. Tedersoo L, Bahram M, Polme S, Koljalg U, Yorou NS, Wije-
sundera R, et al. Global diversity and geography of soil fungi.
Science. 2014;346:1256688.

23. Davison J, Ainsaar L, Burla S, Diedhiou AG, Hiiesalu I,
Jairus T, et al. Global assessment of arbuscular mycorrhizal fun-
gus diversity reveals very low endemism. Science. 2015;
127:970–3.

24. Comas LH, Callahan HS, Midford PE. Patterns in root traits of
woody species hosting arbuscular and ectomycorrhizas: Implica-
tions for the evolution of belowground strategies. Ecol Evol.
2014;4:2979–90.

25. Tedersoo L, Bahram M, Cajthaml T, Põlme S, Hiiesalu I, Anslan
S, et al. Tree diversity and species identity effects on soil fungi,
protists and animals are context dependent. ISME J. 2015;10:
1–17.

26. Kivlin SN, Hawkes CV. Tree species, spatial heterogeneity,
and seasonality drive soil fungal abundance, richness, and com-
position in neotropical rainforests. Environ Microbiol. 2016;
18:4662–73.

27. de Vries FT, Manning P, Tallowin JR, Mortimer SR, Pilgrim ES,
Harrison KA, et al. Abiotic drivers and plant traits explain land-
scape‐scale patterns in soil microbial communities. Ecol Lett.
2012;15:1230–9.

28. Tedersoo L, Mett M, Ishida TA, Bahram M. Phylogenetic rela-
tionships among host plants explain differences in fungal species
richness and community composition in ectomycorrhizal sym-
biosis. New Phytol. 2013;199:822–31.

29. Hiiesalu I, Pärtel M, Davison J, Gerhold P, Metsis M, Moora M,
et al. Species richness of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi: associa-
tions with grassland plant richness and biomass. New Phytol.
2014;203:233–44.

30. Prober SM, Leff JW, Bates ST, Borer ET, Firn J, Harpole WS,
et al. Plant diversity predicts beta but not alpha diversity of soil
microbes across grasslands worldwide. Ecol Lett. 2015;18:85–95.

31. Xu T, Veresoglou SD, Chen Y, Rillig MC, Xiang D, Ondřej D,
et al. Plant community, geographic distance and abiotic factors
play different roles in predicting AMF biogeography at the
regional scale in northern China. Environ Microbiol Rep.
2016;8:1048–57.

32. Wolfe BE, Mummey DL, Rillig MC, Klironomos JN. Small-scale
spatial heterogeneity of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal abundance
and community composition in a wetland plant community.
Mycorrhiza. 2007;17:175–83.

33. Glassman SI, Peay KG, Talbot JM, Smith DP, Chung JA, Taylor
JW, et al. A continental view of pine-associated ectomycorrhizal
fungal spore banks: a quiescent functional guild with a strong
biogeographic pattern. New Phytol. 2015;205:1619–31.

34. Erlandson SR, Savage JA, Cavender-Bares JM, Peay KG. Soil
moisture and chemistry influence diversity of ectomycorrhizal
fungal communities associating with willow along an hydrologic
gradient. FEMS Microbiol Ecol. 2016;92:47–62.

35. Maherali H, Klironomos JN. Influence of phylogeny on fungal
community assembly and ecosystem functioning. Science.
2007;316:1746–8.

36. Toju H, Sato H, Tanabe AS. Diversity and spatial structure of
belowground plant-fungal symbiosis in a mixed subtropical forest
of ectomycorrhizal and arbuscular mycorrhizal plants. PLoS ONE.
2014;9:e86566.

37. Sato H, Tanabe AS, Toju H. Contrasting diversity and host
association of ectomycorrhizal basidiomycetes versus root-
associated Ascomycetes in a dipterocarp rainforest. PLoS ONE.
2015;10:e0125550.

38. Nguyen NH, Williams LJ, Vincent JB, Stefanski A, Cavender-
Bares J, Messier C, et al. Ectomycorrhizal fungal diversity and
saprotrophic fungal diversity are linked to different tree commu-
nity attributes in a field-based tree experiment. Mol Ecol.
2016;25:4032–46.

39. Talbot JM, Bruns TD, Taylor JW, Smith DP, Branco S, Glassman
SI et al. Endemism and functional convergence across the
North American soil mycobiome. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA.
2014;11:6341–46

40. Möller I, Kudella M, Rupprecht F, Spencer T, Paul M, van
Wesenbeeck BK, et al. Wave attenuation over coastal salt marshes
under storm surge conditions. Nat Geosci. 2014;7:727–31.

41. McLeod E, Chmura GL, Bouillon S, Salm R, Björk M, Duarte
CM, et al. A blueprint for blue carbon: Toward an improved
understanding of the role of vegetated coastal habitats in seques-
tering CO2. Front Ecol Environ. 2011;9:552–60.

42. Carvalho LM, Correia PM, Martins-Loução MA. Arbuscular
mycorrhizal fungal propagules in a salt marsh. Mycorrhiza.
2004;14:165–70.

43. Mohamed DJ, Martiny JBH. Patterns of fungal diversity and
composition along a salinity gradient. ISME J. 2011;5:379–88.

44. Dini-Andreote F, Pylro VS, Baldrian P, van Elsas JD, Salles JF.
Ecological succession reveals potential signatures of marine–ter-
restrial transition in salt marsh fungal communities. ISME J.
2016;10:1–14.

45. Maciá-Vicente JG, Ferraro V, Burruano S, Lopez-Llorca LV.
Fungal assemblages associated with roots of halophytic and non-
halophytic plant species vary differentially along a salinity gra-
dient. Microb Ecol. 2012;64:668–79.

46. Raffaelli D, Bullock JM, Cinderby S, Durance I, Emmett B, Harris
J, et al. Big data and ecosystem research programmes. Adv Ecol
Res. 2014;51:41–77.

47. Ford H, Garbutt A, Ladd C, Malarkey J, Skov MW. Soil stabili-
zation linked to plant diversity and environmental context in
coastal wetlands. J Veg Sci. 2016;27:259–68.

Are drivers of root-associated fungal community structure context specific?



48. White TJ, Bruns S, Lee S, Taylor J. Amplification and direct
sequencing of fungal ribosomal RNA genes for phylogenetics.
PCR Protoc A Guid Methods Appl. 1990;18:315–22.

49. Gardes M, Bruns TD. ITS primers with enhanced specificity for
basidiomycetes - application to the identification of mycorrhizae
and rusts. Mol Ecol. 1993;2:113–8.

50. Werner JJ, Zhou D, Caporaso JG, Knight R, Angenent LT.
Comparison of Illumina paired-end and single-direction sequen-
cing for microbial 16S rRNA gene amplicon surveys. ISME J.
2012;6:1273–6.

51. Caporaso JG, Kuczynski J, Stombaugh J, Bittinger K, Bushman
FD, Costello EK, et al. QIIME allows analysis of high-throughput
community sequencing data. Nat Methods. 2010;7:335–6.

52. Rognes T, Flouri T, Nichols B, Quince C, Mahé F. VSEARCH: a
versatile open source tool for metagenomics. PeerJ Prepr. 2016;4:
e2409v1.

53. Dumbrell AJ, Ferguson RMW, Clark DR. Microbial Community
Analysis by Single-Amplicon High-Throughput Next Generation
Sequencing: Data Analysis -- From Raw Output to Ecology. In:
McGenity TJ, Timmis KN, Nogales B (eds). Hydrocarbon and
Lipid Microbiology Protocols: Microbial Quantitation, Commu-
nity Profiling and Array Approaches.. Heidelberg, Germany:
Springer; 2016. p. 155–206.

54. Wang Q, Garrity GM, Tiedje JM, Cole JR. Naiive Bayesian
classifier for rapid assignment of rRNA sequences into the new
bacterial taxonomy. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2007;73:5261–7.

55. Kõljalg U, Nilsson RH, Abarenkov K, Tedersoo L, Taylor AFS,
Bahram M, et al. Towards a unified paradigm for sequence-based
identification of fungi. Mol Ecol. 2013;22:5271–7.

56. Nguyen NH, Song Z, Bates ST, Branco S, Tedersoo L, Menke J,
et al. FUNGuild: an open annotation tool for parsing fungal
community datasets by ecological guild. Fungal Ecol.
2016;20:241–8.

57. Hazard C, Gosling P, van der Gast CJ, Mitchell DT, Doohan FM,
Bending GD. The role of local environment and geographical
distance in determining community composition of arbuscular
mycorrhizal fungi at the landscape scale. ISME J. 2013;7:
498–508.

58. Barnes CJ, Maldonado C, Frøslev TG, Antonelli A, Rønsted N.
Unexpectedly high beta-diversity of root-associated fungal com-
munities in the Bolivian Andes. Front Microbiol. 2016;7:1377.

59. Pellissier L, Niculita-Hirzel H, Dubuis A, Pagni M, Guex N,
Ndiribe C, et al. Soil fungal communities of grasslands are
environmentally structured at a regional scale in the Alps. Mol
Ecol. 2014;23:4274–90.

60. Deepika S, Kothamasi D. Soil moisture--a regulator of arbuscular
mycorrhizal fungal community assembly and symbiotic phos-
phorus uptake. Mycorrhiza. 2015;25:67–75.

61. Chagnon PL, Bradley RL, Klironomos JN. Trait-based partner
selection drives mycorrhizal network assembly. Oikos.
2015;124:1609–16.

62. Hawkes CV, Belnap J, D’Antonio C, Firestone MK. Arbuscular
mycorrhizal assemblages in native plant roots change in the pre-
sence of invasive exotic grasses. Plant Soil. 2006;281:369–80.

63. Rose F. Colour identification guide to the grasses, sedges, rushes
and ferns of the British Isles and north-western Europe. London,
UK: Viking; 1989.

64. Rose F, O’Reilly C. The Wild Flower Key (Revised Edition)—
How to Identify Wild Plants, Trees and Shrubs in Britain and
Ireland. London, UK: Warne & Co.; 2006.

65. R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing 2018: Vienna,
Austria. https://www.R-project.org/.

66. Guisan A, Zimmermann NE. Predictive habitat distribution
models in ecology. Ecol Modell. 2000;135:147–86.

67. Wang Y, Naumann U, Wright ST, Warton DI. mvabund - an R
package for model-based analysis of multivariate abundance data.
Methods Ecol Evol. 2012;3:471–4.

68. Kotze DJ, O’Hara RB, Lehvävirta S. Dealing with varying
detection probability, unequal sample sizes and clumped dis-
tributions in count data. PLoS ONE. 2012;7:e40923.

69. Bálint M, Bartha L, O’Hara RB, Olson MS, Otte J, Pfenninger M,
et al. Relocation, high‐latitude warming and host genetic identity
shape the foliar fungal microbiome of poplars. Mol Ecol.
2015;24:235–48.

70. Burnham KP, Anderson DR. Model Selection and Multimodel
Inference: A Practical Information-Theoretic Approach. 2nd Edn.
Berlin: Springer-Verlag; 2002.

71. Dunstan PK, Foster SD, Hui FKC, Warton DI. Finite mixture of
regression modeling for high-dimensional count and biomass data
in ecology. J Agric Biol Environ Stat. 2013;18:357–75.

72. Vannette RL, Leopold DR, Fukami T. Forest area and con-
nectivity influence root-associated fungal communities in a frag-
mented landscape. Ecology. 2016;97:2374–83.

73. Peay KG, Baraloto C, Fine PV. Strong coupling of plant and
fungal community structure across western Amazonian rain-
forests. ISME J. 2013;7:1852–61.

74. Wilde P, Manal A, Stodden M, Sieverding E, Hildebrandt U,
Bothe H. Biodiversity of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in roots and
soils of two salt marshes. Environ Microbiol. 2009;11:1548–61.

75. Burgaud G, Woehlke S, Rédou V, Orsi W, Beaudoin D,
Barbier G, et al. Deciphering the presence and activity of fungal
communities in marine sediments using a model estuarine system.
Aquat Microb Ecol. 2013;70:45–62.

76. Bahram M, Peay KG, Tedersoo L. Local-scale biogeography and
spatiotemporal variability in communities of mycorrhizal fungi.
New Phytol. 2015;205:1454–63.

77. Hussey A, Long SP. Seasonal changes in weight of above-and
below-ground vegetation and dead plant material in a salt marsh at
Colne Point, Essex. J Ecol. 1982;70:757–71. 1982

78. Drake BG. Seasonal changes in reflectance and standing crop
biomass in three salt marsh communities. Plant Physiol.
1976;58:696–9.

79. Broeckling CD, Broz AK, Bergelson J, Manter DK, Vivanco JM.
Root exudates regulate soil fungal community composition and
diversity. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2008;74:738–44.

80. Bardgett RD, Mommer L, De Vries FT. Going underground: root
traits as drivers of ecosystem processes. Trends Ecol Evol.
2014;29:692–9.

81. Zobel M, Öpik M. Plant and arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal (AMF)
communities - which drives which? J Veg Sci. 2014;25:1133–40.

82. Horn S, Hempel S, Verbruggen E, Rillig MC, Caruso T. Linking
the community structure of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and
plants: a story of interdependence? ISME J. 2017;11:1400–11.

83. Hendershot JN, Read QD, Henning JA, Sanders NJ, Classen AT.
Consistently inconsistent drivers of patterns of microbial diversity
and abundance at macroecological scales. Ecology.
2017;98:1757–63.

84. Xiong J, Peng F, Sun H, Xue X, Chu H. Divergent responses of
soil fungi functional groups to short-term warming. Microb Ecol.
2014;68:708–15.

85. Treseder KK, Marusenko Y, Romero-Olivares AL, Maltz MR.
Experimental warming alters potential function of the fungal
community in boreal forest. Glob Chang Biol. 2016;22:3395–404.

86. Paungfoo-Lonhienne C, Yeoh YK, Kasinadhuni NRP, Lonhienne
TGA, Robinson N, Hugenholtz P, et al. Nitrogen fertilizer dose
alters fungal communities in sugarcane soil and rhizosphere. Sci
Rep. 2015;5:8678.

87. Solly EF, Lindahl BD, Dawes MA, Peter M, Souza RC,
Rixen C, et al. Experimental soil warming shifts the fungal

A. K. Alzarhani et al.

https://www.R-project.org/


communitycomposition at the alpine treeline. New Phytol. 2017;
215:766–78.

88. Dassen S, Cortois R, Martens H, de Hollander M, Kowalchuk
GA, Van der Putten WH, et al. Differential responses of
soil bacteria, fungi, archaea and protists to plant species
richness and plant functional group identity. Mol Ecol. 2017;
26:4085–98.

89. Powell JR, Karunaratne S, Campbell CD, Yao H, Robinson L,
Singh BK. Deterministic processes vary during community
assembly for ecologically dissimilar taxa. Nat Commun.
2015;6:8444.

90. Mommer L, Cotton TE, Raaijmakers JM, Termorshuizen AJ,
Ruijven J, Hendriks M, et al. Lost in diversity: the interactions

between soil‐borne fungi, biodiversity and plant productivity.
New Phytol. 2018;218:542–53.

91. Brown LE, Khamis K, Wilkes M, Blaen P, Brittain JE, Carrivick
JL, et al. Functional diversity and community assembly of river
invertebrates show globally consistent responses to decreasing
glacier cover. Nat Ecol & Evol. 2018;2:325–33.

92. Rillig MC. Arbuscular mycorrhizae and terrestrial ecosystem
processes. Ecol Lett. 2004;7:740–54.

93. Newsham KK. A meta‐analysis of plant responses to dark septate
root endophytes. New Phytol. 2011;190:783–93.

94. Powell JR, Welsh A, Hallin S. Microbial functional diversity
enhances predictive models linking environmental parameters to
ecosystem properties. Ecology. 2015;96:1985–93.

Are drivers of root-associated fungal community structure context specific?


	Are drivers of root-associated fungal community structure context specific?
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study sites and sampling
	Molecular methods
	Bioinformatic analyses
	Statistical analyses
	Influence of the biotic and abiotic environment on fungal diversity
	Influence of the biotic and abiotic environment on fungal abundances
	Consistency of environmental responses within functional groups

	Results
	Biotic and abiotic drivers of fungal richness
	The relative roles of the biotic and abiotic environment on fungal community composition
	Environmental responses of functional groups

	Discussion
	Salt marsh fungal communities
	Abiotic variables determine fungal richness, but not in a generalisable manner
	Drivers of fungal community composition are context-specific
	Functional group is an important contextual aspect of fungal ecology

	Conclusions
	Compliance with ethical standards

	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	References




