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ABSTRACT Fungi and prokaryotes are dominant colonizers of wood and mediate
its decomposition. Much progress has been achieved to unravel these communities
and link them to specific wood properties. However, comparative studies considering
both groups of organisms and assessing their relationships to wood resources are
largely missing. Bipartite interaction networks provide an opportunity to investigate
this colonizer-resource relationship more in detail and aim to directly compare results
between different biotic groups. The main questions were as follows. Are network struc-
tures reflecting the trophic relationship between fungal and prokaryotic colonizers and
their resources? If so, do they reflect the critical role of these groups, especially that of
fungi, during decomposition? We used amplicon sequencing data to analyze fungal and
prokaryotic interaction networks from deadwood of 13 temperate tree species at an
early to middle stage of decomposition. Several diversity- and specialization-related indi-
ces were determined and the observed network structures were related to intrinsic
wood traits. We hypothesized nonrandom bipartite networks for both groups and a
higher degree of specialization for fungi, as they are the key players in wood decompo-
sition. The results reveal highly modular and specialized interaction networks for both
groups of organisms, demonstrating that many fungi and prokaryotes are resource-spe-
cific colonizers. However, as the level of specialization of fungi significantly surpassed
that of prokaryotes, our findings reflect the strong association between fungi and their
host. Our novel approach shows that the application of bipartite interaction networks is
a useful tool to explore, quantify, and compare the deadwood-colonizers relationship
based on sequencing data.

IMPORTANCE Deadwood is important for our forest ecosystems. It feeds and houses
many organisms, e.g., fungi and prokaryotes, with many different species contribut-
ing to its decomposition and nutrient cycling. The aim of this study was to explore
and quantify the relationship between these two main wood-inhabiting organism
groups and their corresponding host trees. Two independent DNA-based amplicon
sequencing data sets (fungi and prokaryotes) were analyzed via bipartite interaction
networks. The links in the networks represent the interactions between the dead-
wood colonizers and their deadwood hosts. The networks allowed us to analyze
whether many colonizing species interact mostly with a restricted number of dead-
wood tree species, so-called specialization. Our results demonstrate that many pro-
karyotes and fungi are resource-specific colonizers. The direct comparison between
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both groups revealed significantly higher specialization values for fungi, emphasizing
their strong association to respective host trees, which reflects their dominant role in
exploiting this resource.

KEYWORDS amplicon sequencing, bipartite networks, deadwood, decomposition,
microbes, modularity, specialization

Ecological interaction networks have become widely used tools to investigate the or-
ganization of interacting organisms at the community level. Analysis of these net-

works provides the opportunity to explicitly explore communities of interest by the
comparison of network topologies in relation to relevant environmental properties.
Much progress has been made on bipartite networks investigating two species’
groups, mostly from two trophic levels, that interact with each other. This approach
has been used to elucidate relevant ecological relationships, e.g., plant-pollinator,
plant-microbe, or host-parasitoid interactions (1–4). In order to assess the structure of
such networks precisely, several indices have been developed. Those can be calculated
at the species level, resulting in one value for each species (e.g., effective number of
partners); at the group level, resulting in one value for each of the two groups (e.g.,
generality: mean number of partners per group); and at the network level, revealing
one value for the entire network (e.g., mean number of realized links) (5). For the latter,
the identification and quantification of indices such as Shannon and interaction even-
ness commonly describe the diversity of a network. Other indices at the network level
have been developed to describe the degree of specialization (5, 6). Bipartite networks
often consist of several subcommunities that are clustered on a subset of hosts or
resources. Organisms within such “modules” interact more among each other than
with the rest of the network. Indices such as modularity and H29 represent estimators
for a modular structure and provide the opportunity to compare the degree of speciali-
zation between networks based on different sources, as both values are largely inde-
pendent of matrix size and sampling effort (7, 8).

This comparability facilitates the exploration of specific biotic groups under various
environmental conditions and regions, e.g., plant-fungal interactions in relation to suc-
cessional plant stage or tree diversity level or across elevational gradients (9–11).
Network analyses, in turn, can be used to draw conclusions on ecosystem stability, as
highly connected and less-specialized networks are assumed to be more robust to dis-
turbances such as drought or, more generally, climate change (8, 12, 13). Moreover,
this approach ensures the standardized comparison of different ecological groups, e.g.,
guilds, under similar conditions (14, 15). It turned out that the organization of networks
is related to the type of the underlying trophic relationship; mutualistic networks
appear to be highly nested and specialized, whereas antagonistic networks are special-
ized and highly modular (16).

Recently, bipartite network analyses have been applied in forest ecology to explore
the trophic relationship of wood-colonizing organisms to their deadwood resource
(17–19). Deadwood represents an important substrate in forest ecosystems that con-
tributes to nutrient cycling, acts as carbon storage, and provides habitat for many sap-
roxylic organisms. Fungi are among the key wood-colonizing species, as are prokar-
yotes, which are able to degrade various plant-derived carbon resources and thus
mediate intermediary steps in the decomposition of deadwood (20). Fungi contribute
significantly to this ecosystem process through the incipient attack on recalcitrant lig-
nin and associated cell wall polysaccharides (21). This capacity is mainly restricted to
basidiomycetes and xylariaceous ascomycetes that produce an effective array of
extracellular oxidoreductases and hydrolytic enzymes (22–24). Some wood-colonizing
prokaryotes are also capable of degrading cellulose and hemicelluloses, and their con-
tribution to lignin degradation or its chemical modification in deadwood is currently
under discussion (25). Besides prokaryotes that were identified to actively degrade
these wood components, others simply live from wood and fungal residues or in
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tertiary links to insects without contributing to wood decay (25). However, several of
these microbes may indirectly contribute to wood decomposition by making the wood
more permeable or as synergists that stimulate other degrading organisms (26). For
instance, the ability of bacteria such as Rhizobiales to fix nitrogen (N2) from the atmos-
phere is essential for other saproxylic organisms in the N-limited environment of dead-
wood, resulting in a stimulating effect for other biota (27).

The current study presents findings from the BELongDead (Biodiversity Exploratories
Long-term Deadwood) experiment that observes decomposition of deadwood logs of
13 deciduous and coniferous temperate tree species, standardized by the same starting
time point of decomposition (28). Prior to this study, the wood-colonizing fungal and
prokaryotic communities and their spatial distribution in sapwood and heartwood
were analyzed using amplicon sequencing, revealing tree species-related differences
for both groups and spatial differences mainly for the prokaryotes (29, 30). However,
it remained unclear how the two groups are comparatively linked to the deadwood
resource.

By reconstructing bipartite interaction networks and calculating network statistics
for these fungal and prokaryotic data sets, we aimed at pursuing this question to
resolve the colonizer-resource relationship, as this approach allows a direct comparison
between the two groups. The main research question was whether network structures
reflect the trophic relationship between colonizers and wood resources. The broad
phylogenetic range of the investigated deadwood from the 13 tree species repre-
sented a resource distinguishable by a wide set of environmental variables, e.g., vari-
ous physicochemical properties, which deadwood-colonizing organisms were exposed
to (compare T. Kahl et al. [28]).

Specifically, we tested the following hypotheses. (i) As initiators and main drivers of
wood decomposition, fungi are organized in networks that are highly specialized. (ii)
As prominent deadwood-colonizing organisms and degraders of several plant materi-
als, prokaryotic networks are specialized, but to a lesser extent than fungal networks.
(iii) As heartwood-colonizing organisms are exposed to specific habitat conditions, e.g.,
a larger amount of extractives and/or lower levels of dioxygen, the topology of sap-
wood and heartwood networks differ for the two groups of organisms.

RESULTS

Bipartite network analyses of rarefied data were performed based on 1,878,668
sequences representing 2,700 fungal operational taxonomic units (OTUs) and
1,851,687 sequences representing 10,849 prokaryotic OTUs from deadwood logs of 13
temperate tree species (3 replicates each). For 1,000 rarefied versions, network struc-
tures for both groups of organisms and wood compartments differed from those of
their respective null models. Generally, more prokaryotic OTUs than fungal OTUs were
included in the sapwood and heartwood networks. Network size, on average, included
233 and 207 fungal OTUs and 1,412 and 1,097 prokaryotic OTUs for sapwood- and
heartwood-based networks, respectively. Ten fungal classes all belonging to Dikarya
(Ascomycota and Basidiomycota) were consistently identified in all 1,000 rarefaction
versions, of which basidiomycetous Agaricomycetes and ascomycetous Sordariomycetes
were the most dominant classes (Tables S2 and S3; Fig. 1A and B). The prokaryotic inter-
action networks were consistently formed by OTUs belonging to 16 phyla, with
Proteobacteria (alpha- and gammaproteobacteria) being the most abundant bacterial
and Euryarchaeota (Methanobacteria) the most abundant archaeal phylum (Tables S4
and S5; Fig. 1C and D). Based on the 13 tree species investigated, 11 distinct modules
were detected within the sapwood-based fungal network, of which only one module
(fungal sapwood module 3 [FSm3]: Carpinus, Larix, Prunus) consisted of more than one
deadwood tree species (Fig. 1A). The heartwood-based fungal network was organized
into eight modules (Fig. 1B). Although both prokaryotic networks revealed six modules
each, tree species were not grouped into the same modules in the sapwood and heart-
wood networks (Fig. 1C and D). Similar results were observed at different rarefication

Deadwood-Colonizers Bipartite Networks

January/February 2021 Volume 6 Issue 1 e00856-20 msphere.asm.org 3

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//j

ou
rn

al
s.

as
m

.o
rg

/jo
ur

na
l/m

sp
he

re
 o

n 
14

 A
ug

us
t 2

02
3 

by
 2

a0
2:

90
8:

1d
2:

e3
e0

::e
9f

5.

https://msphere.asm.org


FIG 1 Bipartite networks for the fungal (A and B) and prokaryotic (C and D) colonizers of the sapwood (A and C) and heartwood (B
and D) of the deadwood of 13 tree species. Each panel shows a visual representation of OTUs (l) colored according to fungal classes
and prokaryotic phyla that were present in all 1,000 rarefactions. Modules are indicated around OTUs that were consistently associated
with the respective member trees (n). The figure demonstrates the modular structure of networks and especially the high number of
modules for the fungal networks. Module-associated trees and OTUs and their relative abundances and identities are given in Tables
S2 to S5. FSm, fungal sapwood module; FHm, fungal heartwood module; PSm, prokaryotic sapwood module; PHm, prokaryotic
heartwood module.
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depths, after exclusion of rare OTUs (up to tripletons), and based on networks recon-
structed from samples of single plots.

All estimated network indices differed significantly from the null models (P
values, 0.00001), except for the Shuffle null model (Fig. 2 and Table S6). For the two
diversity indices, Shannon and interaction evenness, no differences were expected, as
the Null model’s connectance has to be equal to the observed data. Significant differ-
ences between fungal and prokaryotic networks were corroborated by comparison of
plot-wise networks, whereas the comparison between sapwood and heartwood within
the fungal and prokaryotic data sets revealed only significantly different values for pro-
karyotic generality of trees (Table S7). Shannon diversity and interaction evenness
were highest for the prokaryotic sapwood-based network, while the lowest values
were detected for the fungal heartwood network (Fig. 2A and B). Generality of trees
(mean number of associated OTUs per tree) and generality of OTUs (mean number of
tree species per OTU) were significantly higher for both prokaryotic interaction

FIG 2 Comparison of network indices associated with prokaryotic and fungal colonizers of the sapwood
and heartwood of the deadwood of 13 tree species. (A) Shannon diversity of network entries. (B)
Interaction evenness (Shannon’s evenness of network entries). (C) Generality of trees, weighted mean
effective number of associated OTUs per tree species. (D) Generality of OTUs, weighted mean effective
number of associated trees per fungal or prokaryotic OTU; higher values indicate more general
interactions. (E) H29 based on the deviation of a species’ realized number of interactions and that
expected from each species’ total number of interactions (ranges between 0,no specialization and
1, perfect specialization). (F) Modularity, bipartite algorithm of Newman’s modularity (ranges between
0, no modularity and 1,perfect modules). Smaller gray boxplots represent results of respective null models
(left to right: dark gray, Patefield; gray, Vazquez; light gray, shuffle [the latter displaying similar values as
the observed networks in panels A and B]).
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networks than for the fungal networks (P values# 0.01; Fig. 2C and D and Table S7). In
particular, the generality of trees was, on average, 5 in the fungal networks compared
to 55 (heartwood) and 98 (sapwood) in the prokaryotic networks. In contrast, general-
ity of fungal OTUs was 2.1 on average but 6.6 (sapwood) and 6.8 (heartwood) for pro-
karyotic OTUs (Fig. 2D). Generally, indices related to specialization were high for both
wood-colonizing groups. Trees were significantly more specialized for fungal interac-
tion partners than for interactions with prokaryotes in both the sapwood and heart-
wood networks (Blüthgen’s d; P values, 0.00001; Tables S8 and S9). The fungal sap-
wood-based network had the highest mean H29 value (0.78), followed by the
respective heartwood network (0.74) (Fig. 2E). In contrast, for the prokaryotic interac-
tion networks, H29 had a higher value for the heartwood (0.35) than for sapwood (0.31).
Modularity displayed a similar pattern, with the highest value (0.73) for the fungal sap-
wood-based network and the lowest (0.33) for the prokaryotic sapwood-based net-
work (Fig. 2F).

Wood traits differed significantly between the heartwood of different tree species
for lignin and acid-soluble lignin, water content, pH, and C content, and between the
sapwoods for acid-soluble lignin (30). Modules of the sapwood fungal network were
formed on the basis of tree identity rather than wood traits. This network formed only
one module of similarly colonized tree species (FSm3: Carpinus, Larix, Prunus), which
was associated with an intermediate pH and variable lignin content (Fig. 3A). In the

FIG 3 Radar charts illustrating the relationship (min-max scale) between the modules obtained and wood traits (pH, water
content, carbon content, Klason lignin, and acid-soluble lignin) for fungal (A and B) and prokaryotic (C and D) networks in the
sapwood (A and C) and heartwood (B and D) of the deadwood of 13 tree species.
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fungal heartwood-based network, modules differed with respect to acid-soluble lignin
and pH (Fig. 3B; Fig. S1A and D). For instance, a high number of specific OTUs was
observed in fungal heartwood module 5 (FHm5: Larix, Pseudotsuga), which was charac-
terized by low acid-soluble lignin content (Fig. 1B, Fig. S1D, Tab. S3). The sapwood-
based prokaryotic network formed several large, interconnected modules (Fig. 1C).
While these modules differed more strongly in pH and water content than the individ-
ual sapwood tree species, the wood traits could not well explain the modularization,
indicating that other factors contribute to defining the community assembly in the
sapwood. In contrast, the amount of Klason lignin, water content, and the pH value to-
gether explained the observed modules in the heartwood prokaryotic network
(Fig. 3D; Fig. S1). Specifically, large differences in pH were observed between modules
of the heartwood networks (Fig. 3D; Fig. S1A). For instance, in the prokaryotic heart-
wood-based network, the module with the highest observed pH value (prokaryotic
heartwood module 5 [PHm5]: Populus) exhibited the highest degree of specialization
(d9 = 0.71) (Fig. 1D; Tab. S8).

DISCUSSION

In this study, we explored bipartite interaction networks and related topologies to
better understand the colonizer-resource relationship for two relevant decomposer
groups in deadwood. It has been recently shown that there are distinct communities
of wood-inhabiting organisms associated with deadwood resources represented by 13
tree species (29–31). As the distribution and abundance of taxa contribute to the struc-
ture of ecological networks (32), nonrandom bipartite networks could be anticipated.
Therefore, to our best knowledge, a quantitative comparison between fungal and pro-
karyotic community organization in deadwood is still lacking, and the present study
demonstrates strong differences between the two groups.

In line with hypothesis 1, a high level of specialization was observed for both inves-
tigated groups, with the fungal networks far surpassing their prokaryotic counterparts.
This was reflected in lower values of the generality of trees and fungal OTUs, indicating
higher specialization at the group level. Higher values of H29 and modularity demon-
strate the modular structure of the fungal networks being composed of several sub-
communities. Indeed, for the fungal sapwood network almost all tree species formed
their own module, the exceptions being Larix, Prunus, and Carpinus (FSm3). Despite
strong variation in the wood traits of these broadleaved and coniferous tree species,
they were grouped together, mainly based on the presence of ascomycetous OTUs,
especially some dominant Helotiales (e.g., Leptodontidium sp.) (Table S2), which could
not be classified on a higher taxonomic level. The extent to which these fungi contrib-
ute to wood decomposition is difficult to evaluate, as this fungal order is functionally
highly diverse, including endophytes and opportunistic saprotrophs (with a mold-like
lifestyle) but also soft-rot fungi (33, 34). A broader host selection for Helotiales was also
observed for fruiting bodies during a citizen science-based data acquisition on 91
woody plant genera in Denmark (35). The authors observed impacts of host tree phy-
logeny on network modularity and identified wood traits as main driving factors for
interactions between fungal fruiting bodies and deadwood hosts. Even though we
observed some tree species of similar wood traits that were grouped into one module
in the heartwood network, such as FHm4 (Fraxinus and Tilia) showing similar pH values
or FHm5 (Larix and Pseudotsuga) showing high Klason lignin content, especially in the
sapwood network, specialization was so high that tree species were not grouped into
interconnected modules.

In addition, highly modular and specialized structure of fungal interaction networks
has also been observed by A. Mazziotta et al. (17) investigating fruiting bodies on
deadwood. Through a comparison of fungi, bryophytes, and lichens, they concluded
that the trophic relationship shapes network structures revealing mutualistic structures
for both autotrophic groups and more antagonistic characteristics for the heterotro-
phic fungi. Their assumption, that the application of next-generation sequencing data
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including those fungi present just as vegetative mycelia will reveal even stronger mod-
ular community structures, has been confirmed by the present study.

Indeed, the H29 value for fungi corresponds well to that of xylophagous beetles
observed for the same deadwood experiment at an early stage of decomposition (18).
Interestingly, the authors of that study found a negative relationship between trophic
level and specialization, the latter decreasing from wood-consuming beetles, via fungi-
vores to predators. This observation emphasizes the high degree of specialization for
xylophagous arthropods, indicating that the trophic relationship determines network
properties. This, in turn, is in line with our results and reflects the strong association of
fungi (compared to that of prokaryotes) to the deadwood substrates (31). Fungi are
able to effectively disintegrate the lignocellulosic complex and further degrade specific
polymeric deadwood resources (36, 37), but this narrow fundamental niche (2 colon-
ized out of 13 potential resources) may also indicate higher vulnerability to disturban-
ces such as the absence of their host species.

The role of prokaryotes in wood decomposition, in comparison to that of fungi, is
rather unresolved, underinvestigated, and not well understood (25). However, due to the
increasing application of next-generation sequencing techniques, knowledge about their
diversity, distribution, and activity is becoming more widely available. Progressing our ear-
lier investigations and novel findings (compare B. Hoppe et al. [38] and [39]), we here
quantified the specialization of wood-colonizing prokaryotes for the first time and
observed modular and specialized networks (specialization values higher than null model
results based on Vazquez’s and Patefield’s approaches). This demonstrates their significant
colonization ability of this habitat indicating their participating role, directly or indirectly, in
the decomposition process (hypothesis 2). Nevertheless, prokaryotic interaction networks
were built by a higher number of OTUs than the fungal counterparts. Consequently, net-
works were much more diverse and more evenly distributed, which was reflected in the
higher number of deadwood partners, i.e., higher Shannon diversity, higher interaction
evenness, and higher generality of trees and OTUs. But supporting our hypothesis, the ma-
trix size-independent estimators, modularity, and degree of specialization (H29) also clearly
emphasize that prokaryotic networks were significantly less specialized than those of
fungi. Prokaryotes are probably intermediary decomposers, mainly utilizing polysaccharide
fragments and other residues incipiently provided by fungi. However, this does not rule
out the possibility that prokaryotes degrade such compounds in a more efficient manner
than fungi can accomplish.

In regard to our hypothesis 3, the measured indices of sapwood and heartwood
networks were not as strongly differentiated as expected. Indeed, the number of hosts
was similar in both wood compartments for fungi. Taking into account the interaction
strength, fungi, like prokaryotes, showed slightly higher diversity of interactions in the
sapwood. The two groups revealed different results for specialization. While fungal
interactions tended to be more distinct in the sapwood, prokaryotes were more speci-
alized in the inner part of the wood. Nevertheless, network structure differed greatly
between wood compartments, as reflected by the differences within the derived mod-
ules (i.e., tree members and associated OTUs). For instance, while the fungal sapwood
network was divided into 11 modules, the respective heartwood network revealed
only 8 modules. Although the prokaryotic networks resulted in 6 modules each, tree
species were not grouped into the same modules. For instance, while in sapwood
Populus was a part of a bigger interconnected module (prokaryotic sapwood module 1
[PSm1]: Acer, Fraxinus, Populus, Tilia), in heartwood Populus formed its own module.
This module comprised many OTUs of Firmicutes and one highly dominant OTU (22%
of sequences) of Euryarchaeota (Methanobacteria) that was almost completely lacking
in the other tree species and respective compartments (30), likely due to their pre-
ferred growth in pH-neutral conditions (40, 41). In accordance therewith, this tree spe-
cies revealed the highest d9 value for the prokaryotic heartwood network. Our results
suggest distinct interactions in both wood compartments, probably due to specific
resource conditions.
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Analyzing network structures allowed for the direct comparison of two biotic
groups interacting with the same deadwood resources. In the course of this, the spe-
cialization at the network level summarized the specialization of all species (i.e., OTUs).
Hence, these entire communities express a gradient in specialization, including species
that belong to different guilds, and not all organisms directly contribute to the decom-
position process. Nevertheless, the present study has revealed highly modular and spe-
cialized interaction networks for both groups of organisms, indicating that many fungi
and prokaryotes are, as expected, resource-specific colonizers. As fungi and prokar-
yotes share the same habitat, they inevitably interact with each other (25). Knowledge
about these interactions is rather rare, but evidence exists for links between N-fixing
bacteria and fungi (38, 42) or for fungal manipulation on prokaryotic growth (43, 44).
Although it seems obvious that colonization of fungal and prokaryotic species and
thus the topology of networks are affected by their interactions, this was beyond the
scope of the current analysis. Our results, however, reveal limited host range and thus
high host selectivity by fungi, whereas prokaryotes seem to colonize the deadwood
substrate less selectively. Hence, the observed network patterns emphasize the strong
association between fungi and their host trees, reflecting their main role in the exploi-
tation of this resource. We are aware that the results presented here, though consider-
ing a variety of deadwood substrates, represent a case study for a single forest site at
an early to middle stage of decomposition. Future studies should include different suc-
cessional stages, varied forest management types, and/or varied forest biomes to test
whether these interaction properties change with increasing decomposition or depend
rather on the surrounding extrinsic conditions. In conclusion, the present study
appears to illustrate that the application of bipartite interaction networks, based on
amplicon sequencing data, is a useful tool to explore, quantify, and compare the dead-
wood colonizers’ relationships in various organismic groups.

MATERIALS ANDMETHODS
The present study analyzes data from J. Moll et al. (30) and S. Leonhardt et al. (29), in which all details

of the sampling and laboratory procedures can be found.
Study area and sampling. In late 2008, an experimental platform for observing deadwood decom-

position was established on forest plots of the German Biodiversity Exploratories (45) and named the
BELongDead (Biodiversity Exploratories Long-term Deadwood) experiment. The experimental design
was introduced in more detail by T. Kahl et al. (28). Briefly, freshly cut logs of 13 temperate tree species
(nine broadleaved species, namely, Acer spp., Betula spp., Carpinus betulus, Fagus sylvatica, Fraxinus excel-
sior, Populus spp., Prunus avium, Quercus spp., and Tilia spp.; and four conifers, namely, Larix decidua,
Picea abies, Pinus sylvestris, and Pseudotsuga menziesii) were placed, three replicates of each, in represen-
tative research plots, each 100 by 100 m, to investigate their decomposition over the long term. Within
the research plots, the 13 logs (approximately 4 m in length and with a mean diameter of 30 to 40 cm)
were placed in random order beside each other with a distance of ca. 1 m.

In order to investigate the spatial distribution of wood-inhabiting communities between the heart-
wood and sapwood, three experimental plots with Fagus sylvatica as dominant tree species and standar-
dized forest management practices (selection cutting) with a distance of 0.3 to 27 km at the Hainich
National Park in Central Germany (latitude 51.08, longitude 10.43) were chosen and sampled in June
2014. After more than 5 years of exposition, the majority of logs have been observed to reach transition
from the early to middle stage of decomposition. Bark was partly absent, but the wood largely main-
tained its structure and color.

Distinguishable sapwood and heartwood samples were collected as wood chips by driving an auger
horizontally to the center of each of the selected logs (compare L. Noll et al. [32]). After bark removal,
sapwood was collected by means of initial drilling followed by drilling for a second time to collect heart-
wood. In this study, the outer 5 cm of the wood was defined as sapwood and the inner part as heart-
wood for all tree species, keeping in mind that only Fraxinus excelsior, Prunus avium, Quercus spp., Larix
decidua, Pinus sylvestris, and Pseudotsuga menziesii contain distinct, visible heartwood in the stricter
sense. The respective terms were used synonymously for the different wood compartments: (i) that is
not involved in physiological processes in the living tree (heartwood) and (ii) that carries water and
nutrients vertically from root to leaves (sapwood). We hence anticipated different wood physicochemical
and physiological properties as demonstrated in (46).

DNA extraction, PCR, and sequencing. Total community DNA was isolated from 0.25 g of each ho-
mogenized wood sample using a ZR Soil Microbe DNA MiniPrep kit (Zymo Research, Irvine, CA, USA)
according to the manufacturer’s protocol. Fungal ITS2 was amplified using the primer mix P7-3N-fITS7
and P7-4N-fITS7 (forward) together with P5-5N-ITS4 and P5-6N-ITS4 (reverse) modified after K. Ihrmark
et al. (47). The prokaryotic partial 16S rRNA gene was amplified using the primer mix P5-8N-515F and
P5-7N-515F (forward) together with P7-2N-806r and P7-1N-806r (reverse) modified after J. G. Caporaso
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et al. (48). In both cases, P5 and P7 are the Illumina adapter sequences and N is the number of random
nucleotides included between the target primer and Illumina adapter to increase the diversity of gener-
ated amplicons and thus the quality of sequencing results. PCR was performed in 25-ml triplicate reac-
tions, containing 12.5ml of GoTaq Green Mastermix (Promega, Madison, USA), 25 mM concentrations of
each primer, and approximately 20 ng template DNA. The thermal profile was as follows: fungal ITS2 was
amplified with a denaturation period of 5min at 95°C followed by 33 cycles of 95°C for 1min, 55°C for
1min, 72°C for 1min 15 s, and a final elongation step at 72°C for 10min. The prokaryotic 16S rRNA gene
region was amplified with a denaturation period of 3min at 94°C followed by 32 cycles of 94°C for 45 s,
50°C for 1min, 72°C for 1min 30 s, and a final elongation step at 72°C for 10min. Amplicons were
sequenced with an Illumina MiSeq at the Deep Sequencing Group of the Technische Universität
Dresden.

Bioinformatics. Raw sequence data were imported and processed using Geneious R9 (57). First, all
forward and reverse reads were 59 trimmed and adapter regions were excluded. Then, forward and
reverse reads were paired and the primer sequence was excluded. Further, the paired sequences were
quality trimmed using BBDuk (settings: trim low quality, minimum quality = 13) and merged to gather
the full length of the fungal ITS2 gene region and of the V4 region of the prokaryotic 16S rRNA gene
using BBMerge (merge rate settings: very high) from BBTools (49). Generated sequences 220 to 440 bp
long for ITS2 and 220 to 280 bp for 16S rRNA genes were exported for further analysis in the pipeline
SEED (50). Clustering and chimera removal were performed using USEARCH 8.1.1861 (32 bit) (51). OTU
separation was based on 3% sequence dissimilarity. Fungal and prokaryotic OTUs were taxonomically
assigned using the Bayesian Classifier implemented in mothur (52) against the UNITE database (version
8.0) and the SILVA database (version 138, SSURef NR99), respectively.

Wood traits. Wood physicochemical properties, pH, Klason lignin, acid-soluble lignin, and water
content were measured and analyzed as described by J. Moll et al. (30), and the carbon (C) content was
analyzed as described by L. Noll et al. (46).

Network analyses. Four OTU tables for fungi and prokaryotes in sapwood and heartwood were pre-
pared by rarefaction for the network analyses to represent equal proportions of the community. As rare-
faction depth may influence network structure, different rarefaction levels (deeper and shallower sam-
pling than the reported results) were compared to ensure that all observed trends were independent of
rarefaction depth at the chosen level. This level represented 29% of the ACE (abundance-based cover-
age estimator) estimated community richness (53). To make inferences robust against sampling effects,
1,000 different rarefied versions were produced for each OTU table and all following analytical steps
were performed independently on the 1,000 versions.

To build bipartite networks, the median of the relative OTU abundances in the three deadwood rep-
licates was calculated and reshaped into networks using the bipartite package in R (5). This approach
was chosen to make the network robust to differences in the different deadwood replicates. In order to
compare the inferred network topologies to random community assemblies under different constraints,
for each network three complementary null models were built using Patefield’s algorithm, the swap
algorithm (54), and the shuffle approach in the bipartite package (all implemented in C. F. Dormann et
al. [5]). While Patefield’s algorithm maintains the original abundance distribution (marginal sums) but
not the numbers of links, the shuffle algorithm maintains connectance but strongly changes abundance
distributions. Finally, Vazquez’s algorithm keeps the original number of interactions and takes abundan-
ces into account in the placement of those links, without maintaining exact abundances.

Network topologies were analyzed using the functionalities of the bipartite package. The following
topological characteristics were examined.

� Shannon diversity of network entries
� interaction evenness (Shannon’s evenness of network entries; higher values indicate higher
evenness)

� generality of trees is equal to eweighted mean Shannon diversity (weighted mean effective number of
associated OTUs per tree species, higher values indicate more general interactions)

� generality of OTUs is equal to eweighted mean Shannon diversity (weighted mean effective number of
associated trees per fungal or prokaryotic OTU, higher values indicate more general
interactions)

� modularity (bipartite algorithm of Newman’s modularity [5, 55], with 0 indicating no
modularity and 1 indicating perfect modules)

� H29 based on the deviation of a species’ realized number of interactions and that expected
from each species’ total number of interactions (7) (with 0 indicating no specialization and 1
meaning perfect specialization for given interaction totals)

� d9 species-level specialization, normalized Kullback-Leibler distance ranging from 0 for
generalized to 1 for perfectly specialized species (7)

All values reported represent the mean of the 1,000 rarefied versions. The variability around the
mean is given in Table S1. Modules were extracted using the computeModules function (5). The mod-
ules with the most support in the 1,000 rarefied versions are reported together with the numbers and
identities of the OTUs that were present in the respective modules in all analyses (Tables S2 to S5). To
ensure that the reported results are robust to changes in data preparation, all analyses were also per-
formed on OTU tables without singletons, doubletons, and tripletons. In addition, analyses of networks
representing each of the three deadwood replicate sites were performed. In order to test differences
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between the topologies of (i) observed networks and null models, (ii) fungal and prokaryotic networks,
and (iii) sapwood and heartwood networks within the groups of organisms, paired t tests were per-
formed. Networks were visualized using the R package igraph (56). Module-wise medians of wood traits
were plotted using the radarchart function of the fmsb package in R.

Data availability. All R scripts and related explanations to reproduce the network analyses are avail-
able at https://git.ufz.de/metaOmics/Deadwood-networks. All processed and merged OTU sequences
have been submitted to the NCBI short read archive (SRA, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/sra/) and are ac-
cessible under the number SRP102646.
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TABLE S1, DOCX file, 0.02 MB.
TABLE S2, XLSX file, 0.1 MB.
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TABLE S9, DOCX file, 0.01 MB.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We thank the manager of the Hainich Exploratory, Katrin Lorenzen, and all former

managers for their work in maintaining the plot and project infrastructure; Christiane
Fischer for giving support through the central office; Michael Owonibi for managing the
central database; and Markus Fischer, Eduard Linsenmair, Dominik Hessenmöller, Daniel
Prati, Ingo Schöning, Ernst-Detlef Schulze, Wolfgang W. Weisser, and the late Elisabeth
Kalko for their role in setting up the Biodiversity Exploratories project. The work was
funded by the DFG Priority Program 1374 “Infrastructure-Biodiversity-Exploratories”
(BA5127/1-1, BU 941/17-1, HO 1961/6-1, and KE 1742/2-1). Anna Heintz-Buschart was
funded by the German Centre for Integrative Biodiversity Research (iDiv) Halle-Jena-
Leipzig of the German Research Foundation (DFG - FZT118, 202548816). Fieldwork
permits were issued by the responsible state environmental offices of Thüringen
(according to § 72 BbgNatSchG). We are again grateful to Ernst-Detlef Schulze and
Wolfgang W. Weisser for initiating and coordinating the BELongDead (Biodiversity
Exploratories Long-term Deadwood) experiment. Egbert Matzner and Lisa Noll are
acknowledged for the experimental setup and for providing carbon data. We thank
Constanze Stark, Elisa Stengel, and Sabrina Leonhardt for their support in sampling
and laboratory work. Data processing was partially performed at the High-
Performance Computing (HPC) Cluster EVE, a joint effort of both the Helmholtz
Centre for Environmental Research - UFZ and the German Centre for Integrative
Biodiversity Research (iDiv) Halle-Jena-Leipzig.

REFERENCES
1. Burkle LA, Marlin JC, Knight TM. 2013. Plant-pollinator interactions over 120

years: loss of species, co-occurrence, and function. Science 339:1611–1615.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1232728.

2. Le Roux JJ, Mavengere NR, Ellis AG. 2016. The structure of legume-rhi-
zobium interaction networks and their response to tree invasions. Aob
Plants 8:plw038. https://doi.org/10.1093/aobpla/plw038.

3. Morris RJ, Gripenberg S, Lewis OT, Roslin T. 2014. Antagonistic interaction
networks are structured independently of latitude and host guild. Ecol
Lett 17:340–349. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12235.

4. Toju H, Tanabe AS, Ishii HS. 2016. Ericaceous plant-fungus network in a
harsh alpine-subalpine environment. Mol Ecol 25:3242–3257. https://doi
.org/10.1111/mec.13680.

5. Dormann CF, Fründ J, Blüthgen N, Gruber B. 2009. Indices, graphs and
null models: analyzing bipartite ecological networks. Open Ecol J 2:7–24.
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874213000902010007.

6. Bennett AE, Evans DM, Powell JR. 2019. Potentials and pitfalls in the

analysis of bipartite networks to understand plant-microbe interactions
in changing environments. Funct Ecol 33:107–117. https://doi.org/10
.1111/1365-2435.13223.

7. Blüthgen N, Menzel F, Blüthgen N. 2006. Measuring specialization in spe-
cies interaction networks. BMC Ecol 6:9. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472
-6785-6-9.

8. Kaiser-Bunbury CN, Blüthgen N. 2015. Integrating network ecology with
applied conservation: a synthesis and guide to implementation. Aob
Plants 7:plv076. https://doi.org/10.1093/aobpla/plv076.

9. Cobian GM, Egan CP, Amend AS. 2019. Plant-microbe specificity varies as
a function of elevation. ISME J 13:2778–2788. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41396-019-0470-4.

10. Weißbecker C, Heintz-Buschart A, Bruelheide H, Buscot F, Wubet T. 2019. Link-
ing soil fungal generality to tree richness in young subtropical Chinese forests.
Microorganisms 7:547. https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms7110547.

11. Bennett AE, Daniell TJ, Opik M, Davison J, Moora M, Zobel M, Selosse MA,

Deadwood-Colonizers Bipartite Networks

January/February 2021 Volume 6 Issue 1 e00856-20 msphere.asm.org 11

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//j

ou
rn

al
s.

as
m

.o
rg

/jo
ur

na
l/m

sp
he

re
 o

n 
14

 A
ug

us
t 2

02
3 

by
 2

a0
2:

90
8:

1d
2:

e3
e0

::e
9f

5.

https://git.ufz.de/metaOmics/Deadwood-networks
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/sra/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/sra/SRP102646
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1232728
https://doi.org/10.1093/aobpla/plw038
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12235
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.13680
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.13680
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874213000902010007
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13223
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13223
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6785-6-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6785-6-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/aobpla/plv076
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41396-019-0470-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41396-019-0470-4
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms7110547
https://msphere.asm.org


Evans D. 2013. Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal networks vary throughout
the growing season and between successional stages. PLoS One 8:
e83241. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0083241.

12. Araujo MB, Rozenfeld A, Rahbek C, Marquet PA. 2011. Using species co-
occurrence networks to assess the impacts of climate change. Ecography
34:897–908. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2011.06919.x.

13. de Vries FT, Griffiths RI, Bailey M, Craig H, Girlanda M, Gweon HS, Hallin S,
Kaisermann A, Keith AM, Kretzschmar M, Lemanceau P, Lumini E, Mason
KE, Oliver A, Ostle N, Prosser JI, Thion C, Thomson B, Bardgett RD. 2018.
Soil bacterial networks are less stable under drought than fungal networks.
Nat Commun 9:3033. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05516-7.

14. Toju H, Guimaraes PR, Olesen JM, Thompson JN. 2014. Assembly of
complex plant-fungus networks. Nat Commun 5:5273. https://doi.org/
10.1038/ncomms6273.

15. Oliveira J, Faria ML, Borges MA, Fagundes M, de Araújo WS. 2020. Com-
paring the plant–herbivore network topology of different insect guilds in
Neotropical savannas. Ecol Entomol 45:406–415. https://doi.org/10.1111/
een.12808.

16. Thebault E, Fontaine C. 2010. Stability of ecological communities and the
architecture of mutualistic and trophic networks. Science 329:853–856.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1188321.

17. Mazziotta A, Vizentin-Bugoni J, Tottrup AP, Bruun HH, Fritz O, Heilmann-
Clausen J. 2017. Interaction type and intimacy structure networks
between forest-dwelling organisms and their host trees. Basic Appl Ecol
24:86–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2017.08.003.

18. Wende B, Gossner MM, Grass I, Arnstadt T, Hofrichter M, Floren A,
Linsenmair KE, Weisser WW, Steffan-Dewenter I. 2017. Trophic level, suc-
cessional age and trait matching determine specialization of deadwood-
based interaction networks of saproxylic beetles. Proc R Soc B 284:20170198.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.0198.

19. Ramírez-Hernández A, Martínez-Falcón AP, Micó E, Almendarez S, Reyes-
Castillo P, Escobar F. 2019. Diversity and deadwood-based interaction
networks of saproxylic beetles in remnants of riparian cloud forest. PLoS
One 14:e0214920. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214920.

20. Bani A, Pioli S, Ventura M, Panzacchi P, Borruso L, Tognetti R, Tonon G,
Brusetti L. 2018. The role of microbial community in the decomposition
of leaf litter and deadwood. Appl Soil Ecol 126:75–84. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.apsoil.2018.02.017.

21. Hatakka A, Hammel KE. 2011. Fungal biodegradation of lignocelluloses, p
319–340. In Hofrichter M (ed), Industrial applications. The Mycota, 2nd ed,
vol 2. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.

22. Eichlerová I, Homolka L, Zifcakova L, Lisa L, Dobiasova P, Baldrian P. 2015.
Enzymatic systems involved in decomposition reflects the ecology and
taxonomy of saprotrophic fungi. Fungal Ecol 13:10–22. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.funeco.2014.08.002.

23. Floudas D, Binder M, Riley R, Barry K, Blanchette RA, Henrissat B, Martínez
AT, Otillar R, Spatafora JW, Yadav JS, Aerts A, Benoit I, Boyd A, Carlson A,
Copeland A, Coutinho PM, de Vries RP, Ferreira P, Findley K, Foster B,
Gaskell J, Glotzer D, Górecki P, Heitman J, Hesse C, Hori C, Igarashi K,
Jurgens JA, Kallen N, Kersten P, Kohler A, Kües U, Kumar TKA, Kuo A,
LaButti K, Larrondo LF, Lindquist E, Ling A, Lombard V, Lucas S, Lundell T,
Martin R, McLaughlin DJ, Morgenstern I, Morin E, Murat C, Nagy LG, Nolan
M, Ohm RA, Patyshakuliyeva A, et alet al. 2012. The Paleozoic origin of en-
zymatic lignin decomposition reconstructed from 31 fungal genomes.
Science 336:1715–1719. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1221748.

24. Hofrichter M. 2002. Review: lignin conversion by manganese peroxidase
(MnP). Enzyme Microb Technol 30:454–466. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0141
-0229(01)00528-2.

25. Johnston SR, Boddy L, Weightman AJ. 2016. Bacteria in decomposing
wood and their interactions with wood-decay fungi. FEMS Microbiol Ecol
92:fiw179. https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiw179.

26. Greaves H. 1971. The bacterial factor in wood decay. Wood Sci Technol
5:6–16. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00363116.

27. Ulyshen MD. 2015. Insect-mediated nitrogen dynamics in decomposing
wood. Ecol Entomol 40:97–112. https://doi.org/10.1111/een.12176.

28. Kahl T, Arnstadt T, Baber K, Bässler C, Bauhus J, Borken W, Buscot F, Floren
A, Heibl C, Hessenmöller D, Hofrichter M, Hoppe B, Kellner H, Krüger D,
Linsenmair KE, Matzner E, Otto P, Purahong W, Seilwinder C, Schulze E-D,
Wende B, Weisser WW, Gossner MM. 2017. Wood decay rates of 13 tem-
perate tree species in relation to wood properties, enzyme activities and
organismic diversities. Forest Ecol Manag 391:86–95. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.foreco.2017.02.012.

29. Leonhardt S, Hoppe B, Stengel E, Noll L, Moll J, Bässler C, Dahl A, Buscot F,
Hofrichter M, Kellner H. 2019. Molecular fungal community and its

decomposition activity in sapwood and heartwood of 13 temperate Euro-
pean tree species. PLoS One 14:e0212120. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0212120.

30. Moll J, Kellner H, Leonhardt S, Stengel E, Dahl A, Bässler C, Buscot F,
Hofrichter M, Hoppe B. 2018. Bacteria inhabiting deadwood of 13 tree
species are heterogeneously distributed between sapwood and heart-
wood. Environ Microbiol 20:3744–3756. https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920
.14376.

31. Purahong W, Wubet T, Krüger D, Buscot F. 2018. Molecular evidence
strongly supports deadwood-inhabiting fungi exhibiting unexpected
tree species preferences in temperate forests. ISME J 12:289–295. https://
doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2017.177.

32. Dormann CF, Fründ J, Schaefer HM. 2017. Identifying causes of patterns
in ecological networks: opportunities and limitations. Annu Rev Ecol Evol
Syst 48:559–584. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-110316-022928.

33. Richter DL, Glaeser JA. 2015. Wood decay by Chlorociboria aeruginascens
(Nyl.) Kanouse (Helotiales, Leotiaceae) and associated basidiomycete
fungi. Int Biodeterior Biodegradation 105:239–244. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.ibiod.2015.09.008.

34. Tedersoo L, Partel K, Jairus T, Gates G, Poldmaa K, Tamm H. 2009. Asco-
mycetes associated with ectomycorrhizas: molecular diversity and
ecology with particular reference to the Helotiales. Environ Microbiol
11:3166–3178. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1462-2920.2009.02020.x.

35. Heilmann-Clausen J, Maruyama PK, Bruun HH, Dimitrov D, Laessøe T,
Frøslev TG, Dalsgaard B. 2016. Citizen science data reveal ecological, his-
torical and evolutionary factors shaping interactions between woody
hosts and wood-inhabiting fungi. New Phytol 212:1072–1082. https://doi
.org/10.1111/nph.14194.

36. Käärik AA. 1974. Decomposition of wood, p 146. In Dickinson CH, Pugh
GJF (ed), Biology of plant litter decomposition, Vol 1. Academic Press,
London and New York.

37. Martínez ÁT, Speranza M, Ruiz-Dueñas FJ, Ferreira P, Camarero S, Guillén
F, Martínez MJ, Gutiérrez Suárez A, Río Andrade JCd. 2005. Biodegrada-
tion of lignocellulosics: microbial, chemical, and enzymatic aspects of the
fungal attack of lignin. Int Microbiol 8:195–204.

38. Hoppe B, Kahl T, Karasch P, Wubet T, Bauhus J, Buscot F, Krüger D. 2014. Net-
work analysis reveals ecological links between N-fixing bacteria and wood-
decaying fungi. PLoS One 9:e88141. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone
.0088141.

39. Hoppe B, Krüger D, Kahl T, Arnstadt T, Buscot F, Bauhus J, Wubet T. 2015.
A pyrosequencing insight into sprawling bacterial diversity and commu-
nity dynamics in decaying deadwood logs of Fagus sylvatica and Picea
abies. Sci Rep 5:9456. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep09456.

40. Bonin AS, Boone DR. 2006. The order Methanobacteriales, p 231–243, In
Dworkin M, Falkow S, Rosenberg E, Schleifer KH, Stackebrandt E (ed), The
Prokaryotes. Springer, New York, NY.

41. Anderson CR, Peterson ME, Frampton RA, Bulman SR, Keenan S, Curtin D.
2018. Rapid increases in soil pH solubilise organic matter, dramatically
increase denitrification potential and strongly stimulate microorganisms
from the Firmicutes phylum. PeerJ 6:e6090. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj
.6090.

42. Gómez-Brandón M, Probst M, Siles JA, Peintner U, Bardelli T, Egli M, Insam
H, Ascher-Jenull J. 2020. Fungal communities and their association with
nitrogen-fixing bacteria affect early decomposition of Norway spruce
deadwood. Sci Rep 10:1–11. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64808-5.

43. Johnston SR, Hiscox J, Savoury M, Boddy L, Weightman AJ. 2019. Highly
competitive fungi manipulate bacterial communities in decomposing
beech wood (Fagus sylvatica). FEMS Microbiol Ecol 95:fiy225. https://doi
.org/10.1093/femsec/fiy225.

44. Christofides SR, Hiscox J, Savoury M, Boddy L, Weightman AJ. 2019. Fun-
gal control of early-stage bacterial community development in decom-
posing wood. Fungal Ecol 42:100868. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2019
.100868.

45. Fischer M, Bossdorf O, Gockel S, Hänsel F, Hemp A, Hessenmöller D, Korte
G, Nieschulze J, Pfeiffer S, Prati D, Renner S, Schöning I, Schumacher U,
Wells K, Buscot F, Kalko EKV, Linsenmair KE, Schulze E-D, Weisser WW.
2010. Implementing large-scale and long-term functional biodiversity
research: the biodiversity exploratories. Basic Appl Ecol 11:473–485.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2010.07.009.

46. Noll L, Leonhardt S, Arnstadt T, Hoppe B, Poll C, Matzner E, Hofrichter M,
Kellner H. 2016. Fungal biomass and extracellular enzyme activities in
coarse woody debris of 13 tree species in the early phase of decomposi-
tion. Forest Ecol Manag 378:181–192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016
.07.035.

Moll et al.

January/February 2021 Volume 6 Issue 1 e00856-20 msphere.asm.org 12

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//j

ou
rn

al
s.

as
m

.o
rg

/jo
ur

na
l/m

sp
he

re
 o

n 
14

 A
ug

us
t 2

02
3 

by
 2

a0
2:

90
8:

1d
2:

e3
e0

::e
9f

5.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0083241
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2011.06919.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05516-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms6273
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms6273
https://doi.org/10.1111/een.12808
https://doi.org/10.1111/een.12808
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1188321
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2017.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.0198
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214920
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsoil.2018.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsoil.2018.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2014.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2014.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1221748
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0141-0229(01)00528-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0141-0229(01)00528-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiw179
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00363116
https://doi.org/10.1111/een.12176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0212120
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0212120
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.14376
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.14376
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2017.177
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2017.177
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-110316-022928
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibiod.2015.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibiod.2015.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1462-2920.2009.02020.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14194
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14194
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088141
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088141
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep09456
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.6090
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.6090
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64808-5
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiy225
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiy225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2019.100868
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2019.100868
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2010.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.07.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.07.035
https://msphere.asm.org


47. Ihrmark K, Bodeker ITM, Cruz-Martinez K, Friberg H, Kubartova A, Schenck
J, Strid Y, Stenlid J, Brandstrom-Durling M, Clemmensen KE, Lindahl BD.
2012. New primers to amplify the fungal ITS2 region - evaluation by 454-
sequencing of artificial and natural communities. FEMS Microbiol Ecol
82:666–677. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6941.2012.01437.x.

48. Caporaso JG, Lauber CL, Walters WA, Berg-Lyons D, Lozupone CA,
Turnbaugh PJ, Fierer N, Knight R. 2011. Global patterns of 16S rRNA diver-
sity at a depth of millions of sequences per sample. Proc Natl Acad Sci
U S A 108:4516–4522. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1000080107.

49. Bushnell B, Rood J, Singer E. 2017. BBMerge–accurate paired shotgun read
merging via overlap. PLoS One 12:e0185056. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal
.pone.0185056.

50. V�etrovský T, Baldrian P. 2013. Analysis of soil fungal communities by
amplicon pyrosequencing: current approaches to data analysis and the
introduction of the pipeline SEED. Biol Fertil Soils 49:1027–1037. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00374-013-0801-y.

51. Edgar RC. 2013. UPARSE: highly accurate OTU sequences from microbial
amplicon reads. Nat Methods 10:996–998. https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth
.2604.

52. Schloss PD, Westcott SL, Ryabin T, Hall JR, Hartmann M, Hollister EB,

Lesniewski RA, Oakley BB, Parks DH, Robinson CJ, Sahl JW, Stres B,
Thallinger GG, Van Horn DJ, Weber CF. 2009. Introducing mothur:
open-source, platform-independent, community-supported software
for describing and comparing microbial communities. Appl Environ
Microbiol 75:7537–7541. https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01541-09.

53. O’Hara RB. 2005. Species richness estimators: how many species can dance
on the head of a pin? J Anim Ecology 74:375–386. https://doi.org/10.1111/j
.1365-2656.2005.00940.x.

54. Vazquez DP, Melian CJ, Williams NM, Blüthgen N, Krasnov BR, Poulin R. 2007.
Species abundance and asymmetric interaction strength in ecological net-
works. Oikos 116:1120–1127. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15828.x.

55. Newman MEJ. 2004. Analysis of weighted networks. Phys Rev E 70:
e056131. https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.70.056131.

56. Csardi G, Nepusz T. 2006. The igraph software package for complex net-
work research. InterJ Complex Syst 1695:1–9.

57. Kearse M, Moir R, Wilson A, Stones-Havas S, Cheung M, Sturrock S, Buxton
S, Cooper A, Markowitz S, Duran C, Thierer T, Ashton B, Meintjes P,
Drummond A. 2012. Geneious Basic: an integrated and extendable desktop
software platform for the organization and analysis of sequence data. Bio-
informatics 28:1647–1649. https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts199.

Deadwood-Colonizers Bipartite Networks

January/February 2021 Volume 6 Issue 1 e00856-20 msphere.asm.org 13

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//j

ou
rn

al
s.

as
m

.o
rg

/jo
ur

na
l/m

sp
he

re
 o

n 
14

 A
ug

us
t 2

02
3 

by
 2

a0
2:

90
8:

1d
2:

e3
e0

::e
9f

5.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6941.2012.01437.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1000080107
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185056
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00374-013-0801-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00374-013-0801-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2604
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2604
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01541-09
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2005.00940.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2005.00940.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15828.x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.70.056131
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts199
https://msphere.asm.org

	RESULTS
	DISCUSSION
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Study area and sampling.
	DNA extraction, PCR, and sequencing.
	Bioinformatics.
	Wood traits.
	Network analyses.
	Data availability.

	SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	REFERENCES

