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Summary

1. Plants have a complex immune system that defends them against attackers (e.g. herbivores

and microbial pathogens) but that also regulates the interactions with mutualistic organisms

(e.g. mycorrhizal fungi and plant growth-promoting rhizobacteria). Plants have to respond to

multiple environmental challenges, so they need to integrate both signals associated with biotic

and abiotic stresses in the most appropriate response to survive.

2. Beneficial microbes such as rhizobacteria and mycorrhizal fungi can help plants to ‘deal’

with pathogens and herbivorous insects as well as to tolerate abiotic stress. Therefore, benefi-

cial microbes may play an important role in a changing environment, where abiotic and biotic

stresses on plants are expected to increase. The effects of beneficial microbes on herbivores are

highly context-dependent, but little is known on what is driving such dependency. Recent evi-

dence shows that abiotic stresses such as changes in soil nutrients, drought and salt stress, as

well as ozone can modify the outcome of plant–microbe–insect interactions.
3. Here, we review how abiotic stress can affect plant–microbe, plant–insect and plant–
microbe–insect interactions, and the role of the network of plant signal-transduction pathways

in regulating such interactions.

4. Most of the studies on the effects of abiotic stress on plant–microbe–insect interactions

show that the effects of microbes on herbivores (positive or negative) are strengthened under

stressful conditions. We propose that, at least in part, this is due to the crosstalk of the differ-

ent plant signalling pathways triggered by each stress individually. By understanding the

cross-regulation mechanisms we may be able to predict the possible outcomes of plant-

microbe–insect interactions under particular abiotic stress conditions. We also propose that

microbes can help plants to deal with insects mainly under conditions that compromise

efficient activation of plant defences.

5. In the context of global change, it is crucial to understand how abiotic stresses will affect spe-

cies interactions, especially those interactions that are beneficial for plants. The final aim of this

review is to stimulate studies unravelling when these ‘beneficial’ microbes really benefit a plant.

Key-words: abiotic stress, abscisic acid, below- and above-ground interactions, climate

change, cross-talk, induced systemic resistance, microbial symbiosis, mycorrhiza, plant growth

promoting rhizobacteria, plant signalling

Introduction

Plants live in complex environments where they interact

with multiple detrimental organisms such as herbivorous

insects and microbial pathogens, but also with beneficial

organisms, such as carnivorous insects that reduce herbi-

vore pressure and beneficial fungi and rhizobacteria (Pie-

terse & Dicke 2007; Dicke, van Loon & Soler 2009; Pineda

et al. 2010). Additionally, plants in nature are exposed to

multiple abiotic stress factors (e.g. nutrient deficiency,
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extreme temperatures and drought), some of which are

predicted to increase in severity with global environmental

change (Fig. 1). A large body of research has demon-

strated how abiotic factors can affect population size, com-

munity dynamics and the physiology of different

organisms, from herbivorous insects to beneficial microbes.

However, an emerging new issue is how environmental

changes will affect the interactions between plants and

multiple organisms (Tylianakis et al. 2008; van der Putten,

Macel & Visser 2010), such as microbe–plant, plant–insect

and plant–microbe–insect interactions.

The symbioses of plants with beneficial microbes (e.g.

endophytes, mycorrhizal fungi, and plant growth-promot-

ing rhizobacteria) are mostly mutualistic and can be con-

sidered as nutritional and/or defensive mutualisms

depending on whether the plant receives nutrients or pro-

tection against attackers in exchange for offering shelter or

food to its partner. Most groups of beneficial microbes are

located in the rhizosphere, although there are also fungal

and bacterial endophytes that colonize the phyllosphere.

Several of these beneficial microbes are able to promote

plant growth and to enhance tolerance to abiotic stress

(Berendsen, Pieterse & Bakker 2012). Additionally, they

can suppress pathogens locally and induce systemic resis-

tance (ISR) against a broad range of diseases and herbivo-

rous insects (Sanchez et al. 2005; Pozo & Azcon-Aguilar

2007; van Wees, van der Ent & Pieterse 2008; van der Ent,

van Wees & Pieterse 2009b; Pineda et al. 2010; Partida-

Martinez & Heil 2011; Zamioudis & Pieterse 2012). How-

ever, it is recognized that the interactions of plants with

‘beneficial’ microbes may range along a continuum from

mutualism to parasitism (Hoeksema et al. 2010), that is

with positive or negative effects on plant growth. This

continuum is also evident in plant–microbe–insect interac-

tions, where a range of positive and negative plant-

mediated effects of microbes on herbivores can be

observed (Gehring & Bennett 2009; Koricheva, Gange &

Jones 2009; Pineda et al. 2010). A major question is what

the reasons are for these conditional outcomes (Koricheva,

Gange & Jones 2009; Partida-Martinez & Heil 2011), and

clearly both biotic (e.g. plant and microbe genotype, insect

feeding guild, degree of insect specialization) and abiotic

factors are modulating the final plant-mediated effects of

microbes on herbivores (Pineda et al. 2010). The knowl-

edge of what is driving this context-dependency is crucial

if we want to be able to predict the outcome of a certain

interaction, and here, we aim to highlight the role of

abiotic factors in such dependency.

Interestingly, the plant interactions with beneficial and

detrimental organisms, as well as the plant responses to

abiotic stresses, are all finely regulated through a complex

network of signal-transduction pathways (Fujita et al.

2006; Pieterse et al. 2012). Exciting recent advances high-

light that signalling pathways that regulate the plant

responses to biotic and abiotic stresses have common reg-

ulators (Fujita et al. 2006; Atkinson & Urwin 2012; Lee

& Luan 2012) that may allow the plant to prioritize the

different responses when the plant is facing multiple

simultaneous stresses. By understanding how biotic and

abiotic factors affect the plant signal-transduction path-

ways and the responses they regulate, we may be able to

predict how plant–microbe, plant–insect and plant–

microbe–insect interactions will respond to a changing

environment.
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Fig. 1. Plant-mediated interactions between beneficial microbes, insects and abiotic stress. Beneficial microbes can induce systemic resis-

tance against herbivorous insects and tolerance to abiotic stress. Both biotic and abiotic factors can also affect microbial symbiosis via

changes in plant physiology and root exudation. How well a plant integrates the response to protect itself from both types of stresses and

to accommodate the symbiont microbes will determine its success in a changing environment. Adapted from Pineda et al. (2010).
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Signal-transduction pathways regulating plant
responses to biotic and abiotic stresses

To protect themselves against biotic and abiotic stresses

while accommodating beneficial interactions, plants have

evolved a highly sophisticated network of signal-trans-

duction pathways that are regulated by different phyto-

hormones (Pieterse et al. 2012). It is well established

that plant responses to biotic stresses such as herbivory

and pathogen attack are mainly regulated by the phyto-

hormones jasmonic acid (JA) and salicylic acid (SA).

The SA-dependent pathway is induced by (and mainly

effective against) biotrophic pathogens and phloem-feed-

ing insects, whereas the JA-dependent pathway is mainly

induced by necrotrophic pathogens and chewing insects

(Walling 2000; Glazebrook 2005; Pozo, Van Loon &

Pieterse 2005; de Vos et al. 2005; Pieterse et al. 2012).

Additionally, these hormones also regulate interactions

of plants with beneficial organisms such as the herbi-

vore-induced attraction of parasitoids (Girling et al.

2008; Snoeren, Van Poecke & Dicke 2009) or the sym-

biosis with microbes (Pozo &Azcon-Aguilar 2007; Gut-

jahr & Paszkowski 2009; Hause & Schaarschmidt 2009),

and even the plant-mediated effect of soil microbes on

parasitoid attraction above-ground (Pineda et al. 2012a).

In general, the JA- and SA-signalling pathways are con-

sidered mutually antagonistic (Pieterse et al. 2012; Tha-

ler, Humphrey & Whiteman 2012). In contrast, plant

responses to abiotic stress, especially the osmotic stress

that is imposed by drought and salinity, are mainly reg-

ulated by the phytohormone abscisic acid (ABA)

(Christmann et al. 2006). However, there is an increas-

ing awareness that JA and SA play an important role

in responses to abiotic stress too (Peleg & Blumwald

2011). Indeed, whereas the JA-signalling pathway con-

tributes to plant tolerance to drought and salinity (Seo

et al. 2011; Ismail, Riemann & Nick 2012), SA has also

been recognized as a regulatory signal mediating plant

responses to drought and osmotic stress (Borsani, Val-

puesta & Botella 2001), chilling (Kang & Saltveit 2002)

and heat stress (Larkindale et al. 2005).

Now, we know that the regulation of stress responses is

far more complex. Plants use pathways regulated by other

phytohormones such as ethylene (ET), auxins, gibberellins,

cytokinins and brassinosteroids to shape distinct response

patterns through complex positive and negative interactions

(Koornneef & Pieterse 2008; Robert-Seilaniantz, Grant &

Jones 2011; Erb, Meldau & Howe 2012; Pieterse et al.

2012). Indeed, ABA, besides its role as major regulator of

abiotic stress responses, plays a major role in the regulation

of plant defences against pathogens (Mauch-Mani &

Mauch 2005; Ton, Flors & Mauch-Mani 2009; Beattie

2011; S�anchez-Vallet et al. 2012) and herbivorous insects

(Thaler & Bostock 2004; Bodenhausen & Reymond 2007;

Erb et al. 2009, 2011; Verhage 2011; Pineda et al. 2012b),

possibly by interfering with other signalling pathways (Fuj-

ita et al. 2006; Atkinson & Urwin 2012). For example, in

Arabidopsis, the JA-signalling pathway has two main

branches, one effective against herbivorous insects and the

other against necrotrophic pathogens, differentially regu-

lated by the transcription factors MYC2 and ERF1, respec-

tively (Anderson et al. 2004; Lorenzo et al. 2004).

Interestingly, whereas ABA is a positive regulator of the

MYC2 branch, ET is a positive regulator of the ERF1

branch. Exciting advances have recently shown that after

herbivory by leaf chewers, there is an ABA induction that

activates the MYC2-branch and represses genes in the

ERF-branch (Bodenhausen & Reymond 2007; Verhage

2011), the MYC2 branch being more effective at repelling

the chewing herbivore (Verhage et al. 2011). Furthermore,

ABA may be crucial for the interactions of plants with

mutualistic microbes. A functional ABA-signalling path-

way has been shown to be required in tomato for a success-

ful mycorrhization (Mart�ın-Rodr�ıguez et al. 2011).

Additionally, rhizobacteria-mediated ISR against patho-

gens requires functional expression of different regulators

related to ABA signalling such as the transcription factors

MYC2 and OCP3 (Pozo et al. 2008; Ramirez et al. 2010) or

the ABA synthase ABA1/IBS3 (van der Ent et al. 2009a) as

well as limited watering (pers. obs.), known to trigger ABA

accumulation.

As depicted in Fig. 2, the response to different stresses

shares common regulatory elements, among them the sig-

nalling pathways regulated by defence-related phytohor-

mones. Through synergistic and antagonistic effects, the

so-called phytohormone crosstalk allows the plant to priori-

tize the responses in the case of simultaneous stresses. Cros-

stalk is considered to provide a plant a powerful regulatory

system to meet with the different threats that it faces during

its life (Spoel, Johnson & Dong 2007; Koornneef & Pieterse

2008). Thus, crosstalk at the plant-signalling level may have

ecological consequences for plant tolerance to multiple

stresses and may constitute a driving force for the dynamics

of insect and microbial populations. After perceiving a first

attack, plants modify several molecular and chemical traits

that, via crosstalk, may alter plant response to subsequent

attackers leading to induced resistance or induced suscepti-

bility (de Vos et al. 2006; Spoel, Johnson & Dong 2007;

Poelman et al. 2008; Zhang et al. 2009; Soler et al. 2012). It

may, therefore, be expected that after experiencing a certain

abiotic stress, the plant activates signalling pathways that

will interact with those triggered by herbivores and

microbes. The ABA-signalling pathway is an excellent can-

didate to be mediating such effects. Integrating all this

information will be needed to predict the impact of environ-

mental changes on phytohormone homoeostasis and,

finally, on the interaction of plants with microbes, insects or

in the plant-mediated effects of microbes on insects.

Beneficial microbes can alter plant responses
to multiple stresses

The symbioses of the plant with beneficial microorganisms

result in important changes in the plant physiology that
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are frequently related to plant growth and development,

but they also have an important impact on the plant’s abil-

ity to cope with stress. In fact the induction of tolerance/

resistance to stresses may explain the perpetuation of plant

–microbe symbioses in conditions where there are no nutri-

tional benefits for the plant (Smith et al. 2009).

BENEF IC IAL M ICROBES CAN INDUCE RES ISTANCE OR

SUSCEPT IB I L ITY TO HERB IVORES

In addition to locally suppressing pathogens via competi-

tion or via the production of antibiotics and siderophores,

beneficial soilborne microbes can enhance plant resistance

against a wide range of pathogens and herbivores in

systemic plant tissues. The mechanisms regulating the

plant interaction with beneficial microbes, and those

underlying the effect of these interactions on organisms

deleterious for the plant, are shared by taxonomically dif-

ferent groups of beneficial microbes (van Wees, van der

Ent & Pieterse 2008; van der Ent, van Wees & Pieterse

2009b; Pineda et al. 2010; Partida-Martinez & Heil 2011;

Zamioudis & Pieterse 2012). The best-studied example of

the induction of resistance by beneficial soil microbes is

that triggered by plant growth-promoting rhizobacteria in
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Fig. 2. Signalling events in plants triggered upon perception of abiotic or biotic (attackers and beneficial microbes) stress signals. These

stresses are perceived by specific cellular receptors, and then overlapping signalling cascades are activated to regulate the appropriate

defence response, finally leading to plant tolerance or resistance to abiotic or biotic stress. (MAMP/PAMP/HAMP, microbe/pathogen/her-

bivore associated molecular patterns; Ca++, calcium ions; ROS, reactive oxygen species; RNS, reactive nitrogen species; VOC, volatile

organic compounds).
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Arabidopsis thaliana. ISR has been mainly studied against

microbial pathogens, and it is characterized by priming of

the plant for a more efficient activation of defence

responses regulated by the JA/ET-signalling pathways

(Pozo et al. 2008; van der Ent, van Wees & Pieterse

2009b). Priming is a phenomenon that can be elicited by

beneficial microbes, but also by pathogens, herbivores and

selected synthetic compounds and that provides plants

with an enhanced capacity for rapid and effective activa-

tion of cellular defence responses to combat pathogen or

insect attack (Conrath et al. 2006; Pastor et al. 2012). Typ-

ically, priming is characterized by accelerated defence-

related gene expression only once primed plants are

attacked by a pathogen or an insect, and as a consequence,

priming is less costly for the plant than the expression of

constitutive and, to a lesser extent, induced defences (van

Hulten et al. 2006). Although the mechanisms of ISR

against herbivores also involve priming of JA-dependent

responses (van Oosten et al. 2008; Pineda et al. 2012b),

other, yet unknown, mechanisms are important as well

(Valenzuela-Soto et al. 2010). It has been proposed that

the priming of plant defences by beneficial micro-organ-

isms is a consequence of the modulation of the plant

immune system associated with the establishment of the

symbiosis that implies changes in defence-related signalling

(Pozo & Azcon-Aguilar 2007; Zamioudis & Pieterse 2012).

These changes may have a significant impact on plant–

insect interactions. Thus, an integrative approach is needed

to understand the plant–microbe–insect interactions, where

the mechanism by which the microbe interacts with the

plant will subsequently affect the plant–insect interaction.

It is important to note that the outcome of the interac-

tions with beneficial microbes may not always be beneficial

for the plant if the cost of maintaining the symbiosis out-

weighs its benefits (Hoeksema et al. 2010). In the context

of plant–microbe–insect interactions, the outcome of the

plant-mediated interaction between soilborne microbes

and herbivores may be positive for the herbivore (Gehring

& Bennett 2009; Koricheva, Gange & Jones 2009; Pineda

et al. 2010), even when higher trophic levels are considered

(Pineda et al. 2012a). The best-known effect of beneficial

microbes is the promotion of plant growth and the

improvement of the nutritional status of plants. Therefore,

the effect of a certain microbe on herbivore performance

will be the result of a balance between a positive effect via

the improved quality and quantity of their host plant, and

a negative effect of the induction of resistance mechanisms

(Bennett, Alers-Garcia & Bever 2006; Gehring & Bennett

2009; Koricheva, Gange & Jones 2009; Pineda et al. 2010).

The final outcome will then depend on several biotic fac-

tors such as microbial identity or plant genotype, but also

on the abiotic environment (Pineda et al. 2010).

A general pattern has been proposed for effects of

mycorrhizal associations under ecological settings, based

on the feeding behaviour and degree of specialization of

the herbivorous insect (Gehring & Bennett 2009; Koriche-

va, Gange & Jones 2009). Mycorrhizal fungi generally

have a negative effect on generalist leaf chewers and neu-

tral or positive effect on specialist leaf chewers and phloem

feeders. This pattern seems to correlate with the spectrum

of action of the plant defence response (Pozo & Azcon-

Aguilar 2007). Potentially, induced resistance is mediated

by an induction of secondary metabolites that are toxic for

generalist herbivores, while not negatively affecting special-

ist herbivores. Additionally, whereas leaf chewers ingest

and promote the toxicity of certain metabolites during cell

rupture, phloem feeders avoid cell damage and feed on

phloem sap, which contains lower levels of toxic

compounds.

Interestingly, our studies with the plant growth-promot-

ing rhizobacteria Pseudomonas fluorescens and the model

plant Arabidopsis thaliana confirm the pattern described

previously for mycorrhiza–plant–insect interactions in eco-

logical systems. Rhizobacterial colonization induces sys-

temic resistance against the generalist caterpillar

Spodoptera exigua, whereas it does not affect the growth

of the specialist Pieris rapae (van Oosten et al. 2008). ISR

was associated with priming for an enhanced expression of

genes regulated by the JA/ET-signalling pathway (van

Oosten et al. 2008). In contrast, rhizobacterial colonization

did not affect the performance of the specialist aphid Brev-

icoryne brassicae, whereas it enhanced the intrinsic growth

rate of the generalist aphid Myzus persicae (Pineda et al.

2012b). Interestingly, this positive effect on the generalist

aphid species occurred even though priming for an

enhanced expression of the JA-biosynthesis gene LOX2

was observed in rhizobacteria-colonized plants. Aphid

feeding imposes water stress on the host (Cabrera et al.

1995), and accordingly, the expression of the ABA biosyn-

thetic gene ABA1 was induced upon M. persicae herbiv-

ory. However, plants that were previously colonized by

rhizobacteria did not show such activation (Pineda et al.

2012b), which may suggest that these plants are less

affected by water stress. This result highlights the impor-

tance of considering both microbially induced resistance to

biotic stress and induced tolerance to abiotic stress when

evaluating the effects of beneficial microbes on plant–insect

interactions.

BENEF IC IAL M ICROBES INDUCE TOLERANCE TO

ABIOT IC STRESS

Beneficial microbes may also induce host tolerance to abi-

otic stresses in the soil, such as the presence of heavy met-

als, the lack of nutrients, drought and salinity (Auge 2001;

Dimkpa, Weinand & Asch 2009; Yang, Kloepper & Ryu

2009; Aroca et al. 2013; Ruiz-Lozano et al. 2012), as well

as to above-ground abiotic stresses such as high CO2, heat

or light stress (Compant, van der Heijden & Sessitsch

2010; Davitt, Stansberry & Rudgers 2010). It is notewor-

thy that the environmental conditions in the natural habi-

tat of particular plants may influence whether a mutualism

increases tolerance to abiotic stress or not (Compant, van

der Heijden & Sessitsch 2010). For instance, colonization
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by the endophyte Neotyphodium increased regrowth after

drought in a Lolium perenne genotype from a dry area, but

not in a genotype from a wet area (Hesse et al. 2004).

Thus, when searching for microbial strains to induce toler-

ance to abiotic stress, it is important to search under the

conditions where both plant and microbe are naturally

experiencing the stress of interest.

One clear effect of the beneficial soil microbiota is the

increase in root growth and the alteration of root architec-

ture. The improvement of the root system may enhance

tolerance to nutrient deficiencies and drought (Yang,

Kloepper & Ryu 2009) by increasing the volume of soil to

be explored in the search for nutrients and water. Interest-

ingly, these root modifications are partly mediated by

changes in phytohormone levels associated with the micro-

bial colonization. Altered hormone levels may explain the

differential response of symbiotic plants to stress. For

example, mycorrhizal plants usually have altered ABA lev-

els, and ABA is essential for the enhanced tolerance to abi-

otic stress that is induced by mycorrhizal fungi (Aroca

et al. 2008). Rhizobacteria may also alter phytohormone

levels under stress conditions. For example, ET production

increases under some abiotic stresses such as drought,

reducing plant growth. Under drought stress rhizobacteria

can produce ACC deaminases that degrade the ET precur-

sor ACC, thereby decreasing ET content and restoring

normal plant growth (Glick et al. 2007).

Plant interactions with insects and microbes in
a changing environment

Previously, we have summarized how beneficial microbes

may modify the outcome of plant–insect interactions and

impact plant tolerance/resistance to different stresses. In

this section, we discuss the interactions in the opposite

direction: how abiotic stresses can affect plant–microbe

and plant–insect interactions, and ultimately, how abiotic

stresses can alter the plant-mediated effect of the microbe

on the insect.

PLANT-BENEF IC IAL M ICROBE SYMB IOSES IN A

CHANGING ENV IRONMENT

For a beneficial microbe to enhance plant tolerance to a

particular stress, the plant–microbe symbiosis needs to be

functional under such stress conditions. Abiotic stresses can

affect beneficial microbes directly, or indirectly via changes

in the host plant physiology and/or root exudation (Com-

pant, van der Heijden & Sessitsch 2010; Aroca et al. 2013;

Chakraborty, Pangga & Roper 2012). Several studies have

recently reviewed the effects of climate change on the inter-

actions of plants with beneficial microbes (Compant, van

der Heijden & Sessitsch 2010; Pritchard 2011; Chakraborty,

Pangga & Roper 2012). The majority of studies show that

elevated CO2 has a positive influence on the abundance of

mycorrhizal fungi, whereas the effects on rhizobacteria and

endophytes are more variable (Compant, van der Heijden

& Sessitsch 2010). In contrast, drought and soil salinity

seem to decrease the abundance of beneficial microbes

(Auge 2001; Juniper & Abbott 2006; Compant, van der

Heijden & Sessitsch 2010). The effects of increased tempera-

ture are highly variable for all groups of microbes, but for

mycorrhizal fungi most studies suggest an increase in their

abundance. Soil pH is also an important determinant not

only of microbial populations (Rousk et al. 2010) but also

of microbial activity, affecting, for example, symbiotic effi-

ciency in mycorrhizae (Hayman & Tavares 1985). Collec-

tively, these reviews show that abiotic stresses can modify

the abundance and composition of soil microbial communi-

ties and, consequently, their effects on the plants.

A well-established symbiosis with mycorrhizal fungi or

rhizobacteria is the first prerequisite to observe a beneficial

effect of microbes on plants, and in some cases, a threshold

of colonization is required (Raaijmakers et al. 1995; Cor-

dier et al. 1998). Therefore, abiotic stresses that affect the

microbial colonization of the roots may impair the micro-

bial induction of ISR. However, a better microbial coloni-

zation may not necessarily result in a stronger induced

resistance. For instance, a rise in CO2 increases ryegrass

(Lolium perenne) colonization by the endophyte Neotypho-

dium lolii but decreases the concentration of alkaloids

(Brosi et al. 2011), which are the toxic compounds that

mediate the resistance conferred by these endophytes. Sim-

ilarly, we would expect plant fitness to be enhanced when

environmental changes lead to an increase in symbiont

abundance, but this seems to occur only when the limiting

factor for plant growth is the same that the symbiosis is

alleviating (Compant, van der Heijden & Sessitsch 2010).

Changes in the microbial community composition will

affect herbivores, because combinations of certain strains

or species of bacteria and mycorrhiza have synergistic

effects whereas others have antagonistic effects (Gange,

Brown & Aplin 2003; Saravanakumar et al. 2008). The

importance of the microbial community composition can

also be observed for the interactions of plants with mem-

bers of the third trophic level, for example parasitoids. For

example, depending on the combination of mycorrhizal

species colonizing Leucanthemum vulgare plants, parasitism

of the leaf miner Chromatomyia syngenesiae by the parasit-

oid Diglyphus isaea was enhanced or reduced (Gange,

Brown & Aplin 2003). Therefore, understanding how envi-

ronmental conditions affect microbial communities may

shed some light on how herbivore communities respond to

environmental changes.

PLANT – INSECT INTERACT IONS IN A CHANGING

ENV IRONMENT

Recent studies have reviewed the effects of climate change

on interactions between plants and herbivorous insects

(Massad & Dyer 2010; Thomson, Macfadyen & Hoffmann

2010; Cornelissen 2011; Robinson, Ryan & Newman

2012). Global climate change is expected to lead to an

increase in herbivory, particularly by generalist insects
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(Massad & Dyer 2010). However, different abiotic stresses

have different effects on herbivores probably depending, at

least in part, on the changes in the quality of the host

plants as food source.

The effects of the best-studied abiotic stresses, that is ele-

vated CO2 and drought, on herbivorous insects seem to

depend on the insect-feeding guild. Drought and high CO2

generally improve the performance of phloem feeders and

decrease the performance of chewing herbivores (Koriche-

va, Larsson & Haukioja 1998; Khan, Ulrichs & Mewis

2010; Robinson, Ryan & Newman 2012). Exceptions to

this pattern are, however, common in the literature, and

the factors responsible still need to be elucidated. In the

case of drought, the intensity and phenology of the stress

seems to be crucial (Huberty & Denno 2004; Mody,

Eichenberger & Dorn 2009; Jactel et al. 2012). Changes in

carbon, nitrogen and their associated defensive compounds

have been proposed to mediate the effects of abiotic stres-

ses on herbivores. For instance, an increase in CO2 leads

to an increase in plants of the C : N ratio and phenolics,

which are carbon-based defensive compounds that may

negatively affect leaf chewers (Robinson, Ryan & Newman

2012). In contrast, in a CO2-rich atmosphere the levels of

free amino acids in the phloem sap decrease, but aphids

compensate for this by ingesting more phloem sap to the

extent that aphid growth increases (Sun, Jing & Ge 2009).

Little information is available on whether changes in

plant signalling are important for the plant-mediated

effects of abiotic stress on herbivores, but some experimen-

tal evidence suggest such a role. UV-B radiation reduces

thrips damage and oviposition by leaf chewers, and these

effects are dependent on a functional JA-signalling path-

way (Caputo, Rutitzky & Ballare 2006; Demkura et al.

2010). Similarly, light regulates through JA signalling the

secretion of extrafloral nectar, an indirect defence mecha-

nism against herbivores (Radhika et al. 2010). Addition-

ally, changes in JA have been proposed to mediate the

increased susceptibility to leaf and root chewers under high

CO2 conditions (Zavala et al. 2008). These first reports

should stimulate further studies on the effects of abiotic

stress on plant signal-transduction and the consequences

for plant–insect interactions.

An additional level of complexity is the influence of abi-

otic stress on parasitoids and predators of herbivores. For

example, caterpillar parasitism decreases when climate var-

iability increases (Stireman et al. 2005). The effects of abi-

otic stress on the third trophic level can be mediated by

changes in the herbivorous hosts, or by changes in the

emission of herbivore-induced plant volatiles (HIPV) used

by the carnivores as cues to locate their hosts. Abiotic fac-

tors such as temperature, drought, nutrients, ozone and

CO2 can alter the emission of HIPV (Gouinguene & Tur-

lings 2002; Holopainen & Gershenzon 2010). As an exam-

ple, ozone modified the emission of HIPV by cabbage

plants infested with the caterpillar Plutella xylostella,

thereby altering the preference of the parasitoid Cotesia

vestalis (Pinto, Nerg & Holopainen 2007).

Abiotic factors such as nutrient supply or drought can

also determine whether the interaction between two herbi-

vores results in competition or facilitation (Gange &

Brown 1989; Staley et al. 2011). Interestingly, this can even

occur between herbivores that are located above- and

below-ground (Gange & Brown 1989; Staley et al. 2007;

Erb et al. 2011). For instance, root feeding in corn by

Diabrotica virgifera induces resistance against the chewing

herbivore Spodoptera littoralis above-ground, but only

under drought stress conditions (Erb et al. 2011). Interest-

ingly, in this study, water stress enhanced the induction

upon above-ground herbivory of defence genes related to

the biosynthesis of ABA and the antifeedant DIMBOA.

These studies highlight the importance of abiotic factors

such as water stress in mediating above-ground and below-

ground interactions between herbivores (Masters, Brown

& Gange 1993) and support the idea of abiotic factors

affecting plant-mediated interactions between mutualistic

microbes and herbivores.

PLANT –MICROBE – INSECT INTERACT IONS IN A

CHANGING ENV IRONMENT

In the previous sections, we have addressed the effects of

abiotic stresses, which are predicted to increase with cli-

mate change, on the interactions of plants with microbes

and with insects. The next question is whether abiotic fac-

tors affect the plant-mediated effects of microbes on herbi-

vores. This research field is still in its infancy and there are

only studies on beneficial fungi (i.e. mycorrhizae and other

endophytes) while nothing is known for plant growth-pro-

moting rhizobacteria or nodulating rhizobia. However,

there is evidence that indeed abiotic stress may strengthen

certain microbial effects on plant resistance. Although a

few studies have explored how stresses such as salinity

(Younginger, Barnouti & Moon 2009), ozone (Manninen

et al. 2000), or CO2 (Marks & Lincoln 1996) affect plant–

microbe–insect interactions, to date most of our knowl-

edge on this topic is centred on the effects of nutrient levels

and drought.

Soil nutrient content plays an important role in plant–

insect interactions with mycorrhizal fungi and fungal endo-

phytes, with contrasting effects between the two groups of

microbes. Mycorrhizal fungi can have positive or negative

effects on herbivores, but such effects are not observed

when the soil is supplemented with phosphorous (Boro-

wicz 1997; Gange, Bower & Brown 1999) or nitrogen

(Gange & Nice 1997; Manninen, Holopainen & Holopai-

nen 1998). In contrast to mycorrhizal fungi, the negative

effect of fungal endophytes on herbivore performance is

strengthened by the addition of nitrogen or an NPK fertil-

izer, probably by promoting increased synthesis by the

endophyte of the nitrogen-based alkaloids that are toxic

for the herbivores (Lehtonen, Helander & Saikkonen 2005;

Vesterlund et al. 2011).

The relevance of drought as regulator for plant–microbe

–insect interactions to date has only been demonstrated
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for fungal endophytes (Vidal 1996; Bultman & Bell 2003;

Miranda, Omacini & Chaneton 2011; Vesterlund et al.

2011; Yule, Woolley & Rudgers 2011). Most of these stud-

ies evaluated the effects on phloem feeders (see Bultman &

Bell 2003 and Vesterlund et al. 2011 for other herbivores),

which generally are negatively affected by endophyte infec-

tion only under certain level of drought stress (Bultman &

Bell 2003). For instance, the negative effect of the endo-

phyte Neotyphodium coenophialu on the aphid Rhopalosip-

hum padi was only present when plants recovered from the

stress but not when the plants were continuously under

water stress (Bultman & Bell 2003). Such effects may be

related to the concentration of loline alkaloids, toxic for

aphids, which was higher in previously stressed plants

(Wilkinson et al. 2000). Whether drought affects plant–

insect interactions with microbes that do not produce alka-

loids, and how herbivores other than phloem feeders

would respond remains to be elucidated.

Even less attention has been paid to the modification of

multitrophic interactions between microbes, plants, herbi-

vores and their natural enemies by abiotic stresses. To our

knowledge, the first study addressing this aspect has been

recently published (Yule, Woolley & Rudgers 2011), with

the endophyte Neotyphodium PauTG-1 colonizing the

grass Poa autumnalis, and assessing the effects on the

aphid Rhopalosiphum padi and on its parasitoid Aphelinus

spp. Under field conditions, a moderate water-stress treat-

ment strengthened the positive effect of endophytes on

plant biomass and parasitoid incidence, which was lost

under a high-watering regime. Interestingly, the water

stress applied did not affect plant biomass of endophyte-

free plants. These results suggest that a plant response to a

moderate abiotic stress may affect plant–microbe–insect

interactions, independently of effects on plant growth.

Are beneficial microbes recruited under
unfavourable conditions?

We believe that symbiotic microbes are beneficial for

plants mainly when plants need help, and this need will

be determined, at least in part, by the occurrence of

biotic and abiotic stresses. There is enough evidence

that beneficial microbes are initially perceived as hostile

organisms, and accordingly, the plant responds as to a

potential enemy. Later on, upon mutual recognition, the

plant switches off the defence response and a symbiotic

program is started (Pozo & Azcon-Aguilar 2007; Zami-

oudis & Pieterse 2012). Such a switch might be deter-

mined by plant needs. It is well documented that

several symbionts only benefit their host plants under

limiting conditions, where the benefit may outweigh the

costs of maintaining the symbiosis (Hoeksema et al.

2010). For example, as the main benefit of the

mycorrhizal symbiosis is an improved phosphorous

acquisition, under low phosphate conditions the plant

promotes the interaction and switches on a symbiotic

program. In contrast, high phosphate levels inhibit the

activation of symbiotic genes and reduce mycorrhizal

colonization (Breuillin et al. 2010). As previously dis-

cussed, beneficial microbes can also play a crucial role

in plant survival and/or fitness by priming defence

mechanisms. It is possible then that microbial symbioses

are promoted under stressful environmental conditions

to improve stress resistance.

Interestingly, studies with disease-suppressive soils

have shown that a strong disease outbreak is required

for the onset of the suppressiveness (Mendes et al.

2011), which may support the idea of beneficial

microbes being recruited after attack. There is evidence

that upon above-ground herbivory, mycorrhizal coloni-

zation can increase (Kula, Hartnett & Wilson 2005),

although it may revert after intense herbivory (Gehring

& Bennett 2009). Recently, the first proof of rhizobacte-

ria recruitment upon above-ground herbivory has been

published (Yang et al. 2011; Lee, Lee & Ryu 2012).

The mechanisms that explain how the microbe–plant

symbiosis is enhanced after the plant perceives a certain

stress are only now starting to be uncovered. Exciting

advances have shown that plants can ‘cry for help’

below-ground via the production of compounds that

attract enemies of root herbivores (Rasmann et al. 2005)

or that enhance the root colonization by beneficial

microbes (Rudrappa et al. 2008; Lopez-Raez, Pozo &

Garcia-Garrido 2011; Neal et al. 2012). For instance,

pathogen attack on Arabidopsis leaves increased the root

exudation of malic acid and this led to the recruitment

of the PGPR Bacillus subtilis (Rudrappa et al. 2008).

Phytohormones may also play a role. For example, an

increase in JA after repeated mechanical damage above-

ground that partially simulates herbivory damage seems

to enhance mycorrhizal colonization of roots in Medica-

go truncatula (Landgraf, Schaarschmidt & Hause 2012).

Help may be also requested under abiotic stress con-

ditions. Exciting research about a new group of plant

hormones, strigolactones, showed that plants increase

their production under phosphorous-limiting conditions

(Lopez-Raez, Pozo & Garcia-Garrido 2011). Interest-

ingly, these hormones have several functions. In the rhi-

zosphere, they are key signalling molecules in the

establishment of the mycorrhizal symbiosis, ultimately

improving the plant’s capacity to acquire phosphorous.

Within the plant, they regulate shoot branching and

root architecture, which may indirectly affect plant tol-

erance to abiotic stress (Lopez-Raez, Pozo & Garcia-

Garrido 2011). Remarkably, under salt stress, mycorrhi-

zal plants increase the production of strigolactones

(Aroca et al. 2013). The synthesis of these hormones is

regulated by ABA (Lopez-Raez et al. 2010); thus, it is

tempting to speculate that abiotic stress may increase

strigolactone production to promote the mycorrhizal

symbiosis and alleviate stress. As plants in nature are

simultaneously affected by biotic and abiotic stresses, it

would not be surprising if the production of compounds

that favour beneficial plant–microbe symbioses are
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further enhanced when perceiving both biotic and abi-

otic stresses.

Future perspectives

Plants are members of complex communities formed by

multiple species of insects and microbes that may be det-

rimental or beneficial for the plant and be located above-

or below-ground. Unfortunately, plant–microbe and plant

–insect interactions have long been studied in isolation.

However, exciting discoveries in the last decade show that

plant responses to microbes and insects share important

similarities and common regulators, and in recent years,

these research fields have been frequently connected (e.g.

Pieterse & Dicke 2007). However, the connection of these

two research fields has mainly been based on individual

microbe and herbivore species. Accordingly, there is still

a big gap (Box 1) on how microbes affect insects at the

community level, including herbivores from different feed-

ing guilds and insects of higher trophic levels (i.e.

carnivores).

Moreover, plants in nature are simultaneously exposed

to biotic and abiotic stresses. Again, plant responses to

these two types of stresses have traditionally been studied

separately, but recent discoveries illustrate that the signal-

ling cascades activated in response to both biotic and abi-

otic stresses are similar and that they interact through

common regulatory nodes, opening a plethora of possible

mechanistic interactions (e.g. Atkinson & Urwin 2012).

This review was motivated by those recent findings show-

ing how plant responses to biotic and abiotic stresses may

interact, with ecological consequences at several trophic

levels (e.g. Holopainen & Gershenzon 2010). There is evi-

dence for abiotic stress affecting plant–microbe and plant–

insect interactions, but much less explored is the influence

of abiotic stress on the plant-mediated effects of microbes

on insects. The challenge that climate change is imposing

to plant growth in natural and agricultural ecosystems

urges for studies of the effects of abiotic stress on two- and

three-way interactions between plants, microbes and

insects.

A microbial community approach is necessary when

addressing plant–microbe–insect interactions. Recent evi-

dence on disease-suppressive soils highlight that plant

protection against pathogens is provided by a consor-

tium of bacteria rather than by single strains (Mendes

et al. 2011; Berendsen, Pieterse & Bakker 2012). The

diversity of microbes is enormous and, although it is dif-

ficult to visualize, each strain that has been selected in a

certain environment should have a particular biological

function. Different microbial symbionts have different

effects on plants, and it will be fascinating if plants

under certain stresses favour those symbiotic relation-

ships that increase their ability to deal with the inducing

stress.

As our knowledge on the mechanisms regulating plant

responses to biotic and abiotic factors increases, we can

increase the complexity of our study systems. By doing so,

we will get closer to understand the functioning of natural

ecosystems, where plants are exposed to multiple attackers

with different invasive strategies, to beneficial organisms

such as mutualistic microbes and carnivorous insects, and

to abiotic stresses that are predicted to increase in severity

with global change. The use of model systems has highly

contributed to unravel the underlying mechanisms of all

these interactions in the past decade, and in the near

future, the rapidly advancing techniques in molecular biol-

ogy will allow scientists to work with ecological systems,

thus expanding our knowledge from the laboratory to the

field and from changes in genes to effects on the

ecosystem.

Box 1: Future research questions

What are the effects of beneficial microbes on insects in

a changing environment?

• What are the plant-mediated effects of microbes on

insects (herbivores, carnivores, pollinators) under

different abiotic stress conditions?

• How do these microbial effects on herbivores under

abiotic stress change in a multitrophic context (when

higher trophic levels – i.e. carnivores – are consid-

ered)?

• Do the effects of single microbial strains change

when they are part of a microbial community?

• Do beneficial microbes modify how abiotic stress

affects insect communities in the field (herbivores,

carnivores, pollinators)?

What are the mechanisms underlying such effects?

• Can plant defence mechanisms and crosstalk of plant

defence-signalling pathways explain the effects?

• Are effects of abiotic stress on plant–microbe–insect

interactions related to changes in the microbial

abundance/composition?

Recruitment of beneficial micro-organisms

• Does a certain stress favour those symbiotic interac-

tions that protect plants better against such stress?

• Can plants under stress actively recruit beneficial

micro-organisms? How?

Acknowledgements

Research activities by A.P. were supported by a postdoctoral EU Marie

Curie Individual Fellowship (grant no. 234895). Our laboratories have

been financially supported by grants from the Netherlands Organization

for Scientific Research (NWO, M.D. and C.M.J.P.), the European Science

Foundation (ESF, M.D. and C.M.J.P.), ERC Advanced Investigator

Grant no. 269072 (C.M.J.P.) and Spanish National R&D Plan of the

MICINN (AGL2009-07691, M.J.P.). We thank J.A. L�opez-R�aez, C.

Azc�on for critical reading of the manuscript and R. Aroca for helpful

discussions.

© 2013 The Authors. Functional Ecology © 2013 British Ecological Society, Functional Ecology, 27, 574–586

582 A. Pineda et al.



References

Anderson, J.P., Badruzsaufari, E., Schenk, P.M., Manners, J.M., Desmond,

O.J., Ehlert, C., Maclean, D.J., Ebert, P.R. & Kazan, K. (2004) Antago-

nistic interaction between abscisic acid and jasmonate-ethylene signaling

pathways modulates defense gene expression and disease resistance in

Arabidopsis. Plant Cell, 16, 3460–3479.
Aroca, R., del Mar Alguacil, M., Vernieri, P. & Ruiz-Lozano, J. (2008)

Plant responses to drought stress and exogenous ABA application are

modulated differently by mycorrhization in tomato and an ABA-defi-

cient mutant (sitiens). Microbial Ecology, 56, 704–719.
Aroca, R., Ruiz-Lozano, J.M., Zamarre~no, �A.M., Paz, J.A., Garc�ıa-Mina,

J.M., Pozo, M.J. & L�opez-R�aez, J.A. (2013) Arbuscular mycorrhizal

symbiosis influences strigolactone production under salinity and allevi-

ates salt stress in lettuce plants. Journal of Plant Physiology, 170, 47–55.
Atkinson, N.J. & Urwin, P.E. (2012) The interaction of plant biotic and

abiotic stresses: from genes to the field. Journal of Experimental Botany,

63, 3523–3543.
Auge, R.M. (2001) Water relations, drought and vesicular-arbuscular

mycorrhizal symbiosis. Mycorrhiza, 11, 3–42.
Beattie, G.A. (2011) Water relations in the interaction of foliar bacterial

pathogens with plants. Annual Review of Phytopathology, 49, 533–
555.

Bennett, A.E., Alers-Garcia, J. & Bever, J.D. (2006) Three-way interactions

among mutualistic mycorrhizal fungi, plants, and plant enemies: hypoth-

eses and synthesis. American Naturalist, 167, 141–152.
Berendsen, R.L., Pieterse, C.M.J. & Bakker, P.A.H.M. (2012) The rhizo-

sphere microbiome and plant health. Trends in Plant Science, 17, 478–
486.

Bodenhausen, N. & Reymond, P. (2007) Signaling pathways controlling

induced resistance to insect herbivores in Arabidopsis. Molecular Plant-

Microbe Interactions, 20, 1406–1420.
Borowicz, V.A. (1997) A fungal root symbiont modifies plant resistance to

an insect herbivore. Oecologia, 112, 534–542.
Borsani, O., Valpuesta, V. & Botella, M.A. (2001) Evidence for a role of

salicylic acid in the oxidative damage generated by NaCl and osmotic

stress in Arabidopsis seedlings. Plant Physiology, 126, 1024–1030.
Breuillin, F., Schramm, J., Hajirezaei, M., Ahkami, A., Favre, P., Druege,

U., Hause, B., Bucher, M., Kretzschmar, T., Bossolini, E., Kuhlemeier,

C., Martinoia, E., Franken, P., Scholz, U. & Reinhardt, D. (2010) Phos-

phate systemically inhibits development of arbuscular mycorrhiza in

Petunia hybrida and represses genes involved in mycorrhizal functioning.

The Plant Journal, 64, 1002–1017.
Brosi, G.B., McCulley, R.L., Bush, L.P., Nelson, J.A., Classen, A.T. &

Norby, R.J. (2011) Effects of multiple climate change factors on the tall

fescue-fungal endophyte symbiosis: infection frequency and tissue chem-

istry. New Phytologist, 189, 797–805.
Bultman, T.L. & Bell, G.D. (2003) Interaction between fungal endophytes

and environmental stressors influences plant resistance to insects. Oikos,

103, 182–190.
Cabrera, H.M., Argandona, V.H., Zuniga, G.E. & Corcuera, L.J. (1995)

Effect on infestation by aphids on the water status of barley and insect

development. Phytochemistry, 40, 1083–1088.
Caputo, C., Rutitzky, M. & Ballare, C.L. (2006) Solar ultraviolet-B radia-

tion alters the attractiveness of Arabidopsis plants to diamondback

moths (Plutella xylostella L.): impacts on oviposition and involvement of

the jasmonic acid pathway. Oecologia, 149, 81–90.
Chakraborty, S., Pangga, I.B. & Roper, M.M. (2012) Climate change and

multitrophic interactions in soil: the primacy of plants and functional

domains. Global Change Biology, 18, 2111–2125.
Christmann, A., Moes, D., Himmelbach, A., Yang, Y., Tang, Y. & Grill,

E. (2006) Integration of abscisic acid signalling into plant responses.

Plant Biology, 8, 314–325.
Compant, S., van der Heijden, M.G.A. & Sessitsch, A. (2010) Climate

change effects on beneficial plant-microorganism interactions. FEMS

Microbiology Ecology, 73, 197–214.
Conrath, U., Beckers, G.J.M., Flors, V., Garcia-Agustin, P., Jakab, G.,

Mauch, F., Newman, M.A., Pieterse, C.M.J., Poinssot, B., Pozo, M.J.,

Pugin, A., Schaffrath, U., Ton, J., Wendehenne, D., Zimmerli, L. &

Mauch-Mani, B. (2006) Priming: getting ready for battle. Molecular

Plant-Microbe Interactions, 19, 1062–1071.
Cordier, C., Pozo, M.J., Barea, J.M., Gianinazzi, S. & Gianinazzi-Pearson,

V. (1998) Cell defense responses associated with localized and systemic

resistance to Phytophthora parasitica induced in tomato by an arbuscular

mycorrhizal fungus. Molecular Plant-Microbe Interactions, 11, 1017–
1028.

Cornelissen, T. (2011) Climate change and its effects on terrestrial insects

and herbivory patterns. Neotropical Entomology, 40, 155–163.
Davitt, A.J., Stansberry, M. & Rudgers, J.A. (2010) Do the costs and bene-

fits of fungal endophyte symbiosis vary with light availability? New Phy-

tologist, 188, 824–834.
Demkura, P.V., Abdala, G., Baldwin, I.T. & Ballare, C.L. (2010) Jasmo-

nate-dependent and -independent pathways mediate specific effects of

solar ultraviolet B radiation on leaf phenolics and antiherbivore defense.

Plant Physiology, 152, 1084–1095.
Dicke, M., van Loon, J.J.A. & Soler, R. (2009) Chemical complexity of vol-

atiles from plants induced by multiple attack. Nature Chemical Biology,

5, 317–324.
Dimkpa, C., Weinand, T. & Asch, F. (2009) Plant-rhizobacteria interac-

tions alleviate abiotic stress conditions. Plant, Cell and Environment, 32,

1682–1694.
van der Ent, S., van Wees, S.C.M. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2009b) Jasmonate

signaling in plant interactions with resistance-inducing beneficial

microbes. Phytochemistry, 70, 1581–1588.
van der Ent, S., van Hulten, M., Pozo, M.J., Czechowski, T., Udvardi,

M.K., Pieterse, C.M.J. & Ton, J. (2009a) Priming of plant innate immu-

nity by rhizobacteria and beta-aminobutyric acid: differences and simi-

larities in regulation. New Phytologist, 183, 419–431.
Erb, M., Meldau, S. & Howe, G.A. (2012) Role of phytohormones in

insect-specific plant reactions. Trends in Plant Science, 17, 250–
259.

Erb, M., Flors, V., Karlen, D., de Lange, E., Planchamp, C., D’Alessandro,

M., Turlings, T.C.J. & Ton, J. (2009) Signal signature of aboveground-

induced resistance upon belowground herbivory in maize. Plant Journal,

59, 292–302.
Erb, M., Kollner, T.G., Degenhardt, J., Zwahlen, C., Hibbard, B.E. & Tur-

lings, T.C.J. (2011) The role of abscisic acid and water stress in root her-

bivore-induced leaf resistance. New Phytologist, 189, 308–320.
Fujita, M., Fujita, Y., Noutoshi, Y., Takahashi, F., Narusaka, Y., Yamag-

uchi-Shinozaki, K. & Shinozaki, K. (2006) Crosstalk between abiotic

and biotic stress responses: a current view from the points of conver-

gence in the stress signaling networks. Current Opinion in Plant Biology,

9, 436–442.
Gange, A.C., Bower, E. & Brown, V.K. (1999) Positive effects of an arbus-

cular mycorrhizal fungus on aphid life history traits. Oecologia, 120, 123

–131.
Gange, A.C. & Brown, V.K. (1989) Effects of root herbivory by an insect

on a foliar-feeding species, mediated through changes in the host plant.

Oecologia, 81, 38–42.
Gange, A.C., Brown, V.K. & Aplin, D.M. (2003) Multitrophic links

between arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and insect parasitoids. Ecology

Letters, 6, 1051–1055.
Gange, A.C. & Nice, H.E. (1997) Performance of the thistle gall fly, Uro-

phora cardui, in relation to host plant nitrogen and mycorrhizal coloniza-

tion. New Phytologist, 137, 335–343.
Gehring, C. & Bennett, A. (2009) Mycorrhizal fungal-plant-insect interac-

tions: the importance of a community approach. Environmental Entomol-

ogy, 38, 93–102.
Girling, R.D., Madison, R., Hassall, M., Poppy, G.M. & Turner, J.G.

(2008) Investigations into plant biochemical wound-response pathways

involved in the production of aphid-induced plant volatiles. Journal of

Experimental Botany, 59, 3077–3085.
Glazebrook, J. (2005) Contrasting mechanisms of defense against biotroph-

ic and necrotrophic pathogens. Annual Review of Phytopathology, 43,

205–227.
Glick, B.R., Cheng, Z., Czarny, J. & Duan, J. (2007) Promotion of plant

growth by ACC deaminase-producing soil bacteria. European Journal of

Plant Pathology, 119, 329–339.
Gouinguene, S.P. & Turlings, T.C.J. (2002) The effects of abiotic factors on

induced volatile emissions in corn plants. Plant Physiology, 129, 1296–
1307.

Gutjahr, C. & Paszkowski, U. (2009) Weights in the balance: jasmonic acid

and salicylic acid signaling in root-biotroph interactions. Molecular

Plant-Microbe Interactions, 22, 763–772.
Hause, B. & Schaarschmidt, S. (2009) The role of jasmonates in mutualistic

symbioses between plants and soil-born microorganisms. Phytochemis-

try, 70, 1589–1599.
Hayman, D.S. & Tavares, M. (1985) Influence of soil-pH on the symbiotic

efficiency of different endophytes. New Phytologist, 100, 367–377.

© 2013 The Authors. Functional Ecology © 2013 British Ecological Society, Functional Ecology, 27, 574–586

Plant–microbe–insect interactions and abiotic stress 583



Hesse, U., Hahn, H., Andreeva, K., Forster, K., Warnstorff, K., Schober-

lein, W. & Diepenbrock, W. (2004) Investigations on the influence of

Neotyphodium endophytes on plant growth and seed yield of Lolium per-

enne genotypes. Crop Science, 44, 1689–1695.
Hoeksema, J.D., Chaudhary, V.B., Gehring, C.A., Johnson, N.C., Karst,

J., Koide, R.T., Pringle, A., Zabinski, C., Bever, J.D., Moore, J.C., Wil-

son, G.W.T., Klironomos, J.N. & Umbanhowar, J. (2010) A meta-analy-

sis of context-dependency in plant response to inoculation with

mycorrhizal fungi. Ecology Letters, 13, 394–407.
Holopainen, J.K. & Gershenzon, J. (2010) Multiple stress factors and the

emission of plant VOCs. Trends in Plant Science, 15, 176–184.
Huberty, A.F. & Denno, R.F. (2004) Plant water stress and its conse-

quences for herbivorous insects: a new synthesis. Ecology, 85, 1383–
1398.

van Hulten, M., Pelser, M., van Loon, L.C., Pieterse, C.M.J. & Ton, J.

(2006) Costs and benefits of priming for defense in Arabidopsis. Proceed-

ings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,

103, 5602–5607.
Ismail, A., Riemann, M. & Nick, P. (2012) The jasmonate pathway medi-

ates salt tolerance in grapevines. Journal of Experimental Botany, 63,

2127–2139.
Jactel, H., Petit, J., Desprez-Loustau, M.-L., Delzon, S., Piou, D., Battisti,

A. & Koricheva, J. (2012) Drought effects on damage by forest insects

and pathogens: a meta-analysis. Global Change Biology, 18, 267–276.
Juniper, S. & Abbott, L.K. (2006) Soil salinity delays germination and lim-

its growth of hyphae from propagules of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi.

Mycorrhiza, 16, 371–379.
Kang, H.M. & Saltveit, M.E. (2002) Chilling tolerance of maize, cucumber

and rice seedling leaves and roots are differentially affected by salicylic

acid. Physiologia Plantarum, 115, 571–576.
Khan, M.A.M., Ulrichs, C. & Mewis, I. (2010) Influence of water stress on

the glucosinolate profile of Brassica oleracea var. italica and the perfor-

mance of Brevicoryne brassicae and Myzus persicae. Entomologia Experi-

mentalis et Applicata, 137, 229–236.
Koornneef, A. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2008) Cross talk in defense signaling.

Plant Physiology, 146, 839–844.
Koricheva, J., Gange, A.C. & Jones, T. (2009) Effects of mycorrhizal fungi

on insect herbivores: a meta-analysis. Ecology, 90, 2088–2097.
Koricheva, J., Larsson, S. & Haukioja, E. (1998) Insect performance on

experimentally stressed woody plants: a meta-analysis. Annual Review of

Entomology, 43, 195–216.
Kula, A.A.R., Hartnett, D.C. & Wilson, G.W.T. (2005) Effects of mycor-

rhizal symbiosis on tallgrass prairie plant-herbivore interactions. Ecology

Letters, 8, 61–69.
Landgraf, R., Schaarschmidt, S. & Hause, B. (2012) Repeated leaf wound-

ing alters the colonization of Medicago truncatula roots by beneficial

and pathogenic microorganisms. Plant, Cell and Environment, 35, 1344–
1357.

Larkindale, J., Hall, J.D., Knight, M.R. & Vierling, E. (2005) Heat stress

phenotypes of arabidopsis mutants implicate multiple signaling pathways

in the acquisition of thermotolerance. Plant Physiology, 138, 882–897.
Lee, B., Lee, S. & Ryu, C.-M. (2012) Foliar aphid feeding recruits rhizo-

sphere bacteria and primes plant immunity against pathogenic and non-

pathogenic bacteria in pepper. Annals of Botany, 110, 281–290.
Lee, S.C. & Luan, S. (2012) ABA signal transduction at the crossroad of

biotic and abiotic stress responses. Plant Cell and Environment, 35, 53–
60.

Lehtonen, P.i., Helander, M. & Saikkonen, K. (2005) Are endophyte-medi-

ated effects on herbivores conditional on soil nutrients? Oecologia, 142,

38–45.
Lopez-Raez, J.A., Pozo, M.J. & Garcia-Garrido, J.M. (2011) Strigolac-

tones: a cry for help in the rhizosphere. Botany-Botanique, 89, 513–
522.

Lopez-Raez, J.A., Kohlen, W., Charnikhova, T., Mulder, P., Undas, A.K.,

Sergeant, M.J., Verstappen, F., Bugg, T.D.H., Thompson, A.J., Ruyter-

Spira, C. & Bouwmeester, H. (2010) Does abscisic acid affect strigolac-

tone biosynthesis? New Phytologist, 187, 343–354.
Lorenzo, O., Chico, J.M., Sanchez-Serrano, J.J. & Solano, R. (2004) Jasm-

onate-insensitive1 encodes a MYC transcription factor essential to dis-

criminate between different jasmonate-regulated defense responses in

Arabidopsis. Plant Cell, 16, 1938–1950.
Manninen, A.M., Holopainen, T. & Holopainen, J.K. (1998) Susceptibility

of ectomycorrhizal and non-mycorrhizal scots pine (Pinus sylvestris)

seedlings to a generalist insect herbivore, Lygus rugulipennis, at two

nitrogen availability levels. New Phytologist, 140, 55–63.

Manninen, A.M., Holopainen, T., Lyytikainen-Saarenmaa, P. & Holopai-

nen, J.K. (2000) The role of low-level ozone exposure and mycorrhizas

in chemical quality and insect herbivore performance on Scots pine seed-

lings. Global Change Biology, 6, 111–121.
Marks, S. & Lincoln, D.E. (1996) Antiherbivore defense mutualism under

elevated carbon dioxide levels: a fungal endophyte and grass. Environ-

mental Entomology, 25, 618–623.
Mart�ın-Rodr�ıguez, J.�A., Le�on-Morcillo, R., Vierheilig, H., Ocampo, J.A.,

Ludwig-M€uller, J. & Garc�ıa-Garrido, J.M. (2011) Ethylene-dependent/

ethylene-independent ABA regulation of tomato plants colonized by ar-

buscular mycorrhiza fungi. New Phytologist, 190, 193–205.
Massad, T. & Dyer, L. (2010) A meta-analysis of the effects of global envi-

ronmental change on plant-herbivore interactions. Arthropod-Plant Inter-

actions, 4, 181–188.
Masters, G.J., Brown, V.K. & Gange, A.C. (1993) Plant mediated interac-

tions between aboveground and belowground insect herbivores. Oikos,

66, 148–151.
Mauch-Mani, B. & Mauch, F. (2005) The role of abscisic acid in plant-

pathogen interactions. Current Opinion in Plant Biology, 8, 409–414.
Mendes, R., Kruijt, M., de Bruijn, I., Dekkers, E., van der Voort, M.,

Schneider, J.H.M., Piceno, Y.M., DeSantis, T.Z., Andersen, G.L., Bak-

ker, P.A.H.M. & Raaijmakers, J.M. (2011) Deciphering the rhizosphere

microbiome for disease-suppressive bacteria. Science, 332, 1097–1100.
Miranda, I.M., Omacini, M. & Chaneton, E.J. (2011) Environmental con-

text of endophyte symbioses: interacting effects of water stress and insect

herbivory. International Journal of Plant Sciences, 172, 499–508.
Mody, K., Eichenberger, D. & Dorn, S. (2009) Stress magnitude matters:

different intensities of pulsed water stress produce non-monotonic resis-

tance responses of host plants to insect herbivores. Ecological Entomol-

ogy, 34, 133–143.
Neal, A.L., Ahmad, S., Gordon-Weeks, R. & Ton, J. (2012) Benzoxazi-

noids in root exudates of maize attract Pseudomonas putida to the rhizo-

sphere. PLoS One, 7, e35498.

van Oosten, V.R., Bodenhausen, N., Reymond, P., van Pelt, J.A., van

Loon, L.C., Dicke, M. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2008) Differential effective-

ness of microbially induced resistance against herbivorous insects in Ara-

bidopsis. Molecular Plant-Microbe Interactions, 21, 919–930.
Partida-Martinez, L.P.P. & Heil, M. (2011) The microbe-free plant: fact or

artefact? Frontiers in Plant Science, 2, 100.

Pastor, V., Luna, E., Mauch-Mani, B., Ton, J. & Flors, V. (2012) Primed

plants do not forget. Environmental and Experimental Botany, doi:10.

1016/j.envexpbot.2012.1002.1013.

Peleg, Z. & Blumwald, E. (2011) Hormone balance and abiotic stress toler-

ance in crop plants. Current Opinion in Plant Biology, 14, 290–295.
Pieterse, C.M.J. & Dicke, M. (2007) Plant interactions with microbes and

insects: from molecular mechanisms to ecology. Trends in Plant Science,

12, 564–569.
Pieterse, C.M.J., van der Does, D., Zamioudis, C., Leon-Reyes, A. & van

Wees, S.C.M. (2012) Hormonal modulation of plant immunity. Annual

Review of Cell and Developmental Biology, 28, 489–521.
Pineda, A., Zheng, S.-J., van Loon, J.J.A., Pieterse, C.M.J. & Dicke, M.

(2010) Helping plants to deal with insects: the role of beneficial soil-

borne microbes. Trends in Plant Science, 15, 507–514.
Pineda, A., Soler, R., Weldegergis, B.T., Shimwela, M.M., van Loon,

J.J.A. & Dicke, M. (2012a) Non-pathogenic rhizobacteria interfere with

the attraction of parasitoids to aphid-induced plant volatiles via jasmon-

ic acid signaling. Plant, Cell & Environment, 36, 393–404.
Pineda, A., Zheng, S.-J., van Loon, J.J.A. & Dicke, M. (2012b) Rhizobacte-

ria modify plant–aphid interactions: a case of induced systemic suscepti-

bility. Plant Biology, 14 (Suppl. 1), 83–90.
Pinto, D.M., Nerg, A.M. & Holopainen, J.K. (2007) The role of ozone-

reactive compounds, terpenes, and green leaf volatiles (GLVs), in the ori-

entation of Cotesia plutellae. Journal of Chemical Ecology, 33, 2218–
2228.

Poelman, E.H., Broekgaarden, C., Van Loon, J.J.A. & Dicke, M. (2008)

Early season herbivore differentially affects plant defence responses to

subsequently colonizing herbivores and their abundance in the field.

Molecular Ecology, 17, 3352–3365.
Pozo, M.J. & Azcon-Aguilar, C. (2007) Unraveling mycorrhiza-induced

resistance. Current Opinion in Plant Biology, 10, 393–398.
Pozo, M.J., Van Loon, L.C. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2005) Jasmonates - Signals

in plant-microbe interactions. Journal of Plant Growth Regulation, 23,

211–222.
Pozo, M.J., van der Ent, S., van Loon, L.C. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2008)

Transcription factor MYC2 is involved in priming for enhanced defense

© 2013 The Authors. Functional Ecology © 2013 British Ecological Society, Functional Ecology, 27, 574–586

584 A. Pineda et al.



during rhizobacteria-induced systemic resistance in Arabidopsis thaliana.

New Phytologist, 180, 511–523.
Pritchard, S.G. (2011) Soil organisms and global climate change. Plant

Pathology, 60, 82–99.
van der Putten, W.H., Macel, M. & Visser, M.E. (2010) Predicting species

distribution and abundance responses to climate change: why it is essen-

tial to include biotic interactions across trophic levels. Philosophical

Transactions of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences, 365, 2025–2034.
Raaijmakers, J.M., Leeman, M., Vanoorschot, M.M.P., Vandersluis, I.,

Schippers, B. & Bakker, P.A.H.M. (1995) Dose-response relationships in

biological-control of Fusarium-wilt of radish by Pseudomonas spp. Phy-

topathology, 85, 1075–1081.
Radhika, V., Kost, C., Mithofer, A. & Boland, W. (2010) Regulation of ex-

trafloral nectar secretion by jasmonates in lima bean is light dependent.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of

America, 107, 17228–17233.
Ramirez, V., van der Ent, S., Garcia-Andrade, J., Coego, A., Pieterse,

C.M.J. & Vera, P. (2010) OCP3 is an important modulator of NPR1-

mediated jasmonic acid-dependent induced defenses in Arabidopsis.

BMC Plant Biology, 10, 199.

Rasmann, S., Kollner, T.G., Degenhardt, J., Hiltpold, I., Toepfer, S., Kuhl-

mann, U., Gershenzon, J. & Turlings, T.C.J. (2005) Recruitment of ento-

mopathogenic nematodes by insect-damaged maize roots. Nature, 434,

732–737.
Robert-Seilaniantz, A., Grant, M. & Jones, J.D.G. (2011) Hormone cros-

stalk in plant disease and defense: more than just jasmonate-salicylate

antagonism. Annual Review of Phytopathology, 49, 317–343.
Robinson, E.A., Ryan, G.D. & Newman, J.A. (2012) A meta-analytical

review of the effects of elevated CO2 on plant–arthropod interactions

highlights the importance of interacting environmental and biological

variables. New Phytologist, 194, 321–336.
Rousk, J., Baath, E., Brookes, P.C., Lauber, C.L., Lozupone, C., Caporaso,

J.G., Knight, R. & Fierer, N. (2010) Soil bacterial and fungal com-

munities across a pH gradient in an arable soil. Isme Journal, 4, 1340–
1351.

Rudrappa, T., Czymmek, K.J., Pare, P.W. & Bais, H.P. (2008) Root-

secreted malic acid recruits beneficial soil bacteria. Plant Physiology,

148, 1547–1556.
Ruiz-Lozano, J.M., Porce, l.R., Azcon, R. & Aroca, R. (2012) Regulation

by arbuscular mycorrhizae of the integrated physiological response to

salinity in plants. New challenges in physiological and molecular studies.

Journal of Experimental Botany, 63, 4033–4044.
Sanchez, L., Weidmann, S., Arnould, C., Bernard, A.R., Gianinazzi, S. &

Gianinazzi-Pearson, V. (2005) Pseudomonas fluorescens and Glomus mos-

seae trigger DMI3-dependent activation of genes related to a signal

transduction pathway in roots of Medicago truncatula. Plant Physiology,

139, 1065–1077.
S�anchez-Vallet, A., L�opez, G., Ramos, B., Delgado-Cerezo, M., Riviere,

M.-P., Liorente, F., Fern�andez, P.V., Miedes, E., Estevez, J.M., Grant,

M. & Molina, A. (2012) Disruption of abscisic acid signalling constitu-

tively activates Arabidopsis resistance to the necrotrophic fungus Plec-

tosphaerella cucumerina. Plant Physiology, 160, 2109–2124.
Saravanakumar, D., Lavanya, N., Muthumeena, B., Raguchander, T., Sur-

esh, S. & Samiyappan, R. (2008) Pseudomonas fluorescens enhances resis-

tance and natural enemy population in rice plants against leaffolder pest.

Journal of Applied Entomology, 132, 469–479.
Seo, J.-S., Joo, J., Kim, M.-J., Kim, Y.-K., Nahm, B.H., Song, S.I.,

Cheong, J.-J., Lee, J.S., Kim, J.-K. & Do Choi, Y. (2011) OsbHLH148,

a basic helix-loop-helix protein, interacts with OsJAZ proteins in a jasm-

onate signaling pathway leading to drought tolerance in rice. Plant Jour-

nal, 65, 907–921.
Smith, S.E., Facelli, E., Pope, S. & Smith, F.A. (2009) Plant performance

in stressful environments: interpreting new and established knowledge of

the roles of arbuscular mycorrhizas. Plant and Soil, 326, 3–20.
Snoeren, T.A.L., Van Poecke, R.M.P. & Dicke, M. (2009) Multidisciplinary

approach to unravelling the relative contribution of different oxylipins in

indirect defense of Arabidopsis thaliana. Journal of Chemical Ecology, 35,

1021–1031.
Soler, R., Badenes-P�erez, F.R., Broekgaarden, C., Zheng, S.-J., David, A.,

Boland, W. & Dicke, M. (2012) Plant-mediated facilitation between a

leaf-feeding and a phloem-feeding insect in a brassicaceous plant: from

insect performance to gene transcription. Functional Ecology, 26, 156–
166.

Spoel, S.H., Johnson, J.S. & Dong, X. (2007) Regulation of tradeoffs

between plant defenses against pathogens with different lifestyles. Pro-

ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of

America, 104, 18842–18847.
Staley, J.T., Mortimer, S.R., Morecroft, M.D., Brown, V.K. & Masters,

G.J. (2007) Summer drought alters plant-mediated competition

between foliar- and root-feeding insects. Global Change Biology, 13,

866–877.
Staley, J.T., Stafford, D.B., Green, E.R., Leather, S.R., Rossiter, J.T.,

Poppy, G.M. & Wright, D.J. (2011) Plant nutrient supply determines

competition between phytophagous insects. Proceedings of the Royal

Society B-Biological Sciences, 278, 718–724.
Stireman, J.O., Dyer, L.A., Janzen, D.H., Singer, M.S., Lill, J.T., Marquis,

R.J., Ricklefs, R.E., Gentry, G.L., Hallwachs, W., Coley, P.D., Barone,

J.A., Greeney, H.F., Connahs, H., Barbosa, P., Morais, H.C. & Diniz,

I.R. (2005) Climatic unpredictability and parasitism of caterpillars:

implications of global warming. Proceedings of the National Academy of

Sciences of the United States of America, 102, 17384–17387.
Sun, Y.C., Jing, B.B. & Ge, F. (2009) Response of amino acid changes in

Aphis gossypii (Glover) to elevated CO2 levels. Journal of Applied Ento-

mology, 133, 189–197.
Thaler, J.S. & Bostock, R.M. (2004) Interactions between abscisic-acid-

mediated responses and plant resistance to pathogens and insects. Ecol-

ogy, 85, 48–58.
Thaler, J.S., Humphrey, P.T. & Whiteman, N.K. (2012) Evolution of jasmo-

nate and salicylate signal crosstalk. Trends in Plant Science, 17, 260–270.
Thomson, L.J., Macfadyen, S. & Hoffmann, A.A. (2010) Predicting the

effects of climate change on natural enemies of agricultural pests. Biolog-

ical Control, 52, 296–306.
Ton, J., Flors, V. & Mauch-Mani, B. (2009) The multifaceted role of ABA

in disease resistance. Trends in Plant Science, 14, 310–317.
Tylianakis, J.M., Didham, R.K., Bascompte, J. & Wardle, D.A. (2008)

Global change and species interactions in terrestrial ecosystems. Ecology

Letters, 11, 1351–1363.
Valenzuela-Soto, J.H., Estrada-Hernandez, M.G., Ibarra-Laclette, E. &

Delano-Frier, J.P. (2010) Inoculation of tomato plants (Solanum lycoper-

sicum) with growth-promoting Bacillus subtilis retards whitefly Bemisia

tabaci development. Planta, 231, 397–410.
Verhage, A. (2011) Rewiring of the jasmonic acid signaling pathway during

insect herbivory on Arabidopsis. PhD, Utrecht University, Utrecht.

Verhage, A., Vlaardingerbroek, I., Raaijmakers, C., van Dam, N., Dicke,

M., van Wees, S.C.M. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2011) Rewiring of the jasmo-

nate signaling pathway in Arabidopsis during insect herbivory. Frontiers

in Plant Science, 2, 47.

Vesterlund, S.R., Helander, M., Faeth, S.H., Hyvonen, T. & Saikkonen,

K. (2011) Environmental conditions and host plant origin override

endophyte effects on invertebrate communities. Fungal Diversity, 47,

109–118.
Vidal, S. (1996) Changes in suitability of tomato for whiteflies mediated by

a non-pathogenic endophytic fungus. Entomologia Experimentalis et Ap-

plicata, 80, 272–274.
de Vos, M., van Oosten, V.R., van Poecke, R.M.P., van Pelt, J.A., Pozo,

M.J., Mueller, M.J., Buchala, A.J., Metraux, J.P., van Loon, L.C.,

Dicke, M. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2005) Signal signature and transcriptome

changes of Arabidopsis during pathogen and insect attack. Molecular

Plant-Microbe Interactions, 18, 923–937.
de Vos, M., Van Zaanen, W., Koornneef, A., Korzelius, J.P., Dicke, M., van

Loon, L.C. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2006) Herbivore-induced resistance against

microbial pathogens inArabidopsis. Plant Physiology, 142, 352–363.
Walling, L.L. (2000) The myriad plant responses to herbivores. Journal of

Plant Growth Regulation, 19, 195–216.
van Wees, S.C.M., van der Ent, S. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2008) Plant immune

responses triggered by beneficial microbes. Current Opinion in Plant Biol-

ogy, 11, 443–448.
Wilkinson, H.H., Siegel, M.R., Blankenship, J.D., Mallory, A.C., Bush,

L.P. & Schardl, C.L. (2000) Contribution of fungal loline alkaloids to

protection from aphids in a grass-endophyte mutualism. Molecular

Plant-Microbe Interactions, 13, 1027–1033.
Yang, J.W., Kloepper, J.W. & Ryu, C.-M. (2009) Rhizosphere bacteria

help plants tolerate abiotic stress. Trends in Plant Science, 14, 1–4.
Yang, J.W., Yi, H.-S., Kim, H., Lee, B., Lee, S., Ghim, S.-Y. & Ryu, C.-

M. (2011) Whitefly infestation of pepper plants elicits defence responses

against bacterial pathogens in leaves and roots and changes the below-

ground microflora. Journal of Ecology, 99, 46–56.
Younginger, B., Barnouti, J. & Moon, D.C. (2009) Interactive effects of

mycorrhizal fungi, salt stress, and competition on the herbivores of Bac-

charis halimifolia. Ecological Entomology, 34, 580–587.

© 2013 The Authors. Functional Ecology © 2013 British Ecological Society, Functional Ecology, 27, 574–586

Plant–microbe–insect interactions and abiotic stress 585



Yule, K.M., Woolley, J.B. & Rudgers, J.A. (2011) Water availability alters

the tri-trophic consequences of a plant-fungal symbiosis. Arthropod-

Plant Interactions, 5, 19–27.
Zamioudis, C. & Pieterse, C.M.J. (2012) Modulation of host immunity by

beneficial microbes. Molecular Plant-Microbe Interactions, 25, 139–150.
Zavala, J.A., Casteel, C.L., DeLucia, E.H. & Berenbaum, M.R. (2008)

Anthropogenic increase in carbon dioxide compromises plant defense

against invasive insects. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences

of the United States of America, 105, 5129–5133.

Zhang, P.J., Zheng, S.-J., van Loon, J.J.A., Boland, W., David, A.,

Mumm, R. & Dicke, M. (2009) Whiteflies interfere with indirect plant

defense against spider mites in Lima bean. Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 106, 21202–21207.

Received 1 June 2012; accepted 20 November 2012

Handling Editor: Arjen Biere

© 2013 The Authors. Functional Ecology © 2013 British Ecological Society, Functional Ecology, 27, 574–586

586 A. Pineda et al.


