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Simple Summary: Fungus-growing termites cultivate monocultures of a specific fungi (of a genus
called Termitomyces) for food in their colony, analogously to human farmers growing crops. The termites
forage for dead plant material in the environment, bring this into the mound and provide it to the
fungus as a growth substrate. After fungal growth, the termites use the mixture of fungus and
degraded plant material and also the asexual spores produced by the fungus as food. They also
use the spores to inoculate new fungus gardens. The termite-fungus symbiosis is obligatory for
both partners, the termites provide growth substrate and a protected growth environment for the
fungi in exchange for a nitrogen-rich food source. Termites and fungi have been partners for
more than 30 million years and although the symbiosis looks harmonious, the partners have some
hidden conflicts about reproduction and resource investment. These conflicts raise questions on
how the symbiosis apparently has remained stable for such a long time. We summarize our current
understanding on the short-term stability of a single generation of termites, and also the long-term
stability of the symbiosis across multiple generations. We identify unsolved questions in the field and
suggest possible avenues to address these questions.

Abstract: The agricultural mutualistic symbiosis between macrotermitine termites and Termitomyces
fungi is obligate for both partners. The termites provide a protective growth environment for the
fungus by cultivating it inside their colony and providing it with foraged plant material. The termites
use the fungus for plant substrate degradation, and the production of asexual fruiting bodies for
nourishment and re-inoculation of the fungus garden. The termite colony can reach an age of up
to several decades, during which time it is believed that a single fungal monoculture is asexually
propagated by the offspring of a single founding royal pair. The termite-fungus mutualism has a
long evolutionary history dating back more than 30 million years. Both on the time-scale of a termite
colony lifespan and that of the mutualistic symbiosis, questions arise about stability. We address
the physical stability of the mound, the termite colony and the monoculture fungal garden during
a colony’s lifetime. On the long-term evolutionary scale, we address the stability of the symbiosis,
where horizontal transmission of the symbiotic fungus raises the question of how the mutualistic
interaction between host and symbiont persists over generations.
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1. Stability of Symbioses

Stability is the quality or state of being steady and not likely to change, fail or decay [1].
In ecosystems, stability includes both the ecosystem’s resistance to perturbation, and the speed with
which a perturbed ecosystem returns to its original state [1]. This definition can be stretched to be used
for symbiotic relationships, when two or more different species associate in a long-term relationship.
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For example, the adult human microbiome, the microbial community in and around the human body,
can sustain major perturbations [2], showing a long-term stable association between the human body
and the microbiome.

Host-microbe symbioses involve two or more differently sized species, the host, defined as the
larger species, and the symbiont, the smaller species. The smaller sized symbionts are often found to
cooperate in a group with the host [3,4]. Often, the group of symbionts collectively produce goods
and/or services for the host, while the host provides the symbionts with a safe environment, enhancing
all participants’ inclusive fitness [4]. Generally, the host tends to be favored by an optimization of the
collective performance of the symbionts, and this often depends on cooperation among the symbionts
to reach maximum yield. The understanding of both the maximization of the collective performance
of symbionts by the host, and conflict reduction between both partners seems key for explaining the
stability of the symbiosis [5].

The stability of several symbiotic relationships has been studied, both in theory [6–8] and
experimentally [9]. For example, arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi have been stably colonizing plant
roots for the last 450 million years [10], the coral Plexaura kuna retains the same zooxanthellae algal
symbionts for over 10 years, despite elevated water temperatures [9], and certain fungus-growing
termites have been in symbiosis with specific fungi for more than 30 million years [11,12].

This review focuses on the evolutionary stability of the obligatory mutualistic symbiosis
between the fungus-growing termites (subfamily Macrotermitinae) and their fungal symbionts (genus
Termitomyces), on the longevity and the short-term stability of single colonies of different termite species,
and on the long-term stability of the symbiosis. This symbiosis is a good model system to study stability,
since it is very old and obligatory mutualistic for both partners [11,13–15]. The Macrotermitinae have
been divided into approximately 330 species over eleven genera and are only found in the old world
tropics (Indomalaya, Arabia and Africa) [16,17]. Approximately 50 Termitomyces species have been
described [18]. In Africa, termites have major effects on the environment at a landscape level. Termites
move soil particles, water and nutrients and have an effect on the chemical and physical properties of
the soil. Therefore termites have been called ecosystems engineers [19]. Termites cultivate the fungus
on a fungus comb built from foraged plant material [20], while showing a complex age polytheism in
this process [21–23]. The older termites undertake foraging activities and transport the plant material
to the nest. Younger termites mix this plant substrate with Termitomyces asexual spores in their guts,
this mixture is deposited as the fungal comb. The fungus decomposes the plant-substrate and forms
asexual fruiting bodies, which are eaten by the younger termites for nutrition and re-inoculation of the
fungus garden. When the comb is fully decomposed, the old comb is consumed by the older termites
for nourishment [20,24]. The termite colony can reach an age of up to several decades [16], although
longevity has not been studied extensively.

The fungal symbiont is acquired from the environment via sexual spores (Figure 1). When the
colony is established, it is likely that a mixed culture of multiple different heterokaryotic fungal colonies
is formed. However, mature colonies contain a single heterokaryon clone of Termitomyces, indicating
that termites cultivate their fungi as monocultures [25,26]. Monocultures are most likely established
and maintained through positive frequency-dependent selection, a process through which the most
abundant fungal genotype is propagated by the termites. Additionally, during inoculation, the fungus
will repeatedly face bottlenecks, which contributes to the reduction of the number of clones [26,27].
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Figure 1. Schematic overview of the establishment of a new termite colony in species with horizontal 
transmission via sexual spores and the intra-nest transmission of Termitomyces via asexual spores. 
Most species of macrotermitine termites and their fungal symbionts have horizontal symbiont 
transmission and reproduce and disperse separately. (A) Basidiospores originating from Termitomyces 
mushrooms are available in the environment after they have been wind-dispersed. (B) Two winged 
alates become the founders of a new termite colony when they pair and become the king and the 
queen. The king and the queen produce new termite workers, which form a primordial comb. This 
comb needs to be inoculated with a Termitomyces fungus for the termite colony to survive. (C) On one 
of their first foraging trips, termite workers bring basidiospores of Termitomyces into their nest to 
inoculate the fungal comb. (D) The basidiospores germinate and form homokaryotic mycelia. (E) 
When two compatible homokaryons of the same species meet, they can fuse to form heterokaryotic 
mycelium in the contact zone, with two nuclei in each cell. (F) The heterokaryons grow and produce 
nodules consisting of asexual spores. During the establishment of the colony, it is possible and likely 
that more than one heterokaryon is present within the termite nest. (G) Positive frequency-dependent 
selection on the different heterokaryons results in the elimination of fungal genetic variation leading 
to a fungal monoculture. (H) Meanwhile, the termites bring new substrate into the nest and build new 
fungal combs. While the termite colony grows, the termites (I) propagate small amounts of asexual 
spores which are transferred within the nest to new fungal combs. This intranest transmission is a 
repeating event which continues as long as the termite colony is active. With bottlenecks imposed by 
the propagation of asexual spores and positive frequency-dependent selection on the most dominant 
fungal genotype, the fungal mycelium is kept a monoculture, with no fungal genetic variation in the 
termite hill. (J) Seasonally, the termites form winged alates that disperse to establish new colonies. 
(K) Some time after the winged alates have left the colony Termitomyces starts forming mushrooms. 
The fruiting bodies of Termitomyces appear on top of the termite hill and disperse large amounts of 
sexual basidiospores into the environment. 

Figure 1. Schematic overview of the establishment of a new termite colony in species with horizontal
transmission via sexual spores and the intra-nest transmission of Termitomyces via asexual spores.
Most species of macrotermitine termites and their fungal symbionts have horizontal symbiont
transmission and reproduce and disperse separately. (A) Basidiospores originating from Termitomyces
mushrooms are available in the environment after they have been wind-dispersed. (B) Two winged
alates become the founders of a new termite colony when they pair and become the king and the queen.
The king and the queen produce new termite workers, which form a primordial comb. This comb
needs to be inoculated with a Termitomyces fungus for the termite colony to survive. (C) On one of
their first foraging trips, termite workers bring basidiospores of Termitomyces into their nest to inoculate
the fungal comb. (D) The basidiospores germinate and form homokaryotic mycelia. (E) When two
compatible homokaryons of the same species meet, they can fuse to form heterokaryotic mycelium
in the contact zone, with two nuclei in each cell. (F) The heterokaryons grow and produce nodules
consisting of asexual spores. During the establishment of the colony, it is possible and likely that
more than one heterokaryon is present within the termite nest. (G) Positive frequency-dependent
selection on the different heterokaryons results in the elimination of fungal genetic variation leading to
a fungal monoculture. (H) Meanwhile, the termites bring new substrate into the nest and build new
fungal combs. While the termite colony grows, the termites (I) propagate small amounts of asexual
spores which are transferred within the nest to new fungal combs. This intranest transmission is a
repeating event which continues as long as the termite colony is active. With bottlenecks imposed by
the propagation of asexual spores and positive frequency-dependent selection on the most dominant
fungal genotype, the fungal mycelium is kept a monoculture, with no fungal genetic variation in the
termite hill. (J) Seasonally, the termites form winged alates that disperse to establish new colonies.
(K) Some time after the winged alates have left the colony Termitomyces starts forming mushrooms.
The fruiting bodies of Termitomyces appear on top of the termite hill and disperse large amounts of
sexual basidiospores into the environment.
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The last years have seen new publications on evolutionary and ecological patterns in the symbiosis
between termites and Termitomyces. These findings raise many new questions on stability, both on
the short-term, the lifetime of the termite colony and the long-term, the evolutionary history of the
mutualistic symbiosis. The recent development of establishing lab colonies for experimental work,
opens up the possibility for controlled lab experiments to address some of those questions [24]. In this
review, we explore the physical stability of the mound, the longevity of the termite colony and the
stability of the monoculture fungal garden. We address the current knowledge on these topics and to
compile a list of open questions in the field. Furthermore, we discuss further research possibilities
in the field. For example, experimental evolution and mutation-rate estimation in other fungi show
variable mutation rates per generation [28–30], which can cause the rapid appearance of mutants when
sequentially transferred [31], raising the question how Termitomyces keeps mutations in check during
long-term clonal monoculture cultivation. On an evolutionary scale, we address the stability of the
mutualistic aspect of the symbiosis, where the mutualistic interaction between host and symbiont has
to be persistently maintained over the generations, even though horizontally transmitted.

2. The Stability of the Termite Mound

2.1. The Physical Structure of the Termite Mound

A colony of termite species of the genus Macrotermes occupies of a large above-ground earth mound
centered on a below-ground gallery system, connected with tunnels and air ducts [19]. The earth
mounds can superficially be seen when the colony is already well-established and mature. When the
colony gets older, the mound gets bigger and can reach a height of up to 10 m with diameters of over
15 m [19,32].

2.1.1. Erosion and Persistence

Many young and old termite colonies are destroyed through predation, disturbance, competition,
and possibly disease [33]. The termite mound protects the colony from these factors by providing
protection against predators and hostile environments [34]. The termites mix soil particles of
specific sizes with clay and saliva to create mounds with a hard exterior resistant to predators
and desiccation [35,36]. The mound is constructed with tunnels and air ducts to regulate temperature
and moisture levels [14]. Torrential rain and other factors erode the termite mound continuously;
however, termite workers continuously work to repair damages and breaches keeping the mound
stable [37]. When no longer occupied by termites the mound is susceptible to erosion. The erosion of
mounds is complex and influenced by many factors [32,33]. The mounds are susceptible to destruction
by animals and humans, the incidence of fire, floods and weather influences. However, the mounds
colonies can persist when the termite colony is no longer active, that is to say, longer than the lifespan
of a single termite queen. When termite colonies decease, the earth mounds can stay stable and persist
as landscape features because of protection by the vegetation cover that stabilizes and shelters the
mound or constant recolonization by successive colonies [32,33].

2.1.2. Reuse by New Termite Colonies

It has previously been suggested that large earth mounds examined can be the result of one
termite colony building, but it is more likely they are the result of a long duration of occupation of
several termite colonies and even different termite species [32,33]. This is supported by previous
observations, where large earth mounds were found with the active termite colony and the active
brood chamber located well above ground level, whereas abandoned, non-active, gallery systems were
located below-ground [32,33]. One explanation would be that when a new termite colony is established,
the abandoned eroding mound is perceived as a good site to colonize. Alternatively, colonization could
be random, but there is a higher survival of new colonies in existing mounds. It has been suggested
that the large size of the earth mounds can be the result of successive building and erosion occurring
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because of abandonment and recolonization [32]. The size of the earth mounds would not be achieved
during the 20 years lifespan of one termite queen and king [32,38,39]. Repopulation of abandoned
mounds is also found in the earth mounds of the non-fungus growing termite species Microhodotermes
viator, locally called Heuweltjies. Research reveals evidence of earlier inhabitation of the lower portions
of the mounds by the same species [40].

2.1.3. Ages of Termite Mounds

Estimated ages of termite mounds vary between species. Using skeletal material from an ancient
burial ground, preserved inside the alkaline soil of the termite mound, the age of a Macrotermes falciger
mound was estimated at about 700 years [41]. Dating of the basal part of the Heuweltjies, earth mounds
of M. viator, indicates an existence for at least 4000 years [40]. M. viator has occupied the mounds
throughout this period, demonstrated by trace-fossil evidence. In theory, in lower termites as M. viator,
all castes can reproduce, meaning that the termite colony has the potential for indefinite lifetime [33,40].
Since the earth mound has survived this many years, it is probably not left unoccupied for a long time,
if at all, since erosion and other forces did not destroy it in this extended period [40]. With this study, it
was not possible to determine whether the termite colony changed over time, or that the mound was
inhabited by one single termite colony continuously. The termite origin of these Heuweltjies has been
contested in more recent studies [32]. Dating along the central vertical axis of a largely abandoned earth
mound of M. falciger, unquestionably termite-built, indicates an existence for at least 2200 years [32].

2.2. The Longevity of a Termite Colony

Recently, it was discovered that in some termite species, secondary queens are produced by
parthenogenesis of the primary queen, so-called asexual queen succession (AQS) [42]. By cloning
herself, the queen can extend her (genetic) lifespan. An additional consequence is that the queen can
increase her genetic contribution to offspring beyond the 50% that results from normal reproduction.
The reason is that the primary king cannot produce secondary kings by parthenogenetic reproduction,
but only by mating with the queen. Consequently, the secondary kings are 50% (or more, if there have
been multiple rounds of replacement) related to the queen, and hence, the offspring is 75% related to
the queen.

It had been known for a while that in some termite groups, the primary reproductives can be
replaced by secondary reproductives, thus prolonging a colony’s lifespan [43]. Stephen Bartz [44]
hypothesized that reproduction by secondary queens and kings was important for the evolution of
eusociality in termites. Replacement reproduction would lead to inbreeding, but occasional outbreeding
between dispersing alates would then generate high relatedness between offspring favoring them to
help the queen and king produce more siblings rather than producing offspring themselves. Close
analysis of Bartz’ theory has demonstrated that the assumptions and predictions are not fulfilled
in most termite groups [43]. Most importantly, replacement reproduction is not universal across
termites. None of the Macrotermitinae have been reported to have replacement reproduction, neither
by inbreeding between secondary reproductives, nor by asexual replacement. So the lifetime of a
colony of fungus-growing termites is limited by the maximum life span of the primary reproductives,
which has been estimated at a maximum of 20 years [38,39]. This is different from the lower termites,
where all castes can reproduce, meaning that, termite colony (or colonies) can extend their lifespan,
although this can have external limitations, in particular in species that live inside their own food
source, such as many wood-feeding termites.

3. How Short-Term Stability of the Symbiont May Affect Long-Term Stability of the Symbiosis

The management of the fungus garden affects both the short-term and the long-term stability
of the mutualism, as we will discuss in this section. There is a conflict of interest between the two
partners, but also between the symbiont if multiple symbionts are housed together. By keeping and
maintaining a monoculture of symbionts, the conflict between fungal symbionts is reduced. Keeping a
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monoculture for multiple decades may cause problems with the genetic stability of the monoculture
when mutations occur. The solution to one problem, of conflict between different fungal symbionts by
growing a monoculture, may thus create another problem: lower-level selection within a monoculture.

We first discuss how the termite and the fungal symbiont disperse and how the fungal symbionts
are transmitted to the next generation of termites. Horizontal transmission of symbionts has pros
and cons, and in the second part of this section, we discuss how the “right” partners find each
other. We then discuss how horizontal transmission leads to direct and indirect conflicts of interest
in resource investment between termite host and fungal symbiont, and how this conflict is reduced.
Lastly, we discuss how fungal monocultures are established and maintained by the termites to increase
the spore yield by reducing conflict between fungal symbionts.

3.1. Symbiont Transmission and Dispersal

The symbiosis between termites of the Macrotermitinae and fungal species of the genus
Termitomyces dates back more than 30 million years [11,12]. The symbiosis is obligatory for both
partners [16,45], and reversals to a non-symbiotic state are not known, neither for the termites nor for
the domesticated fungi [16].

In most genera of Macrotermitinae, the fungal symbiont is horizontally transmitted to the next
generation of termites, meaning, that the winged alates do not carry the fungal symbionts with them
when dispersing during the rainy season (Figure 1). After swarming, the winged alates form a pair,
build a copularium and produce new worker termites which form a primordial comb. This primordial
comb needs to be inoculated with the fungal symbionts for the termite colony to thrive. After the
establishment of a new colony, the termites thus have to acquire a new fungal symbiont from the
environment [13,16,45]. On one of their first foraging trips, the new termite workers bring sexual
spores of Termitomyces into the primordial comb [13].

Fungal spores can be found in the environment because many species of the horizontally
transmitted Termitomyces produce above-ground fruiting bodies every year. These fruiting bodies release
large numbers of sexual wind-dispersed spores into the environment [46] (Figure 1). The production of
fruiting bodies on the termite mounds is a seasonal event and correlates with rainfall, the nuptial flights
of the alates and the appearance of new termite workers [47,48]. The new workers appear when the
Termitomyces of related, mature, termite colonies are fruiting. Depending on the Termitomyces species,
this occurs one-and-a-half to three months after the swarming event [47]. The exact mechanisms
behind this correlation remain to be discovered, but might be induced by behavioral changes of the
termites after the swarming event or the sudden drop in food consumption in the termite mound when
the alates have left the colony [27,47,49].

The synchronized timing of fungal fruiting and the appearance of termite workers from newly
established colonies helps those to acquire fresh fungal spores from the environment to inoculate their
fungus garden. It also helps the fungus to disperse into new termite colonies. Co-evolution between
termites and fungi might have favored the timing of fruiting and alate dispersal.

Horizontal transmission has its pros and cons. The independent reproduction of termites and
fungi [16], and the horizontal transmission mode of symbionts gives the termite the flexibility to acquire
a different fungal symbiont at each generation [50]. This is a form of partner selection, and gives
termites a time window to select the best performing fungal symbiont. However, how do partners find
each other? The horizontal transmission also allows the symbiont to disperse away from close relatives
and avoid competition [3]. However, the horizontal transmission also creates a conflict between the
two partners in the symbiosis.

3.2. Selection of the “Right” Partner

There is some interaction specificity between fungus-growing termites and their fungi, but this
varies between species [51,52]. When comparing host and symbiont phylogenies, it has been shown that
the interaction specificity was much higher at the genus level than at the species level [52], indicating
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that certain groups of termites have coevolved with certain groups of symbionts. It is still an open
question of how this specificity arises and how specific host-symbiont combinations arise [52].

The observed host-symbiont combinations might be correlated with environmental factors and
might be the effect of spatial autocorrelation [52]. Recent data shows that the structure of the termite
mound, and hence, the temperature, pH and vegetation type has some correlation with specific
Termitomyces species, rather than with the termite species living in these mounds [51,53]. It is known
that some environmental factors, for example, the carbon source in the substrate, can affect the growth
of Termitomyces [54]. Carbon source could, thus, theoretically affect the competitive strength when the
symbiont has to compete with other Termitomyces species. While it is unknown how many Termitomyces
species are brought into the primordial comb by the first termite workers, environmental factors could,
theoretically, explain why only one fungal species remains. The Termitomyces species that grows best
and produces most asexual spores in that particular environment will outcompete other Termitomyces
species. Disturbances and changes in the substrate might have a smaller impact on Termitomyces species
which are metabolically flexible and are able to digest a wider range of carbon sources. Such metabolic
flexibility would, under changing conditions, outcompete other Termitomyces which do not have this
flexibility. However, under stable conditions, metabolic flexibility might be costly or less efficient than
degrading, only one type of carbon. The degree of metabolic flexibility in Termitomyces and how much
the growing conditions can change during the lifespan of a termite mound remain unknown. To test
these ideas, research should investigate whether these environmental factors vary over time between
the termite colonies of the same species and whether this can affect the establishment of a particular
fungal symbiont. It is also unknown to what extent the termite or fungal species can determine these
conditions (Table S1).

It also remains an open question if the primordial comb ever contains more than one fungal species,
or whether the selection of the “right” fungal symbiont happens before the spores are brought into the
mound, either actively or passively. Since the timing of fruiting of Termitomyces and the appearance of
the first termite workers are correlated, one specific Termitomyces species might be disproportionally
abundant in the environment. Without any active selection, the termite workers might pick up that
particular Termitomyces species which grows well in that particular environment [47]. It is also possible,
however, that termites more actively select a particular Termitomyces species. Recent research has shown
that termites are able to distinguish the pathogen Pseudoxylaria from their mutualist Termitomyces
by smell, through emitted volatiles [55]. Behavioral studies on termites should determine if the
termites actively select “their” fungal symbiont—the symbiont they have co-evolved with—over other
Termitomyces fungi. It has been shown that different Termitomyces species have qualitative differences
in their volatile profiles [55]. Termites might react differently to co-evolved and not co-evolved
Termitomyces species, favoring one species over another. It remains an open question if the termites
actively select one fungal species over the other, and if so, what the mechanisms behind this selection
would be.

3.3. Conflict Reduction between Termite Host and Fungal Symbiont

Obviously, sexual reproduction and horizontal dispersal of the fungus and production of alates
by the termite colony are crucial for the persistence of the symbiosis. However, there is a direct and an
indirect conflict of interest between partners about resources invested in dispersal (Table 1). In this
section, we describe this fundamental conflict between the termite and the fungus over the resources
allocated to dispersal and how this can be minimalized.

The reproduction of termite hosts and fungal symbionts is decoupled: The dispersal of the fungal
symbiont is not dependent on the dispersal of the termites and vice versa, which can lead to a conflict
of interest over the resources allocated to reproduction. The termite does not have a direct interest in
the sexual reproduction of its fungal symbiont, and could therefore, be selected to prevent the fungus
from investing resources into fruiting bodies. The termites, thus, might have evolved mechanisms to
suppress the production of fungal fruiting bodies, for example by managing the fungal growth, because
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selection would favor termites which can repress fruiting bodies and have more fungal resources for
food. The fungus, on the other hand, does not have a direct interest in the production of winged alates
and the dispersal of the termites, because when alates are formed less energy is invested in foraging
for plant materials or building more fungal combs, inevitably decreasing the growth potential of the
fungus. The fungus would instead rather force the termites to invest energy in building more fungal
combs [14,45]. It is known that some other fungi are able to affect the behavior of the host to increase
their own reproduction; for example, basidiomycete fungi of the genus Fibularhizoctonia mimic the eggs
of the termite Reticulitermes speratus to be quickly transported to new competitor-free areas within the
termite nest [56]. However, whether Termitomyces has evolved mechanisms to affect termite behavior is
not known (Table S1).

Table 1. Host- symbiont conflicts in the termite-fungus symbiosis due to horizontal transmission.

Direct Indirect

Resources Allocated to Dispersal Degree of Symbiont Mixing

Termite and fungus each favor
maximum amount of resources for

their own dispersal

Symbiont dispersal can lead to symbiont mixing
Short-term disadvantage for the

termites
Long-term (evolutionary) disadvantage for

the termites

Mixed culture reduces fungal
productivity

Competition between unrelated strains
selects for competitive traits with virulent

side-effects

Theory shows that symbiotic partners also have an indirect conflict of interest about dispersal.
Symbionts are favored to disperse away from their close relatives to avoid competition with those [57].
However, horizontal transmission of symbionts can lead to symbiont mixing in the host. Symbiont
mixing can lead to greater within-host competition for resources and increased virulence against the
host, decreasing the host’s fitness. When genetically different symbionts are present, the success of a
symbiont genotype depends relatively more on its competitive success within that group than on the
overall success of the group [3]. Symbionts with increased antagonistic properties, have increased
competitive success at the expense of reproduction and the success of the group [26,27]. Genetic
variation within a group of symbionts could, therefore, lead to the selection of symbionts with higher
competitive strength, but lower benefits to the host [58]. To reduce this effect, it is in the host’s interest to
avoid symbiont mixing, and this is even more so if there is a direct negative effect of symbiont mixing [3].
Since the symbiosis between fungus-growing termites and Termitomyces is characterized by horizontal
transmission symbiont mixing could occur and fungus-growing termites would, thus, benefit from
restricting the number of fungal symbionts, to avoid selection for more virulent characteristics.

3.4. Conflict between Symbionts: Establishment and Maintenance of Fungal Monocultures

The sexual spores of Termitomyces brought into the primordial comb are homokaryotic, and when
germinated, will form homokaryotic mycelium (Figure 1). When two homokaryotic mycelia meet,
they can fuse and form a heterokaryotic mycelium, if they are sexually compatible (i.e., if they have
different mating types and belong to the same biological species) [26,59,60]. Even though horizontal
transmission of the fungal symbionts would allow for the establishment of multiple genetically different
heterokaryons within one termite mound, all screened colonies did not contain genetic variation,
and thus, only a single heterokaryon from a single Termitomyces species was associated with a single
colony [16,25,26,51,59,61]. Other research on Termitomyces has shown that the number of nuclei per cell
in the heterokaryon is variable, but that it are always only two different nuclei, meaning that only two
homokaryons pair to form one heterokaryon, never more [59].

Growing monocultures means that there is no direct competition between the fungi,
due to symbiont mixing, and monocultures are ecologically stable and maintained by positive
frequency-dependent selection (see below). Genetic uniformity among the fungal symbiont is critical
because when multiple symbionts are present in a termite mound, the symbionts spend resources
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in competing with each other instead of growth, with as a result lower asexual spore yields. It is,
thus, beneficial for the termites to establish and strictly maintain a monoculture because it is the key
to the highest yield [26]. However, farming a monoculture also may make a culture susceptible to
parasites and diseases [62], decreasing the yield [63] and might, in severe cases, even cause a colony to
collapse. In particular, species of the ascomycete genus Pseudoxylaria are known to compete with the
Termitomyces cultivar [55,62,64]. Therefore, termites have developed ways to recognize pathogens and
to effectively remove these from the fungal comb [55,65,66]. The process of removal of diseases and
parasites is, thus, essential for the maintenance of healthy fungal monocultures and the stability of the
symbiosis. While the mechanisms behind the establishment and the enforcement of a monoculture
are still not completely understood [53], recent work has tried to unravel the underlying forces.
The monocultures are likely established and maintained by positive frequency-dependent selection,
possibly in combination with recurrent bottlenecks.

3.4.1. Positive Frequency-Dependent Selection and Bottlenecks

Once growing on the fungal comb, Termitomyces produces asexual spores which are used by the
termites as food and to maintain their fungal garden (Figure 1) [23,27]. The asexual spores pass the
guts of the termites, and only a small fraction of asexual spores will be propagated to further inoculate
new fungal combs in their mound.

It has been demonstrated that the monoculture can be established and maintained by positive
frequency-dependent selection (Figure 1). The frequency of a dominant fungal strain will increase,
and over time the rarer fungal strains will be lost from the colony altogether [26]. This positive
frequency-dependent selection presumably occurs by fusion among clonally related fungal strains:
Fusion leads to the formation of larger networks and higher production of asexual spores [67].
Additionally, since asexual spores are used for intranest transmission, continuous bottlenecks occur,
further reducing genetic variation [27].

While likely both positive frequency-dependent selection and bottlenecks are important
mechanisms in the maintenance of a fungal monoculture, many questions remain unanswered [53].
Future research should focus on these exact mechanisms (Table S1).

3.4.2. Symbiont Turn-Over

While never more than one Termitomyces strain has been observed within one termite mound,
it remains an open question if there ever occurs fungal turnover within the fungal mound. It has
been hypothesized that such fungal turnovers never occur, since it will be hard for any new strain
to invade an established monoculture, since a new strain will per definition start at low frequency.
It is this lifetime commitment between the termite and the fungus which has been hypothesized to
lead to the evolutionary stability of this symbiosis. The two partners commit to an extreme form
of partner fidelity, which immediately removes the incentive for cheating and will favor increased
symbiont performance [26]. Restricted effective immigration of new symbionts also decreases the
competition between symbionts, and increases the mean fitness of the host population, increasing
the selection on termites which strictly maintain a monoculture [3]. So theory predicts that once the
termites have acquired a monoculture, they will maintain this culture and would not switch to another
fungal symbiont [26]. Termites likely have evolved mechanisms to enforce monocultures, which has
been crucial for the observed evolutionary stability of the symbiosis. However, future long-term
studies should test this theoretical prediction that the fungi and termites indeed engage in an extreme
form of partner fidelity and also look into the stability of the fungal symbiont over time.

3.4.3. Mutations and Cheaters

Fungal colonies consist of interconnected, cooperating hyphae of totipotent cells which all have
the potential to reproduce [45]. However, only a small proportion of the cells will eventually reproduce.
At each cell division, mutations can occur, which can give rise to cheating mutants which have the
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benefits of the cooperation, but not the cost. Theoretically, cheating mutants will outcompete the
cooperating cells, and then cooperation would disappear [68]. Theory predicts that high relatedness
will facilitate kin selection and prevent the spread of cheaters, because cheaters need to be mixed
with cooperators to outcompete those, but groups consisting of too many cheaters will have lower
reproductive success than groups of cooperators. Genetic relatedness between cooperating cells, thus,
is a fundamental factor to maintain cooperation [58,69]. Experimental evolution has supported this
theory and shown that the occurrence of cheating mutants, which do not contribute to the maintenance
of a cooperating colony, but only to the reproduction, arise and spread through the colonies when
relatedness between the colonies is low, but cannot spread when relatedness is high [58].

3.4.4. Termite Adaptations against Fungal Genetic Variation

Maintaining high genetic relatedness between the fungal symbionts in the termite mound is,
thus, essential to prevent competition among the fungal strains, or antagonistic and cheating traits to
spread through the fungal population. By keeping a monoculture in the termite mound, the termites
minimize fungal genetic variation and increase the yield by immediately reducing competition and on
the long-term reducing selection for cheating fungal strains. However, once established a monoculture,
genetic variation can arise, due to mutation at each cell division, which can in the absence of selection
at the level of the fungal mycelium, lead to the loss of yield. We hypothesise that termites might have
evolved additional mechanisms to minimize the accumulation of mutations in their fungal symbiont.

The termites reduce genetic variation within the fungal combs by propagating only a fraction of
spores, and thus, inducing bottlenecks. Any variation will be filtered out by the bottleneck: Mutations
are either immediately lost in the fungal population or can go to fixation very quickly. How does the
termite prevent cheating nuclei from spreading? Propagation of asexual spores is a way to reduce the
selection on the most competitive traits. Because Termitomyces mycelia have septate hyphae, so cell
compartments, and both types of nuclei of the heterokaryon are always present within one cell, and
within the asexual spore, one nucleus can never be favored over the other nucleus. This limits selection
at the nuclear level, keeping within-mycelium competition low [59].

Mechanisms to prevent the spread of cheating fungal strains, also known as discriminating
mechanisms, are known from other symbioses [70]. To prevent cheating symbionts, hosts can sanction
cheaters by for example creating a less beneficial environment for cheaters [71], selectively aborting
cheating symbionts [72], or preferentially allocating more resources to non-cheaters [73,74]. However,
whether termites are able to discriminate between cooperators and cheaters and if any of these
mechanisms are employed by termites is still unknown. Such policing mechanisms would require
that termites are able to distinguish cheaters and cooperative genotypes, which requires sufficient
sequestration between the different types, and functional testing of them. Potential mechanisms
employed by the termite might be: (1) To inoculate the fungal comb with low density, this way the
termites would have the opportunity to evaluate the growth of each fungal spore individually and
evaluate the fitness of each fungal spore before fusion; or (2) via a preferential selection of certain
nodules. If termites would prefer larger nodules, and there is a trade-off between nodule size (yield)
and growth rate, termites would select cooperating, slowly growing symbionts with larger nodules,
reducing the fitness of fast-growing cheaters. Future research should look first, into the scope for
cheating in Termitomyces mycelia, and second, into the mechanisms employed by the termites to reduce
the spread of cheating symbionts.

3.4.5. Termitomyces Adaptations against Fungal Genetic Variation

A low mutation rate may be another mechanism to reduce the likelihood that cheaters arise and
selection might, thus, have favored Termitomyces with low mutation rates. Mutation rates are known to
largely differ between different organisms, mainly depending on the body size, and longevity of the
organism [75]. Taller, longer-lived organisms generally have lower somatic mutation rates, slowing
down the accumulation of mutations during growth and aging [76–78].
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Some fungi are known to be very long-lived, and to reach ages of thousands of years, living much
longer than Termitomyces fungi which are farmed for some decades ‘only’ [79]. These very long-lived
fungi have surprisingly low mutation rates [29], and likely have mechanisms to reduce the mutation
rates to reduce the occurrence and accumulation of deleterious mutations. One hypothesis is that these
long-lived fungi reduce the accumulation of mutations by asymmetrical cell divisions: The fungi are
growing at the tip, and by some unknown mechanism, leave the copied DNA strand, with potential
mutations behind in the sister cell, while the dividing tip cell keeps the original, error-free, DNA
template [80,81]. Other mechanisms would be increased accuracy of the DNA repair and replication
machinery to reduce the mutation accumulation [29,75,82].

While the above mechanisms prevent the occurrence of mutations, mutations will eventually
occur, with as a potential consequence, that cheaters can arise [58,69]. To prevent the spread of cheaters,
some microorganisms have tightly coupled toxin-immunity systems, in which the toxins act against
non-kin without the immunity to this toxin [83]. Experimental evolution has shown that cooperating
cells can quickly evolve resistance against cheaters [84,85]. If and how Termitomyces is adapted or
might adapt against cheating fungal strains remains unknown.

The exact role of the termite and the fungus in reducing deleterious mutations and mutations with
a competitive benefit within the fungal colony, remains unanswered (Table S1). A long-term evolution
experiment, propagating Termitomyces asexual spores mimicking the termites’ behavior might give
insight it the genetic stability of the fungus. Studying the mutations accumulated over the generations
would give insight into the mutation rate per cell division. We hypothesise that Termitomyces has
mechanisms to reduce the mutation rate to be able to be successfully cultured by termites for extensive
periods. Studying the competitive strength of the evolved and ancestral line, looking at the distribution
of spores after a round of competition, would give insight in the occurrence of cheating morphotypes,
and whether this is likely to play a role in termite mounds.

4. Conclusions

This review focused on the evolutionary stability of the mutualistic symbiosis between the
fungus-growing termites and the fungus Termitomyces. We addressed the longevity and the short-term
stability of single colonies and discuss how this mutualistic symbiosis based on horizontal transmission
can have persisted for so long, and why natural selection has not favored exploitative characteristics
and reversals to a non-symbiotic state. Many questions remain to be answered (Table S1).

While many stable mutualisms are characterized by vertical symbiont transmission, Termitomyces
is transmitted horizontally [16]. The association between termites and their fungus is not strictly
species-specific [52] and horizontal transmission gives both partners of the symbiosis the opportunity
to select the best performing partner [50]. Termites might actively select their fungal symbiont, or the
selection might happen passively, because of environmental factors which might theoretically affect
the competitive strength of the fungus, and thus, its selection.

Since reproduction of the symbiotic partners occurs independently, termites and fungi have a
conflict of interest over reproduction and dispersal. Termites do not benefit from fungi allocating
resources into dispersal and vice versa, and fungi do not have an interest in their host allocating
resources in alates. However, symbiont dispersal gives the symbionts opportunity to reduce competition
with relatives [3], benefiting the fungal symbiont, but costly for the termite because it might lead
to symbiont mixing. If and how the symbiotic partners affect each other’s reproduction remains
unanswered (Table S1).

Although horizontal transmission indeed gives ample opportunity for the establishment of
a mixed fungal culture, all evidence suggests that a termite colony is associated with a single
fungal heterokaryon [16,25,26,51,59,61]. This monoculture fungus garden is maintained by positive
frequency-dependent selection [26], possibly in combination with bottlenecks [26]. Growing the
fungus as a monoculture provides a direct benefit to the termites, since mixed cultures have a reduced
yield [26,67]. However, monoculture also imposes an increased risk of diseases and parasitism.



Insects 2020, 11, 527 12 of 15

Termites and fungi must have evolved mechanisms to decrease this risk to maintain a stable symbiosis.
Theory suggests that symbiont turnover in a termite mound does not occur, but this prediction should
be tested empirically (Table S1). Within a monoculture, mutations can be a threat to the stability of
fungal productivity. During each cell division mutations can occur, and some of those may have a
short-term benefit within the fungal colony because they benefit from the cooperation, but do not
equally share the costs. However, various mechanisms will reduce the selective scope for cheating.
For example, nuclei are limited in their spread through the fungal colony by septa between the cells.
Furthermore, asexual dikaryotic spores are used to re-inoculate the fungal comb, which means both
nuclei are inoculated, so a cheating nucleus cannot outcompete the other nucleus [59]. In addition,
termites might have the ability to discriminate between cheating and non-cheating fungi and thereby
limit the spread of cheaters, again the mechanisms termites employ are yet unknown (Table S1). Next to
a limited spread of cheaters, their occurrence may be limited, due to a reduced fungal mutation rate.
Many questions about the stability of the mutualism between termites and Termitomyces remain to be
answered (Table S1). Long-term field studies and experimental studies in the lab could help to answer
those questions.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2075-4450/11/8/527/s1,
Table S1: Open questions and possible approaches to answer these questions. Grouped by subject.
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371–382. [CrossRef]

48. Koné, N.A.; Soro, B.; Vanié-Léabo, L.P.L.; Konaté, S.; Bakayoko, A.; Koné, D. Diversity, phenology and
distribution of Termitomyces species in Côte d’Ivoire. Mycology 2018, 9, 307–315. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Vreeburg, S.M.E.; de Ruijter, N.C.A.; Zwaan, B.J.; da Costa, R.R.; Poulsen, M.; Aanen, D.K. Asexual and
sexual reproduction are two separate developmental pathways in a Termitomyces fungus. (submitted).

50. Bright, M.; Bulgheresi, S. A complex journey: Transmission of microbial symbionts. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2010,
8, 218–230. [CrossRef]

51. Vesala, R.; Niskanen, T.; Liimatainen, K.; Boga, H.; Pellikka, P.; Rikkinen, J. Diversity of fungus-growing
termites (Macrotermes) and their fungal symbionts (Termitomyces) in the semiarid Tsavo Ecosystem, Kenya.
Biotropica 2017, 49, 402–412. [CrossRef]

52. Aanen, D.K.; Ros, V.I.D.; De Fine Licht, H.H.; Mitchell, J.; De Beer, Z.W.; Slippers, B.; Rouland-LeFèvre, C.;
Boomsma, J.J. Patterns of interaction specificity of fungus-growing termites and Termitomyces symbionts in
South Africa. BMC Evol. Biol. 2007, 7, 1–11. [CrossRef]

53. Vesala, R.; Harjuntausta, A.; Hakkarainen, A.; Rönnholm, P.; Pellikka, P.; Rikkinen, J. Termite mound
architecture regulates nest temperature and correlates with species identities of symbiotic fungi. PeerJ 2019,
2019, 1–20. [CrossRef]

54. da Costa, R.R.; Vreeburg, S.M.E.; Shik, J.Z.; Aanen, D.K.; Poulsen, M. Can interaction specificity in the
fungus-farming termite symbiosis be explained by nutritional requirements of the fungal crop? Fungal Ecol.
2019, 38, 54–61. [CrossRef]

55. Katariya, L.; Ramesh, P.B.; Gopalappa, T.; Desireddy, S.; Bessière, J.M.; Borges, R.M. Fungus-Farming Termites
Selectively Bury Weedy Fungi that Smell Different from Crop Fungi. J. Chem. Ecol. 2017, 43, 986–995.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Matsuura, K. Symbionts affecting termite behavior. In Insect Symbiosis; Bourtzis, K., Miller, T.A., Eds.; CRC
Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2003; pp. 131–143.

57. Hamilton, W.D.; May, R.M. Dispersal in stable habitats. Nature 1977, 269, 578–581. [CrossRef]
58. Bastiaans, E.; Debets, A.J.M.; Aanen, D.K. Experimental evolution reveals that high relatedness protects

multicellular cooperation from cheaters. Nat. Commun. 2016, 7, 11435. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
59. Nobre, T.; Koopmanschap, B.; Baars, J.J.; Sonnenberg, A.S.; Aanen, D.K. The scope for nuclear selection

within Termitomyces fungi associated with fungus-growing termites is limited. BMC Evol. Biol. 2014, 14,
1–12. [CrossRef]

60. De Fine Licht, H.H.; Andersen, A.; Aanen, D.K. Termitomyces sp. associated with the termite Macrotermes
natalensis has a heterothallic mating system and multinucleate cells. Mycol. Res. 2005, 109, 314–318. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02223071
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/4046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s000400050084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00317612
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2258416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1169702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/415714
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.76.11.5764
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16592723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1201/9781420005936.ch5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.1373
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19828546
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00040-011-0154-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21501203.2018.1500498
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30533255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/btp.12422
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-7-115
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.6237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2018.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10886-017-0902-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29124530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/269578a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms11435
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27139112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-14-121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0953756204001844


Insects 2020, 11, 527 15 of 15

61. Makonde, H.M.; Boga, H.I.; Osiemo, Z.; Mwirichia, R.; Stielow, J.B.; Göker, M.; Klenk, H.P. Diversity of
Termitomyces Associated with Fungus-Farming Termites Assessed by Cultural and Culture-Independent
Methods. PLoS ONE 2013, 8. [CrossRef]

62. Visser, A.A.; Kooij, P.W.; Debets, A.J.M.; Kuyper, T.W.; Aanen, D.K. Pseudoxylaria as stowaway of the
fungus-growing termite nest: Interaction asymmetry between Pseudoxylaria, Termitomyces and free-living
relatives. Fungal Ecol. 2011, 4, 322–332. [CrossRef]

63. Zhu, Y.; Chen, H.; Fan, J.; Wang, Y.; Li, Y.; Chen, J.; Fan, J.; Yang, S.; Hu, L.; Leung, H.; et al. Genetic diversity
and disease control in rice. Nature 2000, 406, 718–722. [CrossRef]

64. Visser, A.A.; Ros, V.I.D.; De Beer, Z.W.; Debets, A.J.M.; Hartog, E.; Kuyper, T.W.; Laessøe, T.; Slippers, B.;
Aanen, D.K. Levels of specificity of Xylaria species associated with fungus-growing termites: A phylogenetic
approach. Mol. Ecol. 2009, 18, 553–567. [CrossRef]

65. Visser, A.A.; Nobre, T.; Currie, C.R.; Aanen, D.K.; Poulsen, M. Exploring the potential for actinobacteria as
defensive symbionts in fungus-growing termites. Microb. Ecol. 2012, 63, 975–985. [CrossRef]

66. Katariya, L.; Ramesh, P.B.; Sharma, A.; Borges, R.M. Local hypoxia generated by live burial is effective in
weed control within termite fungus farms. Insectes Soc. 2018, 65, 561–569. [CrossRef]

67. Bastiaans, E.; Debets, A.J.M.; Aanen, D.K. Experimental demonstration of the benefits of somatic fusion and
the consequences for allorecognition. Evolution 2015, 69, 1091–1099. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. West, S.A.; Gardner, A.; Griffin, A.S. Altruism. Curr. Biol. 2006, 16, 482–483. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
69. Van Dyken, J.D.; Linksvayer, T.A.; Wade, M.J. Kin selection-mutation balance: A model for the origin,

maintenance, and consequences of social cheating. Am. Nat. 2011, 177, 288–300. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
70. Steidinger, B.S.; Bever, J.D. The coexistence of hosts with different abilities to discriminate against cheater

partners: An evolutionary game-theory approach. Am. Nat. 2014, 183, 762–770. [CrossRef]
71. Kiers, E.T.; Rousseau, R.A.; West, S.A.; Denison, R.F. Host sanctions and the legume–rhizobium mutualism.

Nature 2003, 425, 78–81. [CrossRef]
72. Wang, R.W.; Dunn, D.W.; Sun, B.F. Discriminative host sanctions in a fig-wasp mutualism. Ecology 2014, 95,

1384–1393. [CrossRef]
73. Kiers, E.T.; Duhamel, M.; Beesetty, Y.; Mensah, J.A.; Franken, O.; Verbruggen, E.; Fellbaum, C.R.;

Kowalchuk, G.A.; Hart, M.M.; Bago, A.; et al. Reciprocal Rewards Stabilize Cooperation in the Mycorrhizal
Symbiosis. Science 2011, 333, 880–882. [CrossRef]

74. Bever, J.D.; Richardson, S.C.; Lawrence, B.M.; Holmes, J.; Watson, M. Preferential allocation to beneficial
symbiont with spatial structure maintains mycorrhizal mutualism. Ecol. Lett. 2009, 12, 13–21. [CrossRef]

75. Lynch, M. Evolution of the mutation rate. Trends Genet. 2010, 26, 345–352. [CrossRef]
76. Rozhok, A.; Degregori, J. Somatic maintenance impacts the evolution of mutation rate. BMC Evol. Biol. 2019,

19, 1–17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
77. Lanfear, R.; Ho, S.Y.W.; Jonathan Davies, T.; Moles, A.T.; Aarssen, L.; Swenson, N.G.; Warman, L.; Zanne, A.E.;

Allen, A.P. Taller plants have lower rates of molecular evolution. Nat. Commun. 2013, 4, 1–7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
78. Caulin, A.F.; Maley, C.C. Peto’s Paradox: Evolution’s prescription for cancer prevention. Trends Ecol. Evol.

2011, 26, 175–182. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Anderson, J.B.; Bruhn, J.N.; Kasimer, D.; Wang, H.; Rodrigue, N.; Smith, M.L. Clonal evolution and genome

stability in a 2500-year-old fungal individual. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 2018, 285, 1–6. [CrossRef]
80. Aanen, D.K.; Debets, A.J.M. Mutation-rate plasticity and the germline of unicellular organisms. Proc. R. Soc.

B Biol. Sci. 2019, 286. [CrossRef]
81. Aanen, D.K. How a long-lived fungus keeps mutations in check. Science 2014, 346, 922–923. [CrossRef]
82. Lynch, M. The lower bound to the evolution of mutation rates. Genome Biol. Evol. 2011, 3, 1107–1118. [CrossRef]
83. Smith, P.; Schuster, M. Public goods and cheating in microbes. Curr. Biol. 2019, 29, R442–R447. [CrossRef]
84. Brien, O.; Luja, A.M.; Paterson, S.; Cant, M.A. Adaptation to public goods cheats in Pseudomonas Aeruginosa.

Proc. R. Soc. Biol. Sci. 2017, 284, 20171089. [CrossRef]
85. Hollis, B. Rapid antagonistic coevolution between strains of the social amoeba Dictyostelium discoideum.

Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 2012, 279, 3565–3571. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0056464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.funeco.2011.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35021046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2008.04036.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00248-011-9987-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00040-018-0644-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/evo.12626
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25688421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2006.06.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16824903
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/658365
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21460538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/675859
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature01931
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/13-0749.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1208473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2008.01254.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tig.2010.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12862-019-1496-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31443631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2836
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23695673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.01.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21296451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.2233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.0128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1261401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gbe/evr066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2019.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.1089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.0975
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Stability of Symbioses 
	The Stability of the Termite Mound 
	The Physical Structure of the Termite Mound 
	Erosion and Persistence 
	Reuse by New Termite Colonies 
	Ages of Termite Mounds 

	The Longevity of a Termite Colony 

	How Short-Term Stability of the Symbiont May Affect Long-Term Stability of the Symbiosis 
	Symbiont Transmission and Dispersal 
	Selection of the “Right” Partner 
	Conflict Reduction between Termite Host and Fungal Symbiont 
	Conflict between Symbionts: Establishment and Maintenance of Fungal Monocultures 
	Positive Frequency-Dependent Selection and Bottlenecks 
	Symbiont Turn-Over 
	Mutations and Cheaters 
	Termite Adaptations against Fungal Genetic Variation 
	Termitomyces Adaptations against Fungal Genetic Variation 


	Conclusions 
	References

