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PERMANOVA result.

Discussion

AMF reduced herbivory roughly two-fold, consistent with mycorrhiza-induced
resistance against generalist chewers, and this protection was abolished by fungicide
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LA seed treatment, the same treatment that suppresses AMF colonization.

" This knockout pattern (fungicide damage = no-AMF damage, both > intact AMF)

supports a causal role for AMFE, not just a correlate of inoculation.
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" Together, these results suggest fungicide use can dampen biological pest-
resistance service that AMF normally provide, with consequences for how seed

. . . . treatments are combined in integrated pest management
Maize seedlings were grown 1n five seed treatment groups (Negative Control, S P 5

Positive Control, Fungicide, Diamide, Fungicide + Diamide), each crossed with
AMF inoculation status, 10 replicates per group.

Limitations: Larval weight interpretation depends on whether initial weight is
controlled (covariate-adjusted analysis shows no treatment etfect); NN+F retained only
6 replicates after attrition; chemical identities of V83/V73 are putative pending
standards-based confirmation

After 4 weeks, plants were destructively sampled for leat and root biomass,
secondary metabolite profiling (HPLC-DAD), and tall armyworm ($podoprera
frugiperda) teeding bioassays.

Metabolite peak tables were assembled in chromatographR (retention time
alionment, peak detection, peak table assembly) and compared across References & Acknowledgements

treatments using PERMANOVA and random forest (Boruta) variable selection

Biomass and herbivory data were analyzed using factorial ANOVA with
planned pairwise contrasts (Holm-adjusted)

Larval weight gain was assessed both as raw final weight and with initial weight

included as a covariate, to distinguish treatment effects on growth from pre-

existing differences in starting size
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