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Research progress in the impact of different mycorrhizal
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Abstract: Mycorrhiza is a bridge between plants and soil in terrestrial ecosystems, and acts on soil carbon
cycling by affecting litter decomposition, soil aggregation, and root exudates. Different types of mycorrhiza
have different physiological functions, among which ectomycorrhiza (ECM) and arbuscular mycorrhiza (AM)
are the most widely distributed mycorrhizal types. Previous studies showed that different mycorrhizal types
affected soil organic carbon input through the distribution of host photosynthetic products. The stability of soil
organic carbon was affected by the differences of metabolites and winding action, and the soil organic carbon
mineralization was affected by regulating the litter decomposition characteristics and interrelationship between
mycorrhizae and microbe. In order to understand how ECM and AM affect soil carbon cycling and its key
regulatory factors, this study reviewed the effects of different types of mycorrhiza on soil carbon cycling from
four aspects and discussed the influence mechanisms: differences in the distribution process of photosynthetic

products such as providing carbon and litter quantity to mycorrhizae, carbon sink functions of different
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mycorrhizal types and the impacts on soil aggregation, differences in soil organic carbon mineralization such as
litter decomposition, priming effect and soil respiration in different dominant mycorrhizal ecosystems, and
different accumulation capacity for soil carbon and corresponding microbial communities in different dominant
mycorrhizal ecosystems. Finally, the future research direction is proposed, aiming to provide theoretical basis
for how to enhance the carbon sink functions of ecosystems by relying on mycorrhiza in the context of “carbon
neutrality”. [Ch, 2 fig. 94 ref.]
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Figure 1 Differences in microbial communities mediated by different types of mycorrhiza
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Figure 2  Differences in soil carbon cycling mediated by different types of mycorrhizal fungi
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