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Abstract 

Background: Halophytes are better than glycophytes at employing mechanisms to avoid salt injury, but both types 
of plants can undergo damage due to high soil salinity. Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) can mitigate the damage 
from salt stress in both halophytes and glycophytes by enhancing salt tolerance and improving energy efficiency. 
However, variations in mycorrhizal symbiotic efficiency between halophytes and glycophytes were still poorly under-
stood. Therefore, we evaluated the magnitude of AMF effects on plant growth and determined the mechanisms that 
regulate the growth response of halophytes and glycophytes by performing a meta-analysis of 916 studies (from 182 
publications).

Results: Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi significantly enhance biomass accumulation, osmolytes synthesis (soluble 
sugar and soluble protein), nutrients acquisition (nitrogen, phosphorus, and potassium ion), antioxidant enzyme activ-
ities (superoxide dismutase and catalase), and photosynthetic capacity (chlorophyll and carotenoid contents, photo-
synthetic rate, stomatal conductance, and transpiration rate). AMF also substantially decreased sodium ion acquisition 
and malondialdehyde levels in both halophytes and glycophytes under salt stress conditions. Mycorrhizal halophytes 
deploy inorganic ions (potassium and calcium ions) and limited organic osmolytes (proline and soluble sugar) to 
achieve energy-efficient osmotic adjustment and further promote biomass accumulation. Mycorrhizal glycophytes 
depend on the combined actions of soluble sugar accumulation, nutrients acquisition, sodium ion exclusion, super-
oxide dismutase elevation, and chlorophyll synthesis to achieve biomass accumulation.

Conclusions: Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi inoculation is complementary to plant function under salt stress condi-
tions, not only facilitating energy acquisition but also redistributing energy from stress defence to growth. Glyco-
phytes are more dependent on AMF symbiosis than halophytes under salt stress conditions.
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Background
Soil salinity is a devastating environmental stress globally 
that causes severe agronomical and ecological problems, 

particularly in arid and semiarid regions (Estrada et  al. 
2013b; Himabindu et  al. 2016). From an agronomi-
cal standpoint, salinity restricts the area of agricultural 
land (Sardo and Hamdy 2005), limits the productivity 
of agricultural crops (Apse 1999), reduces the potential 
utilization of glycophytes as crops, and impacts liveli-
hood choices and land use strategies (Anik et  al. 2018), 
which further threatens human dietary and food secu-
rity (Rewald et al. 2013). From an ecological standpoint, 
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salinity decreases plant and microbe abundances (Folli-
Pereira et al. 2013), destroys ecosystem diversity (Chaves 
et al. 2009), accelerates soil and environmental degrada-
tion processes (Estrada et  al. 2013b), and, consequently, 
affects the entire food chain. Faster-than-predicted cli-
mate change has exacerbated the severity of salt stress 
(Chaves et  al. 2009; Ilangumaran and Smith 2017), and 
saline soils continue to become more prevalent (Anik 
et al. 2018). Indeed, the area of land affected by salinity 
is estimated to be increasing at a rate of 15 to 20 million 
hectares per year (Sardo and Hamdy 2005), and the eco-
nomic loss caused by soil salinity is approximately 27.3 
billion dollars (Suarez et al. 2015).

Soil salinity initially impairs plants by causing osmotic 
stress, which induces water deficit and results in physi-
ological drought (Evelin et  al. 2009; Munns and Tester 
2008). Specific salt ions, such as sodium and chloride 
ions, cause toxic ionic stress and nutrient deficiency 
(Munns and Tester 2008; Osman 2018). As a conse-
quence of osmotic and ionic stresses, a series of second-
ary physiological stresses may occur, such as oxidative 
damage caused by reactive oxygen species (ROS) (Egam-
berdieva et al. 2017; Zhu 2001) and photosynthesis limi-
tation (Chen et  al. 2017), which synergistically impair 
plant growth. However, plants respond differently with 
regard to their tolerance to salinity and can be divided 
into salt-tolerant halophytes and salt-sensitive glyco-
phytes depending on their different growth adaptations 
(Kosová et al. 2013; Munns and Tester 2008). Halophytes 
employ effective salt-tolerance mechanisms to avoid salt 
damage and stay relatively “calm” (Tester 2003), whereas 
glycophytes “panic” under salt stress conditions due to 
limited salt-tolerance mechanisms (Munns and Tester 
2008; Zhu 2001). Although the responses of halophytes 
and glycophytes vary qualitatively and quantitatively 
under high salt stress, both types of plants will be injured 
at the early vegetative stage (Himabindu et  al. 2016; 
Munns and Tester 2008).

Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) are beneficial 
below-ground microbes that form symbiotic relation-
ships with over 80% terrestrial plant species, including 
halophytes and glycophytes (Avis et  al. 2008; Estrada 
et al. 2013b; Evelin et al. 2009). AMF can improve the 
growth performance and salinity tolerance of host 
plants by mediating critical physiological processes, 
such as facilitating water and nutrient uptake (Alkaraki 
2000; Balliu et  al. 2015; Chen et  al. 2017; Mohammad 
et  al. 2003; Zuccarini 2007), maintaining ion balance 
(Garg and Bhandari 2016), protecting cells from oxi-
dative damage (He et  al. 2007; Yang et  al. 2016), and 
increasing photosynthetic ability (Chen et  al. 2017; 
Estrada et al. 2013b; Sheng et al. 2008). As salt-sensitive 

crops are closely related to people’s lives and affect food 
safety, studies about AMF inoculation under salt stress 
have mainly concentrated on glycophytic crops, such 
as maize (Estrada et  al. 2013a; Liu et  al. 2016; Sheng 
et  al. 2008; Wu et  al. 2005; Zhang et  al. 2018), wheat 
(Liu 2016; Mardukhi et  al. 2011; Talaat and Shawky 
2011), tomato (Balliu et  al. 2015; He and Huang 2013; 
Khalloufi et  al. 2017; Ouziad et  al. 2006), and pepper 
(Hegazi et  al. 2017; Kaya et  al. 2009; Turkmen et  al. 
2008), and so forth.

Recently, a growing number of publications have 
evaluated interactions between AMF and halophytes 
under salt stress conditions, including Asteriscus mar-
itimus (Estrada et al. 2013b), Puccinellia tenuiflora (Liu 
et al. 2018), Phragmites australis (Algarni 2006), for soil 
phytoremediation and carbon dioxide sequestration 
in salinized environments (Hasanuzzaman et  al. 2015; 
Sardo and Hamdy 2005). Overall, AMF inoculation 
efficiency, as determined by different parameters, var-
ies among host plant species with different salt tolerant 
capabilities (Alkaraki 2001; Ciftci et al. 2010; Fan et al. 
2012). However, previous studies have not provided any 
clues regarding the mechanisms that lead to these dif-
ferences, which will impede the effective utilization of 
AMF in agriculture and ecosystem (Folli-Pereira et  al. 
2013).

Meta-analysis offers a quantitative synthesis method to 
provide meaningful summaries and uncover new patterns 
or to reach a consensus among the findings of multiple 
studies (Hedges et  al. 1999; Lehmann and Rillig 2015). 
Although several scholars have conducted meta-analyses 
on the effectiveness of AMF on different predictor vari-
ables, such as plant types, soil types, AMF inoculums and 
salinity degrees (Auge et al. 2014; Chandrasekaran et al. 
2014, 2016), none have focused explicitly on the effects of 
AMF inoculation on different salt-tolerant plant species 
and determined the mechanisms that lead to variation in 
growth responses. Recently, we conducted a meta-analy-
sis reported that the biomass improvements in salt-sen-
sitive plants were higher than that in salt-tolerant plants 
after plant growth promoting rhizobacteria (PGPR) inoc-
ulation under salt stress conditions, and plant salt toler-
ance is a determining factor affecting the mechanisms 
of PGPR promotion (Pan et  al. 2019). Do salt-tolerant 
halophytes and salt-sensitive glycophytes differ in their 
interaction with AMF under salt stress? Are glycophytes 
more dependent on mycorrhizal symbiosis than halo-
phytes under salt stress conditions? It is still an enigma. 
Worthy of mention is that the growing number of Chi-
nese publications gauging interactions between AMF 
and plants under salt stress conditions, that would often 
be overlooked in conventional meta-analysis, provides a 
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useful opportunity to apply meta-analysis to resolve this 
enigma.

Thus, the aim of the present study was to (1) evaluate 
AMF inoculation efficiency on the biomass accumula-
tion, osmotic adjustment, nutrient acquisition, anti-
oxidative ability, and photosynthetic capacity of both 
halophytes and glycophytes under salt stress conditions, 
and (2) uncover the underlying mechanisms of growth 
promotion in halophytes and glycophytes derived from 
mutualistic interactions between plants and AMF under 
salt stress conditions.

Materials and methods
Literature search and eligibility criteria
We employed three methods to retrieve relevant pub-
lications published before August 2018 for this meta-
analysis. We first collected publications from the Web of 
Science using the keywords as in the methods of previ-
ous meta-analyses (Auge et  al. 2014; Chandrasekaran 
et  al. 2014, 2016). Meanwhile, we collected publications 
from the China Knowledge Resource Integrated Data-
base (CNKI) using keyword with Chinese word. We then 
checked the examined reference list cited in the publica-
tions identified from the keyword search. Retrieved pub-
lications written in English and Chinese were screened to 
satisfy the following criteria: (1) The experimental design 
included parallel control and AMF treatments; (2) Plants 
were only inoculated with AMF, and there was no inter-
action with other microbes; (3) Plants were exposed to 
saline conditions or exposed to salt treatments through 
irrigation; (4) Plants were grown in pots.

One publication may yield multiple studies, such as 
different plant species inoculated with different AMF 
under the same or different salt stresses, which we did 
not consider to be a violation of independence. Although 
halophytes are classified in a variety of ways and the plant 
responses to environmental stresses are very dynamic, 
plants were only divided into halophytes and glycophytes 
according to the salt tolerance description in the original 
publications (see Additional file 1). We hypothesized that 
salt levels would cause a stress response in the halophytes 
and glycophytes in the original publication. Finally, 916 
studies were extracted from 182 publications from Febru-
ary 1983 to August 2018 describing the effects of AMF 
inoculation under saline conditions (see Additional files 
1, 2).

Data category and database construction
Salt tolerance has complex traits that involves various 
mechanisms in plants (Zhang and Shi 2013). Thus, we 
analyzed the magnitudes and mechanisms of growth 
promotion in halophytes and glycophytes after AMF 

inoculation by collecting 21 response parameters, includ-
ing biomass (total biomass, shoot biomass, and root 
biomass), nutrient uptake (nitrogen, phosphorus, potas-
sium ion, calcium ion, magnesium ion, and sodium ion), 
osmolyte accumulation (proline, soluble sugar, soluble 
protein), antioxidative defense (superoxide dismutase, 
catalase, and malondialdehyde), and photosynthetic 
capacity (chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b, carotenoid, net 
photosynthetic rate, stomatal conductance, and transpi-
ration rate) (Table 1).

Means, standard deviations (SD), and sample sizes (n) 
in the control and AMF inoculation groups under salt 
stress or saline conditions were collected from tables in 
the original publications to build a database. WebPlot-
Digitizer software was used to estimate values when 
results were presented graphically (Worchel et al. 2013). 
Standard errors (SE) reported in tables and graphs 
were all transformed to SD according to the equation 
( SD = SE ×

√
n ) (Chandrasekaran et  al. 2016). We also 

assumed that unidentified error bars represented SD.

Effect size calculations and results analysis
Effect size (lnR) is the natural log of response ratio (R), 
which is the ratio of the outcome in the AMF-treated 
group to that of the control group (Rosenberg et  al. 
2000). We evaluated the effects of AMF inoculation on 
halophytes and glycophytes under salt stress by estimat-
ing lnR and variance (V) with a random effect model in 
the software MetaWin version 2.1.4 (Sinauer Associates, 
Inc. Sunderland, MA, USA). lnR and V were calculated 
using Eqs. 1 and 2 (Hedges et al. 1999; Chandrasekaran 
et al. 2014), as follows:

where XT, ST, and NT are the mean, SD, and n of response 
parameters with AMF inoculation, respectively. XC, SC, 
and NC are the mean, SD, and n of response parameters 
without AMF inoculation, respectively. To evaluate AMF 
inoculation efficiency, back-transformed lnR (reported 
as a percent change under AMF inoculation) was cal-
culated using the equation (exp.(lnR) − 1) * 100 (Chan-
drasekaran et al. 2014). Zero value indicates no difference 
in the response parameter between the control and AMF 
inoculation treatments. Positive and negative values indi-
cate an increase and a decrease in the measured param-
eter, respectively (Auge et al. 2014; Chandrasekaran et al. 
2014). To test whether lnR was significantly different 
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from zero, a bootstrapping approach with 4999 itera-
tions and implemented bias-correction was used to esti-
mate confidence intervals (95% CI) (Chandrasekaran 
et al. 2016). The difference between halophytes and gly-
cophytes was compared by  Pbetween (Pb) associated with 
 Qbetween statistics (Qb) (Yang et al. 2015).

We performed Spearman correlation analysis and cal-
culated the fail-safe number of Rosenthal methods to 
examine whether our database was publication-biased 
using software MetaWin version 2.1 (Chandrasekaran 
et al. 2016; Pan et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2015). The correla-
tions of lnR with different parameters were examined by 
single regression analysis using SPSS 17.0 software (SPSS 
for Windows, Version 17.0, Chicago, USA).

Results
Overview
The host plants in this meta-analysis belonged to 26 
families and included 74 glycophyte species and 14 halo-
phyte species (Additional file 2: Table S1). Funneliformis 
mosseae (35.90%) and Rhizophagus irregularis (16.05%) 
were the major AMF inoculants, accounting for approxi-
mately half of all the studies (see Additional file  1 for 
raw data). The results of Spearman correlation analysis 
showed significant correlations between lnR and n for 

shoot biomass, root biomass, SS, P,  K+,  Ca2+, and  Mg2+ 
(Table 1), which indicated that slight publication bias for 
these response parameters. However, the fail-safe num-
bers of these parameters were much larger than 5S + 10 
(S indicates studies numbers), which indicated that the 
publication bias could safely be ignored and would not 
change the meaning of the results (Table 1).

Effects of AMF inoculation on biomass in halophytes 
and glycophytes
AMF inoculation significantly increased total biomass, 
shoot biomass, and root biomass by 33.64% (95% CI, 
27.13% to 39.1%), 47.7% (95% CI, 40.5% to 53.73%), and 
50.68% (95% CI, 41.91% to 59.9%) compared with levels 
in control, respectively (Table 1). However, there was no 
significant difference between mycorrhizal halophytes 
and mycorrhizal glycophytes in biomass accumulation 
under salt stress conditions (P > 0.05) (Fig. 1).

Effects of AMF inoculation on osmolytes in halophytes 
and glycophytes
In response to salinity stress, mycorrhizal halophytes 
and mycorrhizal glycophytes perform differently. 
Pro (95% CI, − 14.02% to − 3.4%) decreased signifi-
cantly but SS (95% CI, 17.4% to 25.62%) and SP (95% 

Table 1 Rank correlation tests and fail-safe numbers for publication bias

Response parameters 
(Abbreviation)

Study numbers 
(S)

Effect size (95% CI) Spearman’s rank order 
correlation

Fail-safe numbers

R P

Total biomass 589 0.29 (0.24 to 0.33) − 0.041 0.319 2 073 226

Shoot biomass 499 0.39 (0.34 to 0.43) − 0.133 0.003 2 284 188

Root biomass 423 0.41 (0.35 to 0.47) − 0.12 0.013 2 380 881

Proline (Pro) 263 − 0.08 (− 0.14 to − 0.02) − 0.009 0.881 97 751

Soluble sugar (SS) 143 0.18 (0.14 to 0.21) − 0.195 0.02 143 753

Soluble protein (SP) 104 0.2 (0.17 to 0.24) 0.129 0.192 130 459

Nitrogen (N) 287 0.23 (0.20 to 0.27) 0.006 0.914 483 301

Phosphorus (P) 395 0.38 (0.34 to 0.42) 0.138 0.006 1 637 564

Potassium ion  (K+) 351 0.24 (0.20 to 0.28) 0.146 0.006 826 281

Calcium ion  (Ca2+) 166 0.12 (0.06 to 0.18) − 0.21 0.006 7 106

Magnesium ion  (Mg2+) 163 0.1 (0.04 to 0.16) 0.191 0.015 20 747

Sodium ion  (Na+) 307 − 0.17 (− 0.23 to − 0.12) − 0.098 0.085 363 110

Superoxide dismutase (SOD) 200 0.19 (0.14 to 0.23) − 0.048 0.502 555 663

Catalase (CAT) 162 0.16 (0.11 to 0.21) 0.099 0.212 56 886

Malondialdehyde (MDA) 170 − 0.24 (− 0.27 to − 0.21) − 0.028 0.719 708 409

Chlorophyll a (Chla) 102 0.4 (0.32 to 0.49) − 0.132 0.186 228 892

Chlorophyll b (Chlb) 103 0.33 (0.27 to 0.39) − 0.033 0.74 152 797

Carotenoid (Car) 59 0.27 (0.18 to 0.37) 0.242 0.064 125 869

Net photosynthetic rate (Pn) 105 0.46 (0.39 to 0.56) − 0.008 0.938 397 027

Stomatal conductance (Gs) 116 0.47 (0.40 to 0.54) − 0.02 0.830 486 569

Transpiration rate (Tr) 95 0.48 (0.40 to 0.56) 0.057 0.585 521 965
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CI, 19.57% to 28.47%) increased markedly in glyco-
phytes under salt stress. Conversely, no significant lnR 
was observed in Pro (95% CI, − 18.46% to 27.43%), SS 
(95% CI, − 9.3% to 9.12%), and SP (95% CI, − 43.4% to 
34.57%) in halophytes, as the 95% CIs overlapped with 
zero (Fig. 2).

Effects of AMF inoculation on nutrient uptake 
in halophytes and glycophytes
Uptake of N (95% CI, 22.14% to 30.99%), P (95% CI, 
40.49% to 52.2%), and  K+ (95% CI, 22.14% to 32.31%) 
considerately increased but the uptake of  Na+ (95% CI, 
− 20.54% to − 11.31%) remarkedly decreased in plants 
after AMF inoculation under salt stress conditions 
(Table  1). There was no significant difference between 
mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal glycophytes 

in N uptake under salt stress conditions (P > 0.05) 
(Fig.  3a). The lnRs of P and  K+ were higher in glyco-
phytes than in halophytes (P < 0.05) (Figs.  3b, c).  Ca2+ 
(95% CI, 7.25% to 21.43%) and  Mg2+ (95% CI, 4.89% to 
18.8%) were only significantly increased in mycorrhizal 
glycophytes because the 95% CIs did not overlap with 
zero (Fig. 3e, f ).

Effects of AMF inoculation on antioxidants and MDA 
in halophytes and glycophytes
Mycorrhizal glycophytes (95% CI, 17.82% to 29.29%) 
had significantly increased SOD activities, while myc-
orrhizal halophytes (95% CI, − 5.24% to 11.53%) 
showed no significant increase (Fig.  4a). Significantly 
positive impacts on CAT and negative impacts on MDA 
were observed in both mycorrhizal halophytes and 

Fig. 1 Responses to salt stress of total biomass (a), shoot biomass (b) and root biomass (c) in mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal glycophytes. 
Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Back-transformed effect sizes are shown above the bars. The numbers of studies are shown 
under the bars. Inoculation effects were considered significant when the 95% CIs did not overlap with zero. The P values for each panel reflect the 
significant differences between halophytes and glycophytes

Fig. 2 Responses to salt stress of proline (a), soluble sugar (b) and soluble protein (c) in mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal glycophytes. Error 
bars represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Back-transformed effect sizes are shown above the bars. The numbers of studies are shown under the 
bars. Inoculation effects were considered significant when the 95% CIs did not overlap with zero. The P values for each panel reflect the significant 
differences between halophytes and glycophytes
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mycorrhizal glycophytes under salt stress, and there 
was no difference between AMF-inoculated halophytes 
and AMF-inoculated glycophytes (Fig. 4b, c).

Effects of AMF inoculation on photosynthesis 
in halophytes and glycophytes
AMF inoculation dramatically increased Chla, Chlb, 
and Car by 49.18% (95% CI, 37.71% to 63.23%), 39.1% 

(95% CI, 31% to 47.7%), and 30.99% (95% CI, 19.72% 
to 44.77%), respectively (Table  1). Significant differ-
ence was only found in Chlb, mycorrhizal halophytes 
increased higher than that in mycorrhizal glycophytes 
under salt stress conditions (Fig.  5b). Pn, Gs, and Tr 
also significantly increased by 58.41% (95% CI, 47.7% to 
75.07%), 59.99% (95% CI, 49.18% to 71.6%), and 61.61% 
(95% CI, 49.18% to 75.07%) compared with levels in 

Fig. 3 Responses to salt stress of nitrogen (a), phosphorus (b), potassium ion (c), sodium ion (d), calcium ion (e), and magnesium ion (f) in 
AMF-inoculated halophytes and glycophytes. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Back-transformed effect sizes are shown above the 
bars. The numbers of studies are shown under the bars. Inoculation effects were considered significant when the 95% CIs did not overlap with zero. 
The P values for each panel reflect the significant differences between halophytes and glycophytes

Fig. 4 Responses to salt stress of superoxide dismutase (a), catalase (b) and malondialdehyde (c) in mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal 
glycophytes. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Back-transformed effect sizes are shown above the bars. The numbers of studies 
are shown under the bars. Inoculation effects were considered significant when the 95% CIs did not overlap with zero. The P values for each panel 
reflect the significant differences between halophytes and glycophytes
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control, respectively (Table  1), but there was no sig-
nificant difference between mycorrhizal halophytes and 
mycorrhizal glycophytes under salt stress conditions 
(Fig. 5d–f ).

Contributions of the different parameters to biomass 
promotion
The lnRs of total biomass correlated positively with the 
lnRs of SS, N, P,  K+, SOD, Chla, and Chlb whilst nega-
tively correlated with the lnRs of  Na+ and MDA in 

Fig. 5 Responses to salt stress of chlorophyll a (a), chlorophyll b (b), carotenoid (c), net photosynthetic rate (d), stomatal conductance (e), and 
transpiration rate (f) in mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal glycophytes. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Back-transformed 
effect sizes are shown above the bars. The numbers of studies are shown under the bars. Inoculation effects were considered significant when the 
95% CIs did not overlap with zero. The P values for each panel reflect the significant differences between halophytes and glycophytes

Fig. 6 Relationships between the effect size of total biomass and the effect sizes of other physiological indicators for glycophytes (a) and 
halophytes (b) under salt stress conditions. Red arrows indicate positive relationships. Blue arrows indicate negative relationships. The arrow length 
indicates the value of  R2
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mycorrhizal glycophytes under salt stress conditions 
(Fig.  6a). However, positive relationships between lnRs 
of total biomass and lnRs of  K+,  Ca2+, Pro, and SS were 
observed in mycorrhizal halophytes under salt stress 
conditions (Fig. 6b).

Discussion
Plant salt tolerance is usually quantified as harvest-
able biomass (Ilangumaran and Smith 2017). The pre-
sent meta-analysis indicates that AMF significantly 
elevate biomass accumulation in both halophytes and gly-
cophytes (Fig. 1), which supports the view that AMF can 
enhance the tolerance of plants to cope with salt stress 
(Bothe 2012; Evelin et al. 2009; Porcel et al. 2012). AMF 
confer salt tolerance and fitness in plants by accumulat-
ing osmolytes, maintaining ion equilibrium, improving 
water and nutrient uptake, decreasing oxidative damage, 
and increasing photosynthetic capacity (Latef and Miran-
sari 2014; Bothe 2012; Evelin et  al. 2009). Therefore, we 
compared the above physiological metabolic processes to 
uncover the underlying mechanisms of growth promo-
tion in mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal glyco-
phytes under salt conditions.

Inoculation effects on osmotic adjustment in halophytes 
and glycophytes
Soil salinity initially induces osmotic pressure to inhibit 
water absorption of root and induce water deficit, which 
immediately further retards the growth of root and shoot 
(Munns and Tester 2008). Plants cope with osmotic 
stress mainly due to osmotic adjustment by absorbing 
soil inorganic ions and accumulating compatible solutes. 
In general, the utilization of inorganic ions can allevi-
ate physiological drought and maintain osmotic adjust-
ment in plants in an energy-efficient manner (Munns 
et  al. 2016), while compatible solutes are energetically 
much more expensive (Tester 2003). Halophytes mainly 
use inorganic ions to efficiently facilitate osmotic adjust-
ment and have a meagre need for organic solutes, while 
glycophytes primarily use  K+ and compatible solutes to 
maintain low osmotic potential (Himabindu et  al. 2016; 
Munns et al. 2016).

The optimization of root morphological structures 
could help plant to improve ability to absorb and metabo-
lize water (Rewald et  al. 2013). Arbuscular mycorrhizal 
symbiosis could improve the morphological and physi-
ological characteristics of roots, which further helps 
mycorrhizal plants absorb water and nutrient to prevent 
the harmful effects of osmotic stress (Gupta and Krishna-
murthy 1996; Sheng et al. 2009). Moreover, the hyphae of 
AMF could extend from the root and bypass the deple-
tion zone of water and nutrient around the root to utilize 

more soil resources (Tallapragada 2017; Yang et al. 2015). 
The effects of both root modification and hyphae exten-
sion jointly expand the absorbing surface and promote 
the ability of mycorrhizal plants to take up water and 
nutrients from soil with low water potential (Elhindi et al. 
2017; Gupta and Krishnamurthy 1996; Sheng et al. 2009; 
Tallapragada 2017; Zou and Wu 2011). In this meta-
analysis, AMF inoculation significantly increased root 
biomass, root length, root surface area, root volume, and 
root tip numbers (Tables  1, Additional file  2: Table  S2). 
This optimization of morphological structures in the root 
further bolster both water and  K+ acquisition in mycor-
rhizal plants (Fig. 3c).  K+ is the pivotal inorganic ion that 
participates in osmotic adjustment, and absorption of 
 K+ induces higher root hydraulic conductivity, improves 
water status, and, consequently, alleviates osmotic stress 
(Auge et  al. 2014; Tallapragada 2017). In the present 
investigation, the increased  K+ acquisition is conducive 
to biomass accumulation (Fig.  6). Therefore, we specu-
late that utilization of  K+ in mycorrhizal plants alleviate 
the physiological drought induced by osmotic stress, effi-
ciently maintain osmotic adjustment, and distribute the 
energy used for growth to a certain extent.

AMF can also adjust osmotic potential by raising the 
synthesis of organic osmolytes in host plants, such as 
Pro, SS, and SP, which consequently facilitate efficient 
water use in host plants and help to avoid cellular dehy-
dration under salt stress (Latef and Miransari 2014; Auge 
et  al. 2014; Munns and Tester 2008; Ruiz-Lozano et  al. 
2012; Yang et al. 2014). However, the magnitudes of the 
AMF effect on osmolytes accumulation vary differently 
between mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhizal glyco-
phytes. Under salt stress conditions, levels of Pro, SS, and 
SP changed inconspicuously in mycorrhizal halophytes, 
while accumulation of SS and SP increased notably in 
mycorrhizal glycophytes (Fig.  2). Inborn salt-tolerant 
mechanisms might be the cause of the various responses 
between halophytes and glycophytes. Halophytes mainly 
utilize inorganic ions to facilitate osmotic adjustment 
energetically and meanwhile decrease ion toxicity effi-
ciently via adaptative mechanisms. Thus, there is a mea-
gre need for organic solutes in mycorrhizal halophytes. 
However, compatible solutes are the primarily osmolytes 
to facilitate osmotic adjustment in glycophytes (Hima-
bindu et al. 2016; Munns et al. 2016). Therefore, mycor-
rhizal glycophytes accumulate higher levels of SS and SP 
than do mycorrhizal halophytes to satisfy the demand for 
osmotic adjustment (Himabindu et al. 2016; Miyama and 
Tada 2008; Taji et al. 2004).
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Inoculation effects on ions uptake between halophytes 
and glycophytes
The impacts of ionic stress on the plants occur later 
than do those of osmotic stress (Munns and Tester 
2008).  Na+ is the most abundant ion released into 
saline soils (Munns and Tester 2008). High  Na+ induces 
 K+,  Ca2+, and  Mg2+ deficiencies and inhibits N and P 
absorptions (Rewald et  al. 2013; Yi ̇ldi ̇ri ̇m et  al. 2009). 
Similar to the previous meta-analyses examining the 
AMF inoculation under salt stress (Auge et  al. 2014; 
Chandrasekaran et  al. 2014), the results of this study 
that AMF inoculation increased the uptake of N, P,  K+, 
 Ca2+, and  Mg2+ while decreased that of  Na+ (Table 1) 
indicate that mycorrhizal symbiosis might protect 
mycorrhizal plants from salt toxicity by increasing 
nutrients absorption and minimizing toxic ion uptake. 
The increased  K+/Na+ and  Ca2+/Na+ ratios further 
prove that mycorrhizal symbiosis also compensates 
for ion disequilibria and facilitates the maintenance of 
ion homeostasis (Evelin et  al. 2009; Yang et  al. 2014) 
(Additional file  2: Table  S2). Nonetheless, more posi-
tive effects of P and  K+ were observed in mycorrhizal 
glycophytes than in mycorrhizal halophytes indicating 
that the ability of nutrient absorption in the former is 
stronger than that in the latter under salt stress (Fig. 2b, 
c). The significant increases in  Ca2+ and  Mg2+ only in 
mycorrhizal glycophytes also demonstrates that glyco-
phytes are more dependent on AMF symbiosis than the 
halophytes under salt stress conditions (Fig. 2e, f ).

In mycorrhizal glycophytes, the significant correlations 
between total biomass and N, P,  K+, and  Na+ showed 
that AMF promote glycophytes growth by reducing  Na+ 
toxicity and enhancing nutrients uptake (Fig.  6a). In 
mycorrhizal halophytes, although  Ca2+ is not increased 
significantly, total biomass correlated with  K+ and  Ca2+ 
(Fig.  6b). The adaptative mechanisms and potential 
energy costs between halophytes and glycophytes under 
salt stress might explain this difference. Glycophytes are 
unable to efficiently exclude  Na+, and ionic effects domi-
nate over the osmotic effects (Munns and Tester 2008). 
Thus, energy production is usually redistributed from 
growth to ionic stress defense (Munns and Tester 2008; 
Munns and Gilliham 2015). AMF favor biomass accumu-
lation in glycophytes by excluding  Na+, improving N, P 
and  K+ acquisition and reallocating energy from ionic 
stress defense to growth. Nevertheless, osmotic stress 
has an immediate effect on the growth of halophytes 
(Munns and Tester 2008). AMF help halophytes to cope 
with osmotic stress by deploying the organic solutes and 
inorganic ions  (K+ and  Ca2+), which is useful to maintain 
efficient ion regulation to satisfy the increased energy 
demand and metabolism during development (Auge et al. 

2014; Himabindu et al. 2016; Munns and Gilliham 2015). 
Therefore, we suggest that the primary salt tolerance 
mechanism of mycorrhizal halophytes is the promotion 
of osmotic adjustment, and the  Na+ reduction in mycor-
rhizal halophytes may be the result of a rise in osmotic 
capacity after AMF inoculation. Regardless, there is lim-
ited evidence for this suggestion, and further study is 
needed.

Inoculation effects on the antioxidant system 
between halophytes and glycophytes
Oxidative damage is a secondary effect induced by 
osmotic and ionic stresses (Zhu 2002). Stress-induced 
ROS can perturb enzymes, damage cell walls, destabilize 
membranes and increase MDA contents in plants (Bose 
et al. 2014; Jithesh et al. 2006). Plants are equipped with 
enzymatic antioxidants such as SOD and CAT as well as 
non-enzymatic antioxidants such as Car to scavenge ROS 
and ultimately minimize salt-induced oxidative damage 
(Himabindu et  al. 2016). Our results showed that AMF 
significantly upregulated CAT activities and elevated the 
Car content while reducing the MDA content in both 
halophytes and glycophytes (Figs. 4b, c, 5c). These results 
are in accordance with previous studies (Estrada et  al. 
2013a; He et al. 2007; Yang et al. 2016), and demonstrate 
the mechanisms by which AMF can induce enzymatic 
and non-enzymatic antioxidants to alleviate oxidative 
damage and stabilize membrane (Evelin et al. 2009; Latef 
and Miransari 2014).

However, mycorrhizal halophytes and glycophytes 
respond differently to oxidative damage under salt stress 
conditions. Mycorrhizal glycophytes show higher SOD 
activity than do mycorrhizal halophytes (Fig.  4a), indi-
cating that antioxidative ability improves more in gly-
cophytes than in halophytes after AMF inoculation. The 
negative correlations between MDA and SOD as well 
as CAT in mycorrhizal glycophytes indicate that AMF 
mitigate oxidative damage mainly by increasing the 
activities of antioxidative enzymes in glycophytes (Addi-
tional file 2: Fig. S1). Furthermore, upregulation of SOD 
activities and the reductions in MDA contents directly 
promote the biomass accumulations in mycorrhizal gly-
cophytes (Fig.  6), which indicates that the alleviation of 
oxidative stress induced by AMF may further promote 
biomass accumulation in glycophytes under salt stress. In 
contrast, analogous mechanisms do not appear to func-
tion in mycorrhizal halophytes because halophytes have 
evolved efficient mechanisms to inhibit excessive ROS 
production in cells at the onset of osmotic and ionic 
stress (Bose et  al. 2014; Himabindu et  al. 2016) (Fig. 6). 
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Thus, mycorrhizal halophytes do not need the same level 
of antioxidants as glycophytes need to mitigate oxidative 
damage under salt stress conditions.

Inoculation effects on photosynthetic capacity 
between halophytes and glycophytes
Photosynthesis is the critical source of energy required 
for plant growth (Cousins et  al. 2014). High salin-
ity induces stomatal closure, reduces photosynthetic 
capacity, damages photosynthetic pigments synthesis, 
and ultimately decreases energy acquisition and bio-
mass accumulation (Ashraf and Harris 2013; Chow 
et al. 1990; Lin et al. 2016; Munns and Gilliham 2015). 
AMF inoculation significantly increases Chla, Chlb, 
Car, Pn, Gs, and Tr in both halophytes and glycophytes 
(Fig.  5), which suggests that AMF might reduce dam-
age to the photosynthetic machinery and enhance pho-
tosynthesis capacity in both types of plants under salt 
stress conditions (Chen et  al. 2017). The total chloro-
phyll content positively correlates with N, P and  K+ 
uptake and is negatively associated with MDA (Addi-
tional file  2: Fig. S2). This result indicate that the bio-
synthesis of chlorophyll in mycorrhizal plants is mainly 
due to both of the increased N, P and  K+ absorptions 
(Evelin et  al. 2009; Folli-Pereira et  al. 2013; Garg and 
Chandel 2011; Meloni et  al. 2001) and the enhanced 
antioxidant capacities (Hashem et al. 2015; Parida and 
Das 2005).

Although the magnitudes of AMF on photosynthetic 
parameters are similar in both halophytes and glyco-
phytes, positive relationships of chlorophyll contents and 
total biomass occur only in mycorrhizal glycophytes 
(Fig. 6). The differences of potential energy costs and bio-
mass losses in halophytes and glycophytes might explain 
this difference. The loss of biomass comprises the losses 
in both quantity and quality (Rockwood 1984). Biomass 
quantity can be quantified by dry weight (Meijer and 
Wijffels 1983), while biomass quality is quantified by 
chemical components of plants in the ecosystem that 
can be used as energy and raw materials (Socolow et al. 
1996). Glycophytes lack salt-tolerant mechanisms to cope 
with salt stress, and the limited energy acquired by pho-
tosynthesis is mainly used in stress defense under salt 
stress conditions (Himabindu et al. 2016; Munns and Gil-
liham 2015). After AMF inoculation, the majority of the 
increased chlorophyll contents induced by mycorrhizal 
symbiosis may be redistributed from salt stress defense 
to the promotion of biomass quantity in glycophytes. 
Although mycorrhizal halophytes possessed higher 
photosynthetic capacity and a greater chlorophyll con-
tent, there was no correlation between chlorophyll and 
biomass accumulation (Fig.  6b). It is possible that halo-
phytes have evolved mechanisms to combat salt stress. 

The energy acquired by photosynthesis is primarily used 
in general maintenance, and halophytes may invest the 
majority of the increased chlorophyll contents induced by 
AMF inoculation to promoting biomass quality (Hima-
bindu et al. 2016; Munns and Gilliham 2015). Therefore, 
the increased chlorophyll contents are contributed to 
improve the biomass accumulation in mycorrhizal plants 
qualitatively and quantitatively, but halophytes and glyco-
phytes lay particular emphasis on each.

Conclusions
Overall, the results of this meta-analysis suggest that 
AMF not only enhance plant growth but also alter 
physiological metabolism processes in plants, such as 
promoting osmolyte accumulation (SS and SP), nutri-
ent acquisition (N, P, and  K+), antioxidant enzyme 
activities (SOD and CAT), and photosynthetic capac-
ity (Chla, Chlb, Car, Pn, Gs and Tr), while decreasing 
 Na+-induced damages and MDA contents. Halophytes 
and glycophytes invoke different growth-promotion 
mechanisms under salt stress. The growth promotion 
of mycorrhizal halophytes is mainly due to the energy-
efficient improvements in osmoregulation induced by 
organic osmolytes (Pro and SS) and inorganic ions  (K+ 
and  Ca2+). In contrast, the growth promotion of myc-
orrhizal glycophytes is achieved via combined actions 
of accumulating SS, promoting nutrient acquisition, 
reducing  Na+ accumulation, enhancing SOD activity 
and elevating chlorophyll contents. Glycophytes are 
more dependent on AMF symbiosis than halophytes 
in nutrient uptake and antioxidant enzymes under salt 
stress conditions. The inherent salt-tolerance mecha-
nisms in plants are the decisive factors that leads to the 
different responses in energy acquisition and redistri-
bution between mycorrhizal halophytes and mycorrhi-
zal glycophytes.

Supplementary information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https ://doi.
org/10.1186/s4052 9-020-00290 -6.

 Additional file 1. Raw data and effect sizes in the independent studies in 
this meta-analysis. 

Additional file 2. Detailed information of publications, plant salt toler-
ance classification and plant species in this meta-analysis.

Abbreviations
AMF: Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi; Ca2+: Calcium ion; Car: Carotenoid; CAT 
: Catalase; Chla: Chlorophyll a; Chlb: Chlorophyll b; CI: Confidence intervals; 
Gs: Stomatal conductance; lnR: Effect size; K+: Potassium ion; MDA: Malondial-
dehyde; Mg2+: Magnesium ion; N: Nitrogen; Na+: Sodium ion; P: Phosphorus; 
PGPR: Plant growth promoting rhizobacteria; Pn: Net photosynthetic rate; Pro: 
Proline; ROS: Reactive oxygen species; SOD: Superoxide dismutase; SP: Soluble 
protein; SS: Soluble sugar; Tr: Transpiration rate.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40529-020-00290-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40529-020-00290-6


Page 11 of 13Pan et al. Bot Stud           (2020) 61:13  

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
JP, FP, XX, and CH together contributed to the experiment design and wrote 
the paper, AT, TW, and JL advised in the process of paper writing, JP and WZ 
collected the data used in this research. All authors read and approved the 
final manuscript.

Funding
This research was funded by the National Key Research and Develop-
ment Program of China (No. 2017YFE0119100, 2016YFC0500909), and the 
International Partnership Program of Chinese Academy of Sciences (No. 
131B62KYSB20170031).

Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published 
article (and its additional information files).

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Drylands Salinization Research Station, Key Laboratory of Desert and Deser-
tification, Northwest Institute of Eco-Environment and Resources, Chinese 
Academy of Sciences, 320 West Donggang Road, Lanzhou 730000, China. 
2 University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China. 3 Inter-
national Platform for Dryland Research and Education, Arid Land Research 
Center, Tottori University, Tottori 680-0001, Japan. 4 Institute for Agricultural 
and Forest Mediterranean Systems, National Research Council (CNR) of Italy, 
Naples 80056, Italy. 

Received: 25 November 2019   Accepted: 4 April 2020

References
Algarni SMS (2006) Increasing NaCl—salt tolerance of a halophytic plant 

Phragmites australis by mycorrhizal symbiosis. Am Eurasian J Agric Envi-
ron Sci 1:119–126

Alkaraki GN (2000) Growth of mycorrhizal tomato and mineral acquisition 
under salt stress. Mycorrhiza 10:51–54

Alkaraki GN (2001) Salt stress response of salt-sensitive and tolerant durum 
wheat cultivars inoculated with mycorrhizal fungi. Acta Agron Hung 
Hung 49:25–34

Anik AR, Ranjan R, Ranganathan T (2018) Estimating the impact of salinity 
stress on livelihood choices and incomes in Rural Bangladesh. J Int D 
30:1414–1438

Apse MP (1999) Salt tolerance conferred by overexpression of a vacuolar  Na+/
H+ antiport in Arabidopsis. Science 285:1256–1258

Ashraf M, Harris PJC (2013) Photosynthesis under stressful environments: an 
overview. Photosynthetica 51:163–190

Auge RM, Toler HD, Saxton AM (2014) Arbuscular mycorrhizal symbiosis and 
osmotic adjustment in response to NaCl stress: a meta-analysis. Front 
Plant Sci 5:562

Avis TJ, Gravel V, Antoun H, Tweddell RJ (2008) Multifaceted beneficial effects 
of rhizosphere microorganisms on plant health and productivity. Soil Biol 
Biochem 40:1733–1740

Balliu A, Sallaku G, Rewald B (2015) AMF inoculation enhances growth and 
improves the nutrient uptake rates of transplanted salt-stressed tomato 
seedlings. Sustainability 7:15967–15981

Bose J, Rodrigo-Moreno A, Shabala S (2014) ROS homeostasis in halophytes in 
the context of salinity stress tolerance. J Exp Bot 65:1241–1257

Bothe H (2012) Arbuscular mycorrhiza and salt tolerance of plants. Symbiosis 
58:7–16

Chandrasekaran M, Boughattas S, Hu S, Oh SH, Sa T (2014) A meta-analysis of 
arbuscular mycorrhizal effects on plants grown under salt stress. Mycor-
rhiza 24:611–625

Chandrasekaran M, Kim K, Krishnamoorthy R, Walitang D, Sundaram S, Joe 
MM, Selvakumar G, Hu S, Oh SH, Sa T (2016) Mycorrhizal symbiotic effi-
ciency on  C3 and  C4 plants under salinity stress—a meta-analysis. Front 
Microbiol 7:1246

Chaves MM, Flexas J, Pinheiro C (2009) Photosynthesis under drought and 
salt stress: regulation mechanisms from whole plant to cell. Ann Bot 
103:551–560

Chen J, Zhang H, Zhang X, Tang M (2017) Arbuscular mycorrhizal symbiosis 
alleviates salt stress in Black Locust through improved photosynthesis, 
water status, and  K+/Na+ homeostasis. Front Plant Sci 8:1739

Chow WS, Ball MC, Anderson JM (1990) Growth and photosynthetic responses 
of spinach to salinity: implications of  K+ nutrition for salt tolerance. Aust J 
Plant Physiol 17:563–578

Ciftci V, Turkmen O, Erdinc C, Sensoy S (2010) Effects of different arbuscular 
mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) species on some bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) 
cultivars grown in salty conditions. Afr J Agric Res 5:3408–3416

Cousins A, Johnson M, Leakey A (2014) Photosynthesis and the environment. 
Photosynth Res 119:1–2

Egamberdieva D, Wirth S, Jabborova D, Räsänen LA, Liao H (2017) Coordina-
tion between Bradyrhizobium and Pseudomonas alleviates salt stress 
in soybean through altering root system architecture. J Plant Interact 
12:100–107

Elhindi KM, El-Din AS, Elgorban AM (2017) The impact of arbuscular mycor-
rhizal fungi in mitigating salt-induced adverse effects in sweet basil 
(Ocimum basilicum L.). Saudi J Biol Sci 24:170–179

Estrada B, Aroca R, Barea JM, Ruiz-Lozano JM (2013a) Native arbuscular mycor-
rhizal fungi isolated from a saline habitat improved maize antioxidant 
systems and plant tolerance to salinity. Plant Sci 201–202:42–51

Estrada B, Aroca R, Azcón-Aguilar C, Barea JM, Ruiz-Lozano JM (2013b) 
Importance of native arbuscular mycorrhizal inoculation in the halophyte 
Asteriscus maritimus for successful establishment and growth under 
saline conditions. Plant Soil 370:175–185

Evelin H, Kapoor R, Giri B (2009) Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in alleviation of 
salt stress: a review. Ann Bot 104:1263–1280

Fan L, Fang C, Dubé C, Deschênes M, Dalpé Y, Tao S, Khanizadeh S (2012) 
Arbuscular mycorrhiza alleviates salinity stress of strawberry cultivars 
under salinity condition. Acta Hortic 926:491–496

Folli-Pereira MDS, Meira-Haddad LSA, Houghton CMNSDVDC, Kasuya MCM 
(2013) Plant–microorganism interactions: effects on the tolerance of 
plants to biotic and abiotic stresses. In: Hakeem KR, Ahmad P, Ozturk M 
(eds) Crop improvement. Springer, Boston, pp 209–238

Garg N, Bhandari P (2016) Silicon nutrition and mycorrhizal inoculations 
improve growth, nutrient status,  K+/Na+ ratio and yield of Cicer arietinum 
L. genotypes under salinity stress. Plant Growth Regul 78:371–387

Garg N, Chandel S (2011) The effects of salinity on nitrogen fixation and tre-
halose metabolism in mycorrhizal Cajanus cajan (L.) Millsp. plants. J Plant 
Growth Regul 30:490–503

Gupta R, Krishnamurthy KV (1996) Response of mycorrhizal and nonmycorrhi-
zal Arachis hypogaea to NaCl and acid stress. Mycorrhiza 6:145–149

Hasanuzzaman M, Nahar K, Alam MM, Bhowmik PC, Hossain MA, Rahman 
MM, Prasad MN, Ozturk M, Fujita M (2015) Potential use of halophytes to 
remediate saline soils. J Biomed Biotechnol 2014:589341

Hashem A, Abdallah EF, Alqarawi AA, Aldubise A, Egamberdieva D (2015) 
Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi enhances salinity tolerance of Panicum 
turgidum Forssk by altering photosynthetic and antioxidant pathways. J 
Plant Interact 10:230–242

He Z, Huang Z (2013) Expression analysis of LeNHX1 gene in mycorrhizal 
tomato under salt stress. J Microbiol 51:100–104

He ZQ, He CX, Zhang ZB, Zou ZR, Wang HS (2007) Changes of antioxidative 
enzymes and cell membrane osmosis in tomato colonized by arbuscular 
mycorrhizae under NaCl stress. Colloid Surf B 59:128–133

Hedges LV, Gurevitch J, Curtis PS (1999) The meta-analysis of response ratios in 
experimental ecology. Ecology 80:1150

Hegazi AM, El-Shraiy AM, Ghoname AA (2017) Mitigation of salt stress negative 
effects on sweet pepper using arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF), Bacil-
lus megaterium and Brassinosteroids (BRs). Gesunde Pflanzen 69:111



Page 12 of 13Pan et al. Bot Stud           (2020) 61:13 

Himabindu Y, Chakradhar T, Reddy MC, Kanygin A, Redding KE, Chandrasekhar 
T (2016) Salt-tolerant genes from halophytes are potential key players of 
salt tolerance in glycophytes. Environ Exp Bot 124:39–63

Ilangumaran G, Smith DL (2017) Plant growth promoting rhizobacteria in 
amelioration of salinity stress: a systems biology perspective. Front Plant 
Sci 8:1768

Jithesh MN, Prashanth SR, Sivaprakash KR, Parida AK (2006) Antioxidative 
response mechanisms in halophytes: their role in stress defence. J Genet 
85:237–254

Kaya C, Ashraf M, Sonmez O, Aydemi̇ S, Tuna AL, Cullu MA (2009) The influence 
of arbuscular mycorrhizal colonisation on key growth parameters and 
fruit yield of pepper plants grown at high salinity. Sci Hortic 121:1–6

Khalloufi M, Martínezandújar C, Lachaâl M, Karraybouraoui N, Pérezalfocea F, 
Albacete A (2017) The interaction between foliar GA3 application and 
arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi inoculation improves growth in salinized 
tomato (Solanum lycopersicum L.) plants by modifying the hormonal bal-
ance. J Plant Physiol 214:134

Kosová K, Vítámvás P, Urban MO, Prášil IT (2013) Plant proteome responses to 
salinity stress—comparison of glycophytes and halophytes. Funct Plant 
Biol 40:775–786

Latef AAHA, Miransari M (2014) The role of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in 
alleviation of salt stress. In: Miransari M (ed) Use of microbes for the 
alleviation of soil stresses. Springer, New York, pp 23–38

Lehmann A, Rillig MC (2015) Arbuscular mycorrhizal contribution to copper, 
manganese and iron nutrient concentrations in crops—a meta-analysis. 
Soil Biol Biochem 81:147–158

Lin J, Wang Y, Sun S, Mu C, Yan X (2016) Effects of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi 
on the growth, photosynthesis and photosynthetic pigments of Leymus 
chinensis seedlings under salt-alkali stress and nitrogen deposition. Sci 
Total Environ 576:234

Liu F (2016) Role of arbuscular mycorrhiza in alleviating salinity stress in wheat 
(Triticum aestivum L.) grown under ambient and elevated  CO2. J Agron 
Crop Sci 202:486–496

Liu S, Guo X, Feng G, Maimaitiaili B, Fan J, He X (2016) Indigenous arbuscular 
mycorrhizal fungi can alleviate salt stress and promote growth of cotton 
and maize in saline fields. Plant Soil 398:195–206

Liu C, Dai Z, Cui M, Lu W, Sun H (2018) Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi alleviate 
boron toxicity in Puccinellia tenuiflora under the combined stresses of salt 
and drought. Environ Pollut 240:557–565

Mardukhi B, Rejali F, Daei G, Ardakani MR, Malakouti MJ, Miransari M (2011) 
Arbuscular mycorrhizas enhance nutrient uptake in different wheat 
genotypes at high salinity levels under field and greenhouse conditions. 
CR Biol 334:564–571

Meijer EA, Wijffels RH (1983) Quantity of biomass immobilized, determination. 
In: Wijffels RH (ed) Immobilized Cells. Springer, Heidelberg, pp 65–73

Meloni DA, Oliva MA, Ruiz HA, Martinez CA (2001) Contribution of proline and 
inorganic solutes to osmotic adjustment in cotton under salt stress. J 
Plant Nutr 24:599–612

Miyama M, Tada Y (2008) Transcriptional and physiological study of the 
response of Burma mangrove (Bruguiera gymnorhiza) to salt and osmotic 
stress. Plant Mol Biol 68:119–129

Mohammad MJ, Malkawi HI, Shibli R (2003) Effects of arbuscular mycorrhizal 
fungi and phosphorus fertilization on growth and nutrient uptake of 
barley grown on soils with different levels of salts. J Plant Nutr 26:125–137

Munns R, Gilliham M (2015) Salinity tolerance of crops—what is the cost? New 
Phytol 208:668–673

Munns R, Tester M (2008) Mechanisms of salinity tolerance. Ann Rev Plant Biol 
59:651–681

Munns R, James RA, Gilliham M, Flowers TJ, Colmer TD (2016) Tissue tolerance: 
an essential but elusive trait for salt-tolerant crops. Funct Plant Biol 
43:1103–1113

Osman KT (2018) Saline and sodic soils. In: Osman KT (ed) Management of soil 
problems. Springer, Cham, pp 255–293

Ouziad F, Wilde P, Schmelzer E, Hildebrandt U, Bothe H (2006) Analysis of 
expression of aquaporins and  Na+/H+ transporters in tomato colonized 
by arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and affected by salt stress. Environ Exp 
Bot 57:177–186

Pan J, Peng F, Xue X, You Q, Zhang W, Wang T, Huang C (2019) The growth 
promotion of two salt-tolerant plant groups with PGPR inoculation: a 
meta-analysis. Sustainability 11:378

Parida AK, Das AB (2005) Salt tolerance and salinity effects on plants: a review. 
Ecotoxical Environ Saf 60:324–349

Porcel R, Aroca R, Ruiz-Lozano JM (2012) Salinity stress alleviation using arbus-
cular mycorrhizal fungi. A review. Agron Sustain Dev 32:181–200

Rewald B, Shelef O, Ephrath JE, Rachmilevitch S (2013) Adaptive plasticity of 
salt-stressed root systems. In: Ahmad P, Azooz MM, Prasad MNV (eds) 
Ecophysiology and responses of plants under salt stress. Springer, New 
York, pp 169–201

Rockwood DL (1984) Genetic improvement potential for biomass quality and 
quantity. Biomass 6:37–45

Rosenberg MS, Adams DC, Gurevitch J (2000) MetaWin: statistical software for 
meta-analysis Version 2.0. Sinauer Associates, Sunderland

Ruiz-Lozano JM, Porcel R, Azcon C, Aroca R (2012) Regulation by arbuscular 
mycorrhizae of the integrated physiological response to salinity in 
plants: new challenges in physiological and molecular studies. J Exp Bot 
63:4033–4044

Sardo V, Hamdy A (2005) Halophytes—a precious resource. In: Hamdy A, 
Gamal F, Lamaddalena N, Bogliotti C, Guelloubi R (eds) Non-conventional 
water use: WASAMED project. CIHEAM/EU DG Research, Bari, pp 119–128

Sheng M, Tang M, Chen H, Yang B, Zhang F, Huang Y (2008) Influence of arbus-
cular mycorrhizae on photosynthesis and water status of maize plants 
under salt stress. Mycorrhiza 18:287–296

Sheng M, Tang M, Chen H, Yang B, Zhang F, Huang Y (2009) Influence of arbus-
cular mycorrhizae on the root system of maize plants under salt stress. 
Can J Microbiol 55:879–886

Socolow R, Andrews C, Berkhout F, Thomas V (eds) (1996) Industrial ecology 
and global change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Suarez C, Cardinale M, Ratering S, Steffens D, Jung S, Montoya AMZ, Geissler-
Plaum R, Schnell S (2015) Plant growth-promoting effects of Hartman-
nibacter diazotrophicus on summer barley (Hordeum vulgare L.) under salt 
stress. Appl Soil Ecol 95:23–30

Taji T, Seki M, Satou M, Sakurai T, Kobayashi M, Ishiyama K, Narusaka Y, Narusaka 
M, Zhu JK, Shinozaki K (2004) Comparative genomics in salt tolerance 
between Arabidopsis and Arabidopsis-related halophyte salt cress using 
Arabidopsis microarray. Plant Physiol 135:1697–1709

Talaat NB, Shawky BT (2011) Influence of arbuscular mycorrhizae on yield, 
nutrients, organic solutes, and antioxidant enzymes of two wheat culti-
vars under salt stress. J Plant Nutr Soil Sci 174:283–291

Tallapragada P (2017) The role of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in salt and 
drought stresses. In: Bagyaraj DJ (ed) Microbes for plant stress manage-
ment. New India Publishing Agency, New Delhi, pp 183–204

Tester M (2003)  Na+ tolerance and  Na+ transport in higher plants. Ann Bot 
91:503–527

Turkmen O, Sensoy S, Demir S, Erdinc C (2008) Effects of two different AMF 
species on growth and nutrient content of pepper seedlings grown 
under moderate salt stress. Afr J Biotechnol 7:392–396

Worchel ER, Giauque HE, Kivlin SN (2013) Fungal symbionts alter plant drought 
response. Microb Ecol 65:671–678

Wu SC, Cao ZH, Li ZG, Cheung KC, Wong MH (2005) Effects of biofertilizer 
containing N-fixer, P and K solubilizers and AM fungi on maize growth: a 
greenhouse trial. Geoderma 125:155–166

Yang SJ, Zhang ZL, Xue YX, Zhang ZF, Shi SY (2014) Arbuscular mycorrhizal 
fungi increase salt tolerance of apple seedlings. Bot Stud 55:70

Yang H, Zhang Q, Dai Y, Liu Q, Tang J, BianX Chen X (2015) Effects of arbuscular 
mycorrhizal fungi on plant growth depend on root system: a meta-analy-
sis. Plant Soil 389:361–374

Yang X, Yu H, Zhang T, Guo J, Zhang X (2016) Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi 
improve the antioxidative response and the seed production of Suae-
doideae species Suaeda physophora Pall under salt stress. Not Bot Horti 
Agrobo 44:533–540

Yi̇ldi̇ri̇m E, Karli̇dag H, Turan M (2009) Mitigation of salt stress in strawberry by 
foliar K, Ca and Mg nutrient supply. Plant Soil Environ 55:213–221

Zhang JL, Shi H (2013) Physiological and molecular mechanisms of plant salt 
tolerance. Photosynth Res 115:1–22

Zhang W, Wang C, Lu T, Zheng Y (2018) Cooperation between arbuscular myc-
orrhizal fungi and earthworms promotes the physiological adaptation of 
maize under a high salt stress. Plant Soil 423:1–16

Zhu JK (2001) Plant salt tolerance. Trends Plant Sci 6:66–71
Zhu JK (2002) Salt and drought stress signal transduction in plants. Annu Rev 

Plant Biol 53:247–273



Page 13 of 13Pan et al. Bot Stud           (2020) 61:13  

Zou YN, Wu QS (2011) Efficiencies of five arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in allevi-
ating salt stress of trifoliate orange. Int J Agric Biol 13:991–995

Zuccarini P (2007) Mycorrhizal infection ameliorates chlorophyll content and 
nutrient uptake of lettuce exposed to saline irrigation. Plant Soil Environ 
53:281–287

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Do halophytes and glycophytes differ in their interactions with arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi under salt stress? A meta-analysis
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Materials and methods
	Literature search and eligibility criteria
	Data category and database construction
	Effect size calculations and results analysis

	Results
	Overview
	Effects of AMF inoculation on biomass in halophytes and glycophytes
	Effects of AMF inoculation on osmolytes in halophytes and glycophytes
	Effects of AMF inoculation on nutrient uptake in halophytes and glycophytes
	Effects of AMF inoculation on antioxidants and MDA in halophytes and glycophytes
	Effects of AMF inoculation on photosynthesis in halophytes and glycophytes
	Contributions of the different parameters to biomass promotion

	Discussion
	Inoculation effects on osmotic adjustment in halophytes and glycophytes
	Inoculation effects on ions uptake between halophytes and glycophytes
	Inoculation effects on the antioxidant system between halophytes and glycophytes
	Inoculation effects on photosynthetic capacity between halophytes and glycophytes

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References




