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Plant-soil feedback: A key theory for management of soil sickness
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Abstract Being a typical negative plant—soil feedback effect, soil sickness severely constrains the sustainable development of
agriculture. This article reviews the brief history and main mechanism of plant-soil feedback and the relationship between plant—
soil feedback and agricultural production. We propose that more efforts should be made to elucidate the mechanism for plant
diversity to enhance crop health and increse yield by referring to the mechanisms of plant-soil feedback in natural ecosystems.
Moreover, positive feedback in agricultural fields can be promoted by designing diversified cropping systems and enhancing the
functioning of rhizosphere microbiota, so as to enhance crop health, alleviate soil sickness and promote sustainable agriculture.

Keywords plant—soil feedback; soil biota; diversified cropping; crop health; soil-borne diseases
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