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Abstract

Soils harbor an unparalleled biological diversity that is interconnected via numerous
trophic links and complex food webs. Among them, soil fauna and microbes are important
players in decomposition and nutrient cycling. As ecosystem engineers, earthworms alter
biological, chemical, and physical processes and play a vital role in soil functioning. Their
borrowing behavior reshapes soil pores and modifies the air permeability and water
infiltration; their grazing on leaf litter, soil organic matter, and microorganisms enhance
decomposition rate and nutrient cycling; their ingestion of large amounts of material and
casting upon the soil surface or in the soil impact microbial community composition and
chemical properties. Earthworms of ecological groups have different feeding and
burrowing behaviors, and are expected to affect soil microbes differently. However, most
studies investigating the interaction between earthworms and microbes are focused on a
couple of common, especially vermicomposting, species. Only a few studies looked into
earthworm communities in natural habitats. In this study, we sampled earthworm
communities in four secondary broadleaf forest sites in northern Taiwan to understand (1)
how the microbial communities in the soil selectively ingested by earthworms differ from
their surrounding soil habitat, (2) the differences of gut microbiomes between earthworm
groups categorized based on their isotopic niches, (3) how microbial communities change
after the ingested soils pass earthworm guts. We used carbon and nitrogen stable isotopes
to investigate the feeding ecology of different earthworm species and ecological groups.
Furthermore, we used next-generation sequencing of the 16S rRNA gene to analyze soil
and earthworm gut microbiomes. A total of 13 species of earthworms were collected. §'*C
and 8'°N values show that, isotopically, less enriched species represent litter and surface

soil feeders, while more enriched are mineral soil feeders. A total of four trophic niches
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representing four ecological groups are recognized. Endogeic (soil feeding) earthworms
can be divided into two trophic niches, possibly reflecting resource use differences, both
spatially and trophically. Earthworm gut microbiomes show a pattern similar to that of
stable isotopes: the four ecological groups have distinct gut microbiomes, with anecic
species and mesohumic endogeic species occupying the two ends of the spectrum.
Bacterial community structures of earthworm gut were distinct from their surrounding
soil. Among them, Proteobacteria, Actinobacteria, Firmicutes were the dominant
bacterial phylum in the gut. The gut microbial communities in earthworms showed that
the host individuals from the same location are more similar to each other than those of
the same species from different locations, indicating earthworms may have regional

specificity rather than host species specificity.

Keywords: earthworm, functional group, ecological group, stable isotope, next

generation sequencing, microbiome
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= & K = K

e dsl e 4

li\'\

(v
P

\»

R 95 2-18% 0 @ & K A1 5 43-55 %(Dickschen and Topp, 1987) o il
AR AR R g L AR S A A RS LA R
B F e o d ipdilanfed 75 ¢ WEE3 G P Fhg i 5% 5 O'brien and Stout

(1978) = & B ega 3@ 5138 7 drdslfs o .';;gus # Bk e £ # 4 7 300-1000

TR

kg/ha> F LR A4 3 apr P 8T 355 180 # " M 1 67 & > Lubbersetal. (2013)

wEE 1990 = 2011&@;1%6 BT lsl g R R G R T BT E A4

—=\

B N R RE R F MRt 4 0 219 COr % EH/F 33 %0 N2O
PERF A2 % ApF o 73 FE e drliladdea Jy e R i 2 & 0 i
B IR R IFFPRFIRTEI TR IR RBEFE DR L HE
7 8 E g i v * (Edwards, 1997; Lavelle and Spain, 2002) = Knowles et al. (2016)#?1
IR K ANEGET L E e R A F o 4% 78 Aporrectodea tuberculata i A3l i
B¢ ot de i g dEEl R T 0 TR 67% 2 E Y < AR S 0 W F B
St ik T B e 60% o

FRAMZ AP MemE R L F2 - g 5 3-17%%
R 1 T il e %O\Iowak 1975) » = % deen§ i fdedil w B 2 3o e g
B> 3-d Bz 24 0 bl 48P 59160-80% (Sabine, 1978; Bouché, 1981) o ¢ 48 i ksl
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TR ey gREF & 2 #2i 23 Y | Bouché and Ferriere (1985)#-7 % b isl
Nicodrilus longus # & "N 2 BC{Ezsts 2 JFaFiv 5 &4 Kk 3R Airis RS B8 B
FoenggE it 95 40 % > Fr@E F v L RaE K g Y 1F % (Svensson et al., 1986;

Elliott et al., 1990)

LI02 3 SPay £ epmils

S LEEE L BRI SRR EE SN TS ST

f22)5 P S HRASHI BN KSR R e B Fakdnp d b i d
P F R AR P FHEHHAR ) AT B gt ER PG T e

1970-1980 & »SgF & F &2 4 i FjFangH o i {HF B anda Pl L F s o 47

¢ 7 f1* sanger sequencing A 172 EH i p T 5 > K F TS S pRA

o

I R SN R S S ECE R ¥ D I
WEBARHERLG R RE - sl 3 SE R % (Admassu et al., 2006) o £-4F 4
f/@i ,}';: W%:ﬁ /}j L m*ﬂ ’Fﬁ‘l—}‘i |34 1(;;’1 %,,\ ) IJ # Iﬂ L ﬁ%—% fé'f“iﬁ”/?ﬂ ’ia ']}]J-Qr'f'gg\q “’g‘_—%

fe ~ 30 fr ~ 2 3 f¥ ¥ (Ravindranetal., 2015) ; * * 2 {3 SR L end 34 o §_

"FE\

PlFefE Rl Lo e Wik FRAPFLNSF TR 2 2 R4 P ERARAL
Kpdtrd o Rp g p 24 it $ oo By " ¥ L (phospholipid fatty acids,
PLFA) it 53 414 4% 2lc 2 4 sg ¥ end F+ 454 PLFA 2 dore g iy frend & o o
FOUR A e B PR R FE AR RS R A 01 B Sdp e
RGN o W B A A 0 S B P 2 (Enami et al., 2001; Sampedro et
al., 2006) °

FRA ARSI EALF RN T IR F LIRS SRR
LG TR EREFHE R LR e kiR ¥ ik kR
EF F g Hd BCEONEFr oG e B LRT A
PREHAEOIEAS > oG IR Il B s iR R R B RS T Y
FALEALGRLIR UATHENE Y S S F RS LS F A F S 8K

# BCe BN¥ g4 57 b4 %P (Maraun et al., 2011; Chang et al., 2016;
Melody et al., 2016) - B A4 3£ 4 & k¥ 22 ¥ F > EH G FTRL LM > F 5
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g g BRER R R o A Y SPC kEERITNESHE ST

(DeNiro and Epstem, 1978) » @ 3N #cE R/ & H a4 Fh 9 4p £ 3.4+ 1.1%o0
(Minagawa and Wada, 1984) o {&3 TR 5 crfe A fe = &1 5 8 AR 2 & & 2 cofe &
CRTAASF T RMAT 2 & PRI M F Y L1 EE S

2

\F‘b

b
|
_\g_
wz
Bk
E
P
F_L

%ﬁv,{wn%lﬁ m#gml}ﬁffrc’ A A ) - ;32,.?]3_1 # 1
BAOEWTRR S O REL P REDOFT N UEET RSl gﬁ*"”%lﬁ?])fﬁm%‘ﬁv

o

S T LB AN LR S B AR ] S8 b anEh L R W

IR AL RAEE SN AR SR £ Fa AL S

111 B* € A2 ARyl fried 2 3 iFn

S ULIE U WA S mp?]16SrRNAsba%1»" igr mempﬁ/»\ B
BAPLIFEN DT REAFORE T E R IR AR KA U5 3 %jﬁ
ridpidal B g s B 2R 65 4P 4 17 (Adra et al,, 2019; Aira et al., 2022) » @ < A Y
FENIWELBIEBARBRE 2T ok g (Pass et al, 2015; Wang et al., 2019;
Brantschen et al., 2020; Huang et al., 2021) ~ #4431 "% f2 B % (Krishnaswamy et al., 2021;
Zhu et al., 2021; De Bernardi et al., 2022) ~ #% @ #|(Ma et al., 2017) ~ 2.2 % (Huang et
al.,2021) ~ B3 = /& (Huangetal., 2022)e42. & » A 23 a7 FiRsgiE 2T &
b S3TRE 1 4 A3 B¢ AT R R F B R F ek
s e eng if (Hu et al., 2020; Wang et al.,, 2021) ~ B4 5 A& v @ 4%
(Schlatter et al., 2019; Li et al., 2021) -

Ra o VHEFT FAAIARERBETEG S BUTE - F Lisbl (6

—_—

Yot de F * chbe sl Eisenia fetida) » & F pr d sl B 05 ¢

e F % - Sapkota et

al. (2020)> 2 ¢ ¥ i %k B T fAie FFABAEFE NI A s
B MAppESE G AR 27 Pf*«ff'?fﬁmﬂkiﬁ”’iiﬁ'ﬂitii;'#ﬁ’ﬁ FREFRLE

(species specific) e I P % 5 1 » S H AR T RET A REP IEBIFERTF L T
% % ¥ i (Price-Christenson et al., 2020; Sapkota et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021) » 7= @&
CHEAT T I IR R TR I 2 S F4p 0B B(Liuetal., 2018; Aira et
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al., 2019; Bray et al., 2019; Schlatter et al., 2019; Brantschen et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2020;
Airaetal.,,2022) c Fac o~ { § 7 o sl f e BF S etk ? B ob R B el dal o @
USRI PE BN iR e bl e e B2 m,{% 4 PR o

LI2FE3 B &
TS A Gy SR ARG Y o A G SR ARS S SRR

B DNINE = ST N B LS o Al MAdped » ndilse i a5 4 4 &% o
/ B‘ FI 7\}\ a7/

ﬁﬁ,&’.arl"\ mé&a;}wﬁ,}}gﬁ 5 aﬁ‘éi%‘ﬁ;‘;vﬁ ﬁig\%ﬁ"/ﬂaﬁ’iﬁt’ vl'ljr,\l") %{\

SRR S R TS SR S R L e
SRF I RIS B AR DL R KA SRy AR LN %

1% % i
P& A enle sl 48 e L. terrestris ~ E. fetida o ¥t T ¢F X 38 cndedal gt 2 7
Bofad b e B g A LRy R F Lend bl 304

Bl f ~ 2 AT ERERR DE LI R R H L B
FPb A AT Lt S A R R F RS SR 2 a0 el
BEERELREE PRFGARBRE RG-S FECBLYE
RS A ] )Rl S R KA R K A 7 3= B 2 ¥ (Bouche,
1977) 1% S 8= 25 4 P EER e Tipbliny $ o E s L8 1 11
B F R kA e bl e Rt R FEE S 2 HR(DF 4R
RS SE RS L O R - Sl 3 sl IR SulbE TR &
Koo Bz Slr s R A AR R el e o 0t (3
BRI g2 Bl B (AipklER e gamay o i
FE ¢ A HEOFROE L () FFES T A EHEGE F
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R E ot - Rl

21 HFHRE
AR SR EART AT HFHFBEI o BHRE A W e R
#é@\S%?ﬁﬁ‘%%ﬁ%ﬁ\%%ﬁ%@°ﬁ%§ﬁﬂﬁiﬂ‘@%“%
vtk LR F 2L B RAGEFH L A B HE o & B S

FEZ DA BEHFEL T2 O RFAE VL BiE - 2% 0

S AR o RPN 20208 9 7 222021 £ 12 7 2R o
22 FE ~ dgEgaadalik

v T BEB~4% % (five point sampling method) & % ¥ w Bt 4 ML 7 - T

Deend AR KB FEE S EEA L SR S0em eh 2 A WA FERE
PRAIAFEE AL A AL B T2 2R AN Po- BIEA 20em

)

thlfr s K34 B2 ECF B2 A(@=2cem)? A3 A K 2 3E(0-5em) & K K 2

#(15-20cm) - 2 > FEL T EERE > BEEF P T EBI(R3) F A1 T
Fiili A 4 R el 2 A o B 4R R iR R AR 9 0-20cm 2 3 0 31 B

B A ARl D B AR P 13 kel 150 & BAR(WI 25 £ 1)

PRE A R0 WAELINE SRR S 2 S
231 2 E# A

FRORAE 24 [N REFEAIL B30 BERERY BT 72 B
Ao 23536 BAE I 36 BAEKIHE AF BHREY > 234 Bz
BAERAT PRI 2L HEENP LB BAT R T BRSO B
PHBE AP R B RS B E 40 B R A 20 BAK L
20 B AR 2B R AR E A A o 2B AEHFQmm &)k 2o
Fragrg d3f Y R 2 AR iR B G R a2 R AR PR R 0.25g Ry
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3-20°C 1T 5 fs FeA a7 v H AR E 49(60°C) > iz 48-72 /] pF1s -4
ER AN o ﬁ% e i F o 4720 3 AR AP~ 38.000-42.000mg £~ kP o ¢ R
FAEREE 06 HE T IFEEFIE o

232 FEHA

T RHEERREFEE0BETERA TUE TR E AT FEHRARE
FU48(60 °C) o efe 48-72 o PR 1S R FRE §F (4 mm G )& HISF o B E
ST R febo B R E E R - B o R T & A 72 5% E & & P~ 3.8000-
4200mg Er»FE P 5 & AP CEN06IHT E G o

2.3.3 il &

T BHEE RN EEE 13 Akl 150 £ B 150 & By g g

kAT ES LR AL 4§ Sl 23 94850 & B (A
1) f22B~H 9 3 e 7 cd o A 47 o F2 @ e sl AR P 2 MBI BT i
ERE T o A AR R Py o A irisliE(Changetal,, 2009) > Gd EiE d1 e AR E

41

f
CRERE R A i = ﬁ%~?€“§é§%%&ﬁ\méﬁﬁﬂ\
RICPHCOERH R EEIESREGEULS BT LI EBF A R L SR
##& 3 & 14 (Schmidt, 1999; Potapov et al., 2014; Wilschut et al., 2019) » 5 7 ¥ f & & 2.
GESIE TS PRS2 2 = ST EAE S Eul L EERL LT
B 3naanfiid > W7 T vl B BT A 4T o SR BIGEA L E i AR 1 A 2
AT A o 4= FRS el bl 575 %020 °C o

Lrddl B H g e T S AR R A PR W S N 2 U AT
(B 4) > # 55 drlsligd EJ AT S end 3 5 SRS G el p o g & 2

ST RPN b oo o S F ke drlal Rl A S 3 TR Y (S8 S Avdn gl T ki
Rdp Bl T2 A 2B RE S RETRITH P H 35 o RIS ERH W (S
BN BB Y 0 20 °C TR A S TR Y o drllEEINE g

TR E Y OSY%FPH Y s o T W R RS S 2R P

12
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WP BN TRE L L_/Fi“fh FoAESERET L § T AR BRI
Ty 34k §% 3-5 = > £ 14 Mini-Beadbeater-16 fz3R A7 B #8 (Model 607; BioSpec
Products, Bartlesville, OK, USA)#-/ & B = 45 % o 48 T ke % A 17 2 i dsl 48 = wp
@ %P 0.900-1.100mg X » 47§ @ > ¢ ?aé»‘w%’x,%_ 96 I A BTG e

24K R A
24158~ § RTF =4

23 S irdil e 3% % 3 University of California Davis Stable Isotope Facility
(Davis, California, USA):& 788 ~ § 42 T =% & 7 o bz i3l ¥2 2 £ 4% & 12 PDZ Europa
ANCA GSL =~ # 4 47 k%% 14 ¢ % PDZ Europa 20-20 e =% v (& § 2 i% (Sercon,
Cheshire, UK) ; # 3 4% & 12 Elementar Vario EL Cube £ Micro Cube ~ % 4 7 ik
(Elementar Analysensysteme GmbH, Hanau, Germany) 8 % Isoprime VisION IRMS
(Elementar, Cheadle, UK) ¢ ¢ B PDZ Europa 20-20 & i % +t T 2% % (Sercon,
Cheshire, UK):i& {7 & 7 °
S13C ~ 51N 22 8 & 5t

813Csample 2 8" Nsample = [ Rsample / Retandard — 1 ] % 1000%o0

A idkE delta @)%+ R B3 PC:r2C & PNIUN» 2w 5 A
(sample) 2 & 2% =.(standard) =t @ 0 H = 5 F 20t (%) 0 AL~ F REAERE e ] S

- S

VPDB(Vienna Pee Dee Belemnite)£? + # # e1§ F o

242 B2k 2 F T AL S PN

I 2 F 0 AT AL & R vA13 T e 7 4 45 22 #(R.Core. Team, 2022)
B - &2 geplot2 % i (Wickham, 2016)4 ] © #-3°C ~ 8N J 4odicid i 53 % A %)
FE o LR A gt B SR PR T0%6 R L
[Fl #= Bl(Fox and Weisberg, 2011) » & 7 v* §& & R4k 3 2 B ddalengy & o1 > b bl

SBC 8PN i E & 0-5em £ 2 it o
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2.5 ix 83l DNA %78 4 7

S EE A T 2 il e AR 0 B R
DNA %45 (DNA barcodes) i&— # 3l o & 95%IFpF iz 2 drdilfk & F 35~ 5) 5
mg mf_%& 12 FavorPrep™ Tissue Genomic DNA Extraction Mini-Kit (Favorgen, Ping-
Tung, Taiwan) % B~ DNA - % B~ ¢ DNA 42 4 & € & 3+ (NanoDrop™ Lite
Spectrophotometer, Thermo Scientific, USA)je &k B 2 B o drdil e fd g i@ * F
ot f B F T DNA ERS 0 4 i&{iﬁifﬂ?ﬁ}m’i’é § % ¢c §FitprtH ~ |
(cytochrome ¢ oxidase subunit 1, COI)(Hebert et al., 2003) » PCR & #* 3]+ 4 %
LCO1490 (5-GGT CAA CAA ATC ATA AAG ATA TTG G-3') & HCO2198 (5'-TAA
ACT TCA GGG TGA CCA AAA AAT CA-3") (Folmer et al., 1994) » & 7|3 tg & & &
658 bp°PCR ~ &% % 20uL> p 7 7 LCO1490/HCO2198 31+ 0.5uL (10uM)~
0.1U Taq DNA polymerase (5U/uL) (SuperTherm Taq, JMR-801, JMR-Holdings, UK) ~
2ul Ex Taq buffer (10x) ~ 1.6uL dNTP mixture (2.5mM) ~ 2uL of 12.8mg/mL BSA 12
2 P2 DNA #4 1uL (150-300ng) » ¥ 4¢ 3% 5 ddH20 % .88 % 20uL -

PCR /% £/ 8 >R R 5% ¥ (Biometra TOne Thermal Cycler, Analytik Jena
GmbH, Jena, Germany)’ & £ X %_%#c 5 (1)preheating: 94 °C-1 4 45 ; (2)denaturation
94 °C-30 #; » annealing : 45°C-30 #) » extension : 72°C-50 #; » 1+ X 6 i VAT S
(3)denaturation : 94 °C-30 #; - annealing : 54°C-30 #; - extension : 72 °C-50 4} » 14
4 % 35 B % 5 (4)final extension : 72 °C-10 4 4 - PCR & 47 :& {73 " "4 T &
(1.5% agarose gel electrophoresis) » & § 3£ T FE 2L tg = # o

HtpA 2 PCR 515 3 R4 8r2 7 (54 > SR 2k » 11 ABI
3730X Genetic Analyzer (Applied Biosystem, US)4 7 & 4 > Z_F % % f1* Geneious
# 8  (Biomatters Ltd., Auckland, New Zealand) # 5 7| &= & » £ 11
CLUSTALX(Thompson et al., 1997)#-5 7| ¥4 > 1L $49 2% 3 #8540 4r sl e DNA
RS TR B -

14
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2.6 gl R R 2 RS F AP

2612 § PBPRES - REFRGF R - i

B 140 BRAEFHA AT 0 & 7 40 B2 A 50 BsdslE 4k
*~50 B ardsl {8 % 4k ~ > 5B~ DNA # * DNeasy PowerSoil Kit (Qiagen, Germany) °
B2 DNA 14 i & % % & 3+ (NanoDrop™ Lite Spectrophotometer, Thermo
Scientific, USA) e &k B 2 R » £ 3 3-20°C v 5 8 ke * o

16S 1% #5448 +% pE +% 2 (16S ribosomal RNA)Z B2 24 + {2 pEt=x H ~ ‘2= » 16S
RNA B¢ 2 % HE24ABRAFETR JI* ¥R F by v wRETy
faz ikypoE* 16SIRNA B R % £ % VO6-V8-i * 313 % 968F(5-AAC GCGAAG
AACAACCTTAC-3")% 1319R(5'-ACG GGC GGT GWG TRC-3") (Yarzaetal., 2014)>
Fr|RtgE R % 424bp - PCR 7 B84 % 40uL > p 7 3 968F /1319R 31+ %
0.8uL (10uM) ~ 0.24pL Taq DNA polymerase (5UmL!)(Takara Bio, Otsu, Japan), ~ 4uL
Ex Taq buffer (10x) ~ 3.2uL ANTP mixture (2.5mM) ~ 12 %2 % B~2_ DNA $4% 1uL (50-
100ng) » ¥ 4= ) ddH20 I 348 % 40pL -

PCR 2 £ %3 * R R %k E (MiniAmp™ Thermal Cycler, Thermo Scientific,
USA) » % B* €_%#c i (1)preheating : 94 °C-5 4 4& ; (2)denaturation : 94 °C-30 #; >
annealing * 52°C-20 #; * extension : 72°C-45 #; » & 30 ® 5% ; (3)final extension :
72 °C-10 4~ 48 - PCR Z& 4 i& {7 3 75 "} 18 7 /(2.0 % agarose gel electrophoresis) *
T AR IS 5T PR R 424 bp o B T AR AL o
QIAEX 1II agarose gel extraction kit (Qiagen, Germany) * it DNA #f 3 &+ (DNA
amplicon) » 4 it 2 DNA # ¥ + ™ 42 g € & % £ & 3 (NanoDrop™ Lite
Spectrophotometer, Thermo Scientific, USA) & &k & % & o

DNA tagging PCR (DT-PCR) % #-DNA #3# + 2 & 7 | 2 & ehfhie(tag) » 71
TR FEL B & o 1395 Chen et al. (2011) » & %4451 3 3 968F v 1319R 7
S'eBip bt Bbp(d AST~CG7[E L) &7 (F 256 epses »a fpt
g HY 37 wiEieil 3 4o

15
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#= Bk A DNA 3+ peihies] + 27 DT-PCR > F R 5 50
pL > p 723 2.0 uL #3251+ # 968F/1319R (10uM) ~ 0.5 pL Taq DNA polymerase
(5UmL ")(Takara Bio, Otsu, Japan), ~ 5 uL Ex Taq buffer (10x) ~ 4.0 pL dNTP mixture
(2.5mM) ~ 2 2 DNA #4% 10uL (10-50ng) » ¥ # ;% £ ddFLO T 5,48 5 50 pL -

262 - BBt ARHHMIF A

DT-PCR # & &2 **§ K A% F (MiniAmp™ Thermal Cycler, Thermo
Scientific, USA) » & B KX %_%#c 5 (1)preheating : 94 °C-3 4 45 ; (2)denaturation : 94
°C-30 #; » annealing : 52°C-20 #; - extension : 72°C-45 §) » % 5 B #5% ; (3)final
extension : 72 °C-10 4 43 o

57 FEn DT-PCR A4 23 § iz %5 » #- 325 DILPCR A4 2 k32
DNA #53 + I pFi8 {7 26 7o 9148 T 4 (2.0 % agarose gel electrophoresis) » 14 § & ik #&
AL d ¥t e fhie2 DT-PCR A4+ % 4 5 432 bp» £3f % Al 503 % 2 37 &
RfR %2 2F =% %3 Adkie2 DNA S+ » A4 7 DT-PCR A 4 fhis & 7 o

Witgp iz T p PR 432bp 0 #2r T iR > # + QIAEX
IT agarose gel extraction kit % i* DNA #3# + - % i* 22 DNA #H3 =+ Ir pF A2 E »
% 3k & 3+ (NanoDrop™ Lite Spectrophotometer, Thermo Scientific, USA)% # & 4 &
% 3% & (Invitrogen™ Qubit™ 3 Fluorometer) i 4k B % %4 & ©

Wi r e Lo DNA M F 15 BHEABGER 100ng £ % 1 1.5 mL dte 3
(# 32-36 B~ % - ¢) £ 1% QIAquick PCR Purification Kit (Qiagen, Germany)
MeEHRR ARSI SRR AP > AT~ %k &R 3 (NanoDrop™ Lite
Spectrophotometer, Thermo Scientific, USA)% ¥ sk & & 3k 3 i% (Invitrogen™ Qubit™
3 Fluorometer).c &k & % B » &% & )k & 4 3% 2000-3000ng » A260/A280 4
**1.8-2.0 °

TAT/HELF AT P (Taipei, Taiwan) » & * Illumina A+ 5 (Miseq®
PE300):& {7 =x & & @_F paired-end # it¥(next generation sequencing) > Z_& & & 7

2x300 bp -
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2.63 A 7| TR ASL B 330 A 47

#-Rhe B 7] e QIIME2v2019.10 & 5 g & > @ * DADA2 V1.6 #-F 718 (7 % Jiw

72 (Callahan et al., 2016)> & 71| 5 d 2 AR B 7| ip s e R £ %8 (chimera)’
T ReDB A G B fRT R OPEH B 7] % 48 (amplicon sequencing variants, ASVs) > 3%
% 11 VSEARCH #- ASVs £ 7 #2 i (SILVA v99):& {7 1 %} ¥ 4 % & % (Rognes et al.,

2016)> 7] “f/v\zeﬁl‘ &% T 6>+ F(archaea)~ ¥ % 8 (chloroplast) ~ #* 4% §8 (mitochondria)

% A % 3% (unclassified) 7 ASV » % » R v4.1.3 T 2 (R.Core.Team, 2022)i& {7 {5 5 &
17 ¥2 %] ] (Phyloseq, ggplot2 packages) (McMurdie and Holmes, 2013; Wickham, 2016)
s S d ] DI RIFRHEITF A S o R R AP AFA
R Ea Rl AR ERAY ASVaRBE G REFE S R 205
ASV ¥ ¥ % & (ASV f&#)% Shannon # f& 7 &+ :}Fl #c > Shapiro—Wilk test # AR
BALFPEFEAT > P EFEALT F5 Levene'stest Fesl R R AT 55 FF
fo B 5 e E 4 ANOVA v e T 308 e & > 17 Tukey's test i& {7 (5% 5 7
EF AT E B A gk & 2 Wilcoxon signed-rank test ~ & 2 b ik & 2
Kruskal-Wallis test +* & ¢ > e £ > 312 Dunn'stest & (7 (5% > 45 1 B % 5
o AL FFAASFAE S LR AR R FE F

>

£8
ot bk AR (%
SR ) IRl R E(FHE ) 3 448 A3 Bray-Curtis

P E R AEREL PCoA #1470 2 ANOSIM W /e P X R § F <3 e p £ 8

FHEAARFER G S s AR ER L B FEOES

17
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- 8%
1R~ FRATE =4

R =AM 13§ 15 T3HE ¥ I HIFAARFEREARF > 6°C L Eag
] 14.-32.23 %0 (SD = 0.24) 7]-30.12 %0 (SD = 0.33) ; 0-5¢cm 2+ 3% % -28.50 %, (SD = 1.13)
3-26.23 %0 (SD = 1.15);15-20cm 2 3 % -25.60 %0 (SD =1.82) ¥]-21.14 %, (SD = 1.14)>
815N & 3% # chfd 174272 % SD = 0.26)$]-0.42 %, (SD = 0.18) ; 0-5cm * 3 5 1.80
%0 (SD = 0.87) ] 4.13 %, (SD = 0.51) ; 15-20 cm 2 3% 5 4.12 %o (SD = 1.20) 3] 6.52 %o
(SD=0.44) (4 2)» £+ %S8BC~8"N #cied M3 § &5 5% E ~0-5cm 2 3% - 15
20cm 2 3E (R 5) -

BPHFEFI D I3 fAirsl hinyp i d ~ WA <) DA REZ S BH 2 BEDA
& % & Alirial(epigeic) : Amynthas corticis » Amynthas tayalis -~ sp14 (Amynthas) ; &
& A i 43l (endogeic) - Amynthas  rockefelleri ~ Amynthas incongruus - Amynthas
minimus * Drawida sp02 ~ Metaphire californica ~ sp18 (Amynthas) ~ sp41 (Amynthas) ;

T % Aldrisl(anecic) © Amynthas lini ~ Metaphire trutina + Metaphire yuhsi -

g

glilewop e 8¢ Lo gt 30 M. trutina > H diciE 3 -28.31 %

(SD=0.23); % & 5 &£ % A minimus » # #ciE 5 -25.87 % (SD =0.97) - §©°N T 1=

B 5 37 M. trutina » H #icig 5 -0.98 % (SD=1.05) ; &8 5 s A. rockefelleri 2
it %5 6.01 % (SD =0.22) (% 3) -

B s s a3 000 88C 2 8N Lt A Rphd P AR T A R kR
(isotopic niche)([B] 6) o &74* 7 B i 31813C 3% 4-27.11 %o ~ -25.49 %o ~ 8N 7% %
1.13 %0 ~5.68 %0 » #* 3+ & P A7k e f@drdsl (A, rockefelleri &2 A.incongruus)
B R R Al AdER R R R ARD ¢ LS lbl§EC -
27.34 %0 ~-24.87 %o ~ 8N % 1 1.67 %0 ~6.19 %0 » PR R Al AR Aldedsl >
Pirdir iyt s s EELF AR REAGEBlaR 3T { o
ARAFE L (AT - ) ST P el 813C 55 4-28.55 %0 ~ -26.73 %o ~ §°N
7% 1-0.50 %0~ 1.26 %o > o PFF A & A [ 7 Al > e ARt Ryt S fE Y
BHEHPT > 27 8901 B S TR 5 374 3 37 43l 813C % £.-28.74 %o
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~-25.03 %o ~ 8"°N 7% £-2.55 %o ~ 3.78 %o * I P % K 2 ~ R & A 2§ F uwsl >
Fp61C 8PN fEFEMER 0 2K AT T Ak m it o R

1% L s FTiRiR A RE LDl bt ARV LA XA (BT
.—-_F;)O
R Bl %o - 13 fEdnwl £ B TE > L REcE (B 7 A BRI 2 EE(R

7:BRE)~0-5cm (B 7;CR)MIE TR Rfple =F %13 il
Pl s 5w B4 ¥ Mesohumic endogeic: A, rockefelleri~A. minimus ~ Drawida
sp02 ~ sp41 ; Polyhumic endogeic : M. californica ~ A. incongruus ~ sp18 ; Epi-endogeic :
A. corticis ~ A. tayalis ~ sp14 ; Anecic : A. lini » M. trutina ~» M. yuhsi - & iﬁﬁ?éﬁ; I
R Al F f s 5 Mesohumic endogeic—2~a iy Z ERBEF BT TR
Mehd 3 > 1 2 Polyhumicendogeic—P~a 4 Bz 8 5 F 2 £, g 2
£ R iﬁﬁ‘iﬁi Z R Al enipdild AR THE TR OBRHIEIRBLNTEEY A

Bt % & 5 Epi-endogeic— P~ & EE 2 4 2 & ¢ (R 8) -
32l E AR K I E AR

REALHEI L~ F AIIARE - 2% chimera» % 7880493 5 /A 5 - 2 e
L sl 35 i 140 B4R A 0 ASV i ki e 14088~87362 2 ¥ 5 ¢ i=#ic i 57209(#
4~ % 5) > # ASV #c ¥ i i< ~ SIEW0203_A ~ SIEW0203_P -~ SIEW0379_A -
SIEWO379_A #1% 15 » #-% K 2 224 dal % 5 4 A ] L ASV ffand &L A 7
TR M- el 3 26371 £ B 5| (B 9) » s A T o
UASVFE R kg o v BEREREY R IEEAW A EEA o 5 R
ASVrichness B e B EHRFY M2 EFWME 5 B F L 2 (p=0.0089) (B 10 ~ %
A8 AT M PEH U ERETA ASV kb K B H W= B FE LG
A ¥ AR > Shannon % i itdpdicle prip » ASV F R G REF 93 R3E K
TrRHRERFYRIEANL T HEF LR (p=0.00063) (B 10~ % 6; ANOVA test
dod 8) o ATAF ATR B LS MB NP AT S L B B F £ B (Tukey HSD Test
L%k 9)o
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Ve B R il g g R ) 2 %E]#B AT E FAR o F kiR - ASV
richness & 71 A7 7 BEEehd B >0IrllBiE > 25 F L B (p=0.0439) » H v
TRIEEFALE(B I % 6% 7; Wilcoxon rank sum test % % 4% 10) » Shannon
PR T AP PP EATA D AR R AR LI (s PP
p=0.000258 ; &7 7 X :p=0.00135) Hv» FRaF LRI~ %6~ %
7 ; Wilcoxon rank sum test % % 4% 10) °

AR F LRS- cE S R § ST RS R CE
Bray-Curtis 4p £ & » 173+ 8 & A jEdrEL » & T2 A&~ 7B (Principal Co-
ordinates Analysis, PCoA)(®] 12) » PCoAl & PC0oA2 4~ % ¥ 11 f2§# 14 %= 9.3%
RE R L ST RPN ?]*947"7}?_3_&@“ » 11 Bray-Curtis distance 2* & # 5|

2. PCoA (B 13) » = i## % 2 PCoAL ¥ 5 15%~33%= + > PCoA2 ¥ & 11%
~33% =t FARES Z R (AT YL s SAF NP S RTA T B S AT RTRE)
Fageir gy p L B Aot e £ B (ANOSIM Szt %% - AW ¢ LR

=0.9879>p=0.001~ 54 % p @ :R=05178>p=0.001~ #7# # % :R=0.6425"
p=0.001 - #74*# 27/t : R=0.4552 > p=0.001) -

B R AL Al p EE R 0 &R P (phylum)sars & T (R 14
% B 4 3 12 Acidobacteria - Proteobacteria - chloroflexi &) st H& 3 - @ drdsl %5
i ™ Acidobacteria - Actinobacteria - Proteobacteria ) 37t »]# % 5 & )4 (class)
oFg & T (B 15) % J 2 3 2 Acidobacteria + Alphaproteobacteria - ktedonobacteria
I It BB 0 @ il % 3 2 Acidobacteria ~ Actinobacteria - Alphaproteobacteria
MIHL G E ) b GFEA P (B 16) 0 FF(Family)rs & T o R R R 23R

r13l % g A4 BB B 9% DALLL - Acidobacteriaceae (Subgroup 1) » 7 % (genus)
P& & ¢ ) B % v % Candidatus Solibacter ~ Acidothermus ~ Variibacter -
Bradyrhizobium > # # Acidobacteriaceae (Subgroup 1) tez i 3+ ¥ 574 3 22 b il 55 53
WAL B3 et B B ANl iE 0 @ Bradyrhizobium - Variibacter B 8 3t dal

e

T RCEE
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33% ksl BRFFEH  BEFIR R

wORE R X 4 AL R B AR A 2 AR 0 B \%éﬁiﬁ
p 47'7? #E AR AHTH FP a f k42 ASVrichness £ Shannon 7 4k {245 8 4
Tk o & g TR Alrockefelleri (6% B 2twm 5 0 25 B £ B (ASVrichness : p=
0.0391: Shannon : p=0.0234) > @ = f=¥x3k sl M. trutina £ % 3g g4 o % 3 3018 % >
£ 3 B ¥ £ % (ASV richness : p=0.0313 ; Shannon : p=0.0313) > & ¢ # &% ~ {4
S AR R F L2 (B 17 % 7 Wilcoxon signed-rank test 4r# 11) o

gk B Ripdilw o S5 A E Aip e £ 8 > A Bray-Curtis 4p £ B 4
173 5 4R A EZRAEL > § Y3 B4 47 B (Principal Co-ordinates Analysis, PCoA)

-

PCoAl ¥ PCoA2 » %]+ 11 j2§8 12.9%% 11.4%h% £ > 1335 PCOA B % Uy & @
TERARGIS R AL e L e RN ksl 25 L 2 (R 1S
ARB)  F#F- LirllBgs s BEER > F- RS2 5TR- RE(R 18 B
Bl) o Ko B FouARAEIE ~ 4 fAIEbl I gEd xRl g R s s B
s HERI(R 19) AP NA BERYFHEEIGEAAF AR FRRE M
trutina ~ 3? se ik Ik 43l Atayalis ~ j& 50 % #4358 Tk 43l Ao rockefelleri > 7 ¥ % chjp e 37
f8H PCOA W@ jE4EIL 3 FiT % F @ S 40 & % 7 F%fiﬁ&%&ﬁiiﬁr A I
PR entp o AR TREALIE B RR L H R R R R 1 E?]"#B a2 (| 20)
2 B3 %2 PCOAL ¥ 7 16%~40% = + > PCOA2 9 % 12%~15% % + » & & M
PCOAL H#irmdsl % iE 40 ~ (S A 3 3 > 12 PCOA2 ¥ <« R3[4 7 Frirdil 48 o
FUBER R RRA SRS e LB ELEISE I T g) At ep L8

7 8 ¥ L2 (ANOSIM ezt % » S443 p i@ 1 R=0.5729 > p=0.001 ~ #74* & #
iZ 1 R=0.8224>p=0001- 3747 %k 1 R=0.557 > p=0.001) ; % ¥ F r1isisl
FEAMES A Rirlilp iz FeF LB axvep £8 > 25 ¥ 4L (ANOSIM
it %o AKBH ¢ 1 tR=0.6561>p=0.001~ 547 p@ R=0.4251>p=0.001~
Fraw % R=0.5764 > p=0.001 ~ #74* # #7/& : R=0.4552 > p=0.001) -

w B R bl SR A HE R > AP (phylum)sars & T (8 21)
wiedslm Bt ] g 2T 8 % chE#F 5 Actinobacteria ~ Chloroflexi » @ 5 %5 vt ] & %

% % Acidobacteria - Firmicutes - Bacteroidetes - Verrucomicrobia - % ¢4 (class) sr
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R T (] 22) fdidalan %50t B B T 15 % L Alphaproteobacteria~ Acidimicrobiia
Actinobacteria -ktedonobacteria> @ {& %t ] § >t % % 5 Betaproteobacteria ~Bacilli~
Gammaproteobacteria o e | ofF & ¢ o o dp ¥R R W 40 hEE A R (B 23) 0 B
- apdslm o~ 125 A Y 7 o4 (family) % alphal cluster ~ Acidobacteriaceae
(Subgroup 1) ~Acidobacteriaceae; % 7 ] (genus) = Candidatus Solibacter ~Bacillus
AT il FHEOr LIS E P LY F Y R e B F - BIEBIE SR AT

4 o (family) & Chitinophagaceae » s 1 F#H A & a0 2 A 32 G B4 ¢
& A7~ sk (Rosenberg, 2014) - A& ¢ Lirdilic % > TR E R B R
4 (family) = Hados.Sed.Eubac.3~Lachnospiraceae - Enterobacteriaceae ~Bacillus;
/& (genus) = Magnetospirillum - Enterobacter - Flavobacterium ; {5 % 4p $ &' &

BAOREEFAE X IRE AR A
34 % % 2 EgglIH - (3% Hip

E-¥Himdal i FAp ASV fadic o v H e Ak g R R 23R R 2k p atieddl

B3 SEFF BEURT BE RPN PAEEISE R Y R 22 B T (F] 24
%8) BB EAR R A AL TG ASV filic i 1250~4535; @ 27 % R
23 1 ASV ﬁgx;; 267~1124 > iedil i fh$ h ASV f i B sl 5 /6% i FAP
dort B 50% 0 Bor e sl Y by D ASV fABGE B E 2 HE X G ASV f&
foo Hkipdil g ~ SRV REFBHFE(R 25 £ 9) 0 w7 b fEdrdil2 B
f6 g PR R FFY 142~1673 B ASV > i w5 by 5 632~2749 B ASV s i f
%3 ©3 347~2031 B ASV > Frt@m % ~ (6% L p b &% s B E T o
ASV 1t G| F BT S S E S ASV L Gl K AR T SR AHLE
* 2R o B E NNl 2 ey Mot 3 g ehEE S 1 R (genus)
Fe R v (B 26)0 7 b Redp e @A B 5 o3 P S RTAH RTR Y G X R
I 43l M. trutina £2 '3 27k ksl Atayalis > ATA4 P BEBE AR P LR 3 R R B
T3l A rockefelleri » H FAtp e & 5 — A2 R AP 02 > E 5 g At lrll g P oo
FIFEE PR VIR 4 3 ehFE 0 A Bray-Curtis 4p £ AR A 1735 B R A pEgEt
% YA B4 47 B (Principal Co-ordinates Analysis, PCoA)(#] 26) » PCoAl
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PCOA2 4 | ¥ 11 j2 8 8.7 %2 7.2 %:n% B » 1y Fem 2 7 44 5w 3 o debilgy
AR e e B AR (AT ¢ b~ DAV R S ATV R S RTA T AT ) S e
A3 525 B¥ A B (ANOSIM %3+ % % R=0.7297 > p=0.001) » isdslfEm 2 >
B E FAR AR R L B < £ B (ANOSIM %3t 4 47 - R= 0.5451 - p

l:\'\

=0.001) > # ¢ p i@~ AT F 3 o0 TR M. trutina s & PCOA Rl ¥ chpE3E4piT
AAARENRIEEISE Y BT E 0 3 PR RO R B 2Rl M
trutina % i AR = 4p 2 0 @ R s F #H3E B4l AL rockefelleri %» 7¢ g TR 43l A,
tayalis st g% #27 P &g o
FrvRdrllm B E Y 2% R 3 madp AR (B 28~ 4 10~ % 11)>
s (SRR FARY 3 57~623 B ASV R pET R R 1Y IR Adrlilgag
¢kt %) 3.3%~20%; W w5 ih T chE4p Y N F 54~372 1 ASV et R R 4 3g
¢ Bl P bt 17%~18% WA BT EAT 97 T7~422 B
Vst B 43P I Adedilgag @ Lot ) 0.4%~15.3% 0 < § fade il g i
FIARL % R 2 AR AR B O ¥ @ AT M. trutinas i@ M. trutina ~ spl4
SRR AR DO BB S 1 R EE e B E R IRl S (g g g 4 3 e
SEFE O M E] P Rt () 29) 0 4 3 2 ﬂw;sg BapEipgERe o
HEF kg A e o BAE D PG RNIE Bl 12 ¢ anEFE > A0 Bray-Curtis 4p
B R AT E R ARG > & YA B4R 4 47 B (Principal Co-ordinates Analysis,

%

PCoA)(®] 30) » PCoAL &2 PCOA2 4 w7 11 28 17.5%%7 13.3% %3 » B F @
TORMPESREF(ART P L S R AT L ATA P ATR)L R A
£ B (ANOSIM 53t A 45 > R=0.3927 > p=0.001) > #* *F > B¢ ¥ 04 & A %
SR AN AEE S AN R R NCREE L LR
B)Larmp LB 0 24 A% L B (ANOSIM 23+ 4 45 » R= 0.4668 » p = 0.001) » ®
Bl P e dmay o nld ddpt o FARe S S B SRR { T -

(=
|:\'\

3.5l E Fdp F phie sl Y & (21

d i denS% ot Pinkld BHAF R DL B R YR

?
P& e b3l ng.lﬁ,{dﬁ—ﬁl*nﬁ:];}g IEVES I%ﬁﬁﬁl]ﬁ,\ e REFE ﬁ]z\, v R Bray-
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Curtis 4p £ & & #7355 % A pedpserd » § 304 A4 47 B (Principal Co-ordinates
Analysis, PCoA)(R] 31) » PCoAL 2 PCoA2 4 %] ¥ ! j2#§ 20.5 %2 13.0 %h% £ >
e gkl A A S 0 Fp e 2B £ R (Anecic ~ Epi-endogeic ~ Polyhumic
endogeic ~ Mesohumic endogeic) < = &= p Z £ (ANOSIM s34 45 » R=0.2866 > p=
0.001) 5 MisklHiE 2 b R bm 5 > Fpe~ 2 4R (Ml g s~ $9) e
n £ B (ANOSIM stz 4 47 > R=0.4448 > p=0.001) - PCOA B} » £ B &+ en15 i

Bla s 8% > HX 272 2 REril o ir il m B B S B ARESR X FER BF > U B B

A& e PCOl $14 5 a3 0 ¥ B el g P 2 RE > 4 BEH LIRS

-
L
-

5

hx

Y

>

5

@D

o,

(@]

m

i=

@D

>

o

)

Q

@
(@]
ra

g ﬁ}fﬁ’ﬁ BEM s % > PCoA Bld ¢
Polyhumic endogeic ~ Mesohumic endogeic » dz 83l 4 fi % 5 AR E M A # 4 H 12

The =% %% 0 8PC 8PN #kigd M3 F o
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212
2~ 1t
AR S ERITR R LAY NLA RS ITIEEISG L R D

oo B el B d a2 g 4 g ‘m];—]ifﬁ TR T EATESE TR L

R e dilp 13§ 15Tk 2323 L2 QF R v Birll B iLh
Tz B2 AF{Fe i B2 EE QLB FI 2 HY » aHmiFES

_‘_l % > :flb K lE’# _r’/\’f%;zg LS Pf’fi ?Fiﬁ’iglf,%fi}]f' ]"’ ﬁ'g;]gv ) g ;}’g_—f '!!' }’E;‘y.ﬁwﬁ'{m * ;]’ﬁf]
MARR L F AT ERREDL BLA -
SRR A SRR () A O FES AR £ RS
()i dslP~ 5 2 G it ﬁﬂ@ﬁ%%@i AR A il 4T e R 4 2 i b3l e B
CAEE Yo S(R)E R IRLIBE D S % L f b HASV
ﬁﬁ%*fﬁ%*””SVﬁ&’““kiwﬁ%iﬁ,@%iﬁﬁ%%iﬁﬁa
7 ASV i b AlpE SRR (A)FE TR R A TR

P

RHE EblSE A a7 F 2 G¥aueblz Pl B85 - R o

AL INEE Y T T 3

BEARS PRI FELRRAE IR PE A RO RIFEG ME X P
P fRARRARF 0 8PC 8PN B AR o L F AL iEAY FHEEB DR AR CRA
pH & ~ {E4k g Al » ¢ i3 & — TA2R 04 & (Ehleringer et al., 2000) °

FEY ASPCHEELERLDREY 2 RS P8 d 2 C3-C4 a4 %
EIE* 3 02 o FRBIT* B3 2 g2 C3~CAES {1 * 7 I ehFpLiR
FHRAF P AT §F PRET 4 C3CAEFH PCBCaHa v iTt 3 o
§13C & C3 f.4 € i1 C4 4 4 (Zeiger and Zhu, 1998) = — 47 = 813C i 45 4
P BB R S B T 3 E > C3 44 81C A 3-38 %o ~ 20 %o » C4 54 +1813C &
A35-17 %0 ~ -8 %ol » 3 % B E AT o 5@ Hik? * At S BB C3
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Foood ME L TR B i E 2 61°C P BE 2-32.23 %042 -30.12 %0 2 [ > £ C3 i 4
AL R
- BEREERY  AASH KRR 0 R0 3 3 Akl 08130 281N #
EELR MAARFBAE G BT B4 ERM POk R
B ME BT R AR ] TRE SR TR - R A
EE %ﬂﬁ’%"”‘{?i‘ Lao
ATAU D EEE RS el BB P AL KA A

#

8l
$oie £ B A 5 0.56%0 ~ 2.81%0 0 47 21 ut B B A K Al el 2 B AL T - B
AU G
SR e & K Aliedsl o Al corticis B A v R ARAR G AR Aldedsl o gt fE el R LA
AR LBER DOOFIERFEE Ao RRAIREY T - & Ra kA
corticis 223 B BN H b KA Abrlsl X B P& 0 §1°C Ffs 17 0.69~0.95%o0

w

SRR Zi; AR \—'"ﬁ - fAdedsl [ FCHL R TAS 3

8N 147 1.90~4.34%0 » 2 il st tnd BEAK- R AUEEAR KA L 8
kANl e A R Y BB T ERAK IIEGISEC S 8PN TiaE L B A u]E -
26.03%0~-25.87%0 ~ 3.57%0~6.01%0 » #* T 8/ & 2| triiiil 2 AR % =4t mdn £
- BHERIEE TS LS BRI CEEC BFLE HE_A minimus £8°C
B E g5 Bl B B @A A el s A dp B i g v o] 2 48 5 2.4-3.2 cm (Horst,
1893) » JaiplHE Al el 6 B oAb G 0T BT 4% A JRAEA RS P2 T
Foa 8RR SPRFLEHFRIE Ly FHo S04 NP A el A u
%
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% £-0.98 %022 3.15%02- 5 M. trutina srfg & fp =R = 5 4 #ﬁ%f; E Ay
7 A eedsl s ALt S B O R PR EHEN AR R DY
FOAEG I OEERE AL R &4%”ﬂ“ﬁiﬁ&%§ﬁif%@@&ﬁﬁo

ERFIMONIE AP R YA Y 1 BEF 2E AT
VR 4 R g RS R RS S LS

RAFERIL L o Rdm > A2 R aiRBZ o d S F e RE SRR ERAE
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EAREEL ~ 2R EOLE R R RBOAH# S S FTREPC PN 7 R
(Eisenhaueretal.,2009) > % 7 #-7 [Pk BEend EHH F & HIFE T R & H L -
A2 4 37 F iz 05T F k8 1 (Korobushkin et al., 2014; Potapov et al., 2016) °
REFRLIES #*é@ﬁ#‘@’¢m%wﬁp“ﬂ’wﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ—’
EE Y- SRR SR AL REEES L RRES RREC £
EH o RA SN BRIANREN T EREN o A RYE T 7 R
FEOESF AR FELBOEFS Ao RE-FY AR EEITER
e fh e A 2 #fém/w\ﬁ’ir’ﬁ Faep AR ARAELIE S Ft o R F ik
PR AP REERPEEREZY KA AT EBS A DAH G TR RS
PR AR L I o Fpl > AP A n 1 R4sBicE AT 0 A E_ 0-5 cm 2 R
FHEN S 5 & HHEBRFAFIEEIY & ey kdp S5 B0 R4 EE S
FRo ksl it B4R B B%s b £ A PHESEEF B B 6
B R N
AP LHRRALBRSE B BFEORFED A DT ERENY e B4 GF
& % % Mesohumic endogeic ~ Polyhumic endogeic ~ Epi-endogeic ~ Anecic (Lavelle,
1981) o 24 i ig * £ i e S8 A dipdilena > 2 2 2R ARBEF T K DB L
E Ay kAR A2 B BEE R A anioip B Fle D

fmanEdal 4 R E A T Y 7?—*{ 17 R sl g fE 2 F'B‘m»g & RE s A Ch R L h

ARREFERI S B FAY A2 RSELISEIREANY C FRAE TR
LR W AEES B R 2 F NIl 1 4 7 R0 ASV falic
£ 5@ Shannon % fiifdpdict oAt P AT BIEE TR F L
RoATHEFEERRESEI AP L LEFPTA RIERF S EREw L
74P+ > Wangetal. (2021)# Eiseniafetida it 5 § %4 8 > #E=x & T/ > v
Fad KRl E R ) R AL R ML 1TRET 8 RiRF AN
Bl s a a5 FTRGEFIELEIFE D ~ % o

\T\

27

doi:10.6342/NTU202203486



Wrdil TS R R B R T ARET 2 G R PR R
PERE ~ MRAPLNZ £ 0 7K £ 5 40-65% (Horn et al., 2003) » X @ g ¢ 42§ ch

B g EARE G F A R (Byzovetal, 2015) 0 H 3 ¥ St 1 3 i poen
] E ﬁ:f&’%ﬁ?@ﬁ%iﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁw%%&ﬁﬁ§%“:f
Wl g AL R R BB ARE Y £ D EE bR

(Dominguez etal., 2021)> & F Bk i & 1  fdrdal g 4+ 3 r % R L EASV X 3 42 B
%ﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁ#SV&iﬁ*’ﬂ%ﬁMWﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁjﬁ@ﬁbﬁ%?uﬁ
Bt Bom LB B MEG s b kA fRF R 8w 4 G R % 4P 5 (Sampedro
etal,, 2006) > ¥ fidmdsleng 2 &2 % B 4 2 @ gt s 4R erdg % (Dominguez et

’

al., 2021) - % J 2 primdalgag ¢ oy 5 IRk g F ™ 5 Acidobacteria ~Chloroflexi
Proteobacteria ; H ¢ Acidobacteria % ig * tp 4% & P &2~ *# > Acidobacteria £
7 v}% f &1 B % M ek gk (Fierer et al., 2007; Leff et al., 2015) 2 A~ #f1¢ & ™ «h
Solibacteraceae £ Koribacteraceae % B 2 3¢ fp e R B > d i dil i %
BOopH B L4250 o T B AR A RRFT R S 5 A R 0 T ARURH 4
(Drake and Horn, 2007) > 7 it £ 3% (73 2dedil %5 38 ¢ 44 2 R " K hR Flo ¥ b
FEsc SRR A R AP B b Enterobacteriaceae o 47 fdidil

Qe WS oo P % Passetal (2015) g B v ¢ 4 3 22 Lumbricus rubellus %5

AR A ESF Y 0 % 4Pk o Enterobacteriaceae 2 & 3R F hIR B 0 hdriileh
e w4 R PR L AR 78 B2 (Wist et al., 2011) > HR AL

ﬁ_ﬁv#;ﬁﬁ%éﬂ "p_‘ﬂbltp_,_"),;r% br}»‘ ‘,—14’\):%@6 Hx “E{:]’%;o

4.3 ikl g 2D~ 25 Fip

ARRERET o JREAS THRIEBIGEIREFR AT C BHP AR AR
£ Shannon 7 &1+ #FI il BE AR T3 M trutina £ A rockefelleri = ~ 1 % 2
B2 BFLE ow A Efetida 7 F &R# & sl % 2 2B A7H
BEE P SR FMR RERT o PR AEBISE T R RELR A S5
foo BRa oA~ (S A R[EP BEin L 5 A F £ R (Wangetal., 2021) ; Khomyakov et
al. (2007)#- Aporrectodea caliginosa drisl % i 5 ~ (8 %) R F A s & o B
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B m B al bR FL AR wEAT BAEREE RO mETERE A S

ST RITEE ARG L RE AP T PP Al 25T & 7 - &R Byzov

~=

etal. (2007)r+ PLFA 4 47 L.terrestris dedil ? ~ {2 53 jied $ e 2> ik L A2 7>
R22P il RGBS E AR RRY SRFEFLE B A4 Dk
$il L. terrestris @ M F ~ G SRR BT AR A THOER AT
B o "EED DS % R (Wist etal,, 2009) o f A AT F R3] de dal s

LI H Sz K BRE BB i KBRS FWa 2 BBl 5 A
R F R G BE Y A R REACES BRI LR S R FEORAE T F
M A e fARE sl € B o

-

’

ARy P dElilg g ¢ ik ¥ L Actinobacteria ~Acidobacteria -Bacteroidetes
Firmicutes - Proteobacteria » £ < )I% ¢ B3 b sl s 4R @ (Brantschen et al., 2020;
Sapkota et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021; Aira et al., 2022) - Firmicutes (Bacillus) £
Actinobacteria (Micrococcales) ¥ % 32 = *pfl(spore forming bacteria) > 32 & it 33 4%

a3l 5 E ¢ ey 1R @ 18 il TR ¥ L R ¥4 & (GOomez-Brandonetal.,
2020) - Gomez-Brandon et al. (2011):% i #% 5 *5 7 fe (PLFA) 4 17 ki dal %5 38 4P » 4p
) ’%%.{E' PR NS B e s BB A B BE  REFIE R e
By 5 B (lipopolysaccharides) » i io8f 3| P FF ¥ ¢ 3Lk 2 & fREE 3
ji%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ@mmudﬁﬂ%ﬂ;&ipfﬂﬂﬁ$W%“@&ﬁﬁ‘@%ﬁ
e R - 2P > Bacteroidetes ~ Verrucomicrobia ‘¢ e LA 1R 0 tede sl ey
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Bl AT TS A A RE

Location Date Coordinates Temperature ~ Moisture  Precipitation Species Sample SIA NGS
(°C) (%) (mm) size
Zhongshan,  2021.03.17 25°09'37.70"N 121°42'29.91"E 19.30 30.80 242 Amynthas corticis 1 1 0
Keelung Amynthas minimus 19 19 0
Amynthas rockefelleri 3
Drawida sp02 1 1 0
Metaphire californica 15 15 5
sp4l 4 4 4
Neihu District, 2021.04.13 25°06'52.39"N 121°35'31.11"E 25.00 19.83 51 Amynthas tayalis 17 17 5
Taipei Metaphire trutina 3 3 3
spl4 4
Shuangxi, 2021.10.28 25°02'25.70"N 121°49'10.37"E 20.72 34.50 579.5 Amynthas incongruus 25 25 5
New Taipei Amynthas rockefelleri 19 19 5
Xindian, 2021.12.02 24°56'46.91"N 121°27'43.46"E 17.00 16.00 68.5 Amynthas lini 11 11 5
New Taipei Amynthas minimus 4 4 0
Amynthas tayalis 3 3 2
Metaphire trutina 3
Metaphire yuhsi 1 1 0
sp18 16 16 6

SIA: stable isotope analysis

NGS: next generation sequencing
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%2 5%FE ~05cm 2~ 1520cm 23z $PC PN T 2 L F

Location Type 813C (%o) SD 8N (%o) SD
Zhongshan, Keelung  Leaf litter -30.12 0.33 0.42 0.18
Soil 0-5 cm -26.80 1.00 3.46 0.54
Soil 15-20cm  -21.14 1.14 5.79 0.31
Neihu District, Taipei  Leaf litter -31.81 0.15 -2.72 0.26
Soil 0-5 cm -27.06 1.82 2.37 1.18
Soil 15-20cm  -22.71 2.10 5.34 1.45
Shuangxi, New Taipei Leaf litter -32.23 0.24 -1.54 0.29
Soil 0-5 cm -26.23 1.15 4.13 0.51
Soil 15-20cm  -22.07 1.35 6.52 0.44
Xindian, New Taipei  Leaf litter -31.34 0.26 -1.43 0.37
Soil 0-5 cm -28.50 1.13 1.80 0.87
Soil 15-20cm ~ -25.60 1.82 4.12 1.20
78
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203 & 462 drdil 513C - 1N T g 2 4R X

Location Species n C (%) SD N (%) SD
Amynthas corticis 1 -26.82 - 1.67 -
Amynthas minimus 19  -25.87 0.97 4.48 0.23
Zhongshan, Amynthas rockefelleri 3 -26.13 0.02 6.01 0.22
Keelung Drawida sp02 1 -26.03 - 4.92 -
Metaphire californica 15  -26.09 0.34 3.57 0.30
sp41 4 -26.04 0.45 4.22 0.36
Neihu, Amynthas tayalis 17  -27.35 0.23 0.72 0.35
Taipei Metaphire trutina 3 -28.31 0.23 -0.27 0.31
spl4 4 -27.32 0.29 0.77 0.36
Shuangxi, Amynthas incongruus 25 -26.65 0.33 2.18 0.61
New Taipei Amynthas rockefelleri 19  -26.09 0.34 4.99 0.33
Amynthas lini 11 -26.87 0.16 0.55 0.33
Amynthas minimus 4 -26.39 0.23 3.15 0.48
Xindian, Amynthas tayalis 3 -27.23 0.29 0.82 0.34
New Taipei Metaphire trutina 4 -27.96 0.53 -0.98 1.05
Metaphire yuhsi 1 -27.18 - 0.55 -
spl8 16  -26.34 0.41 1.94 0.33
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%4 24 %2 0-5cm 23 ~ 15-20cm 2 2 ASV Ak

Sample ID*

Sample ID

Location (0-5 cm) ASV no. (15-20 cm) ASV no.
0317_S02_A 71354 0317 S02_B 49016
0317 S04 A 64709 0317 S04 B 57028
Zhongshan, 0317_S05_A 66885 0317_S05_B 55004
Keelung - =
0317_S06_A 60739 0317_S06_B 61934
0317_S07_A 52111 0317 _S07 B 38830
0413 S01_A 44200 0413 S01 B 56515
0413 S02_A 59170 0413 S02 B 60433
Neihu , 0413 S04 A 61248 0413 S04 B 58524
Taipei - -
0413 S05_A 68641 0413 S05 B 55030
0413 S08_A 44364 0413 S08 B 41514
1028_S03_A 78184 1028_S03_B 67809
1028_S05_A 47198 1028_S05_B 63972
Shuangxi, 1028 _S06_A 58304 1028 _S06_B 66432
New Taipel - -
1028_S07_A 53898 1028_S07_B 46627
1028_S08_A 51264 1028_S08_B 86576
1202_S01_A 61746 1202_S01_B 62709
1202_S03_A 58015 1202_S03_B 42196
Xindian, 1202_S06_A 56122 1202_S06_B 51059
New Taipei - =
1202_S07_A 77119 1202 S07_B 57346
1202_S09_A 55312 1202_S09 B 68247

*A 47 52 05cm2 B LT 5L 15-20cm 2 3
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5 bl g~ (2% 2 ASV fhdic
Location S?gfégd t[)) * ASV no. S(?]ri?]%lgultg) ASV no.

SIEW0203_A 17354 SIEW0203_P 55037
SIEW0205_A 55319 SIEW0205_P 42208
SIEW0228_A 76051 SIEW0228_P 66972
SIEW0229 A 39382 SIEW0229 P 75274
SIEW0230_A 34181 SIEW0230_P 57230

Zhongshan, SIEW0231_A 42365 SIEW0231_P 76041

Keelung SIEW0232_A 57188 SIEW0232_P 80366
SIEW0234_A 61322 SIEW0234_P 87362
SIEW0236_A 64304 SIEW0236_P 70013
SIEW0237_A 72110 SIEW0237_P 81084
SIEW0238_A 66389 SIEW0238_P 72888
SIEW0239_A 76704 SIEW0239 P 82356
SIEW0227_A 41886 SIEW0227_P 59801
SIEW0246_A 59981 SIEW0246_P 32914
SIEW0247_A 64661 SIEW0247_P 36724
SIEW0248_A 47214 SIEW0248_P 60457
SIEW0249_A 51350 SIEW0249 P 55117

Neihu | SIEW0253_A 50005 SIEW0253_P 76247

Taipei SIEW0254_A 56278 SIEW0254 P 54457
SIEW0263_A 60785 SIEW0263_P 60344
SIEW0265_A 52037 SIEW0265_P 48135
SIEW0266_A 36847 SIEW0266_P 46794
SIEW0267_A 61303 SIEW0267_P 45672
SIEW0268_A 56506 SIEW0268_P 33800
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SIEW0307_A 44462 SIEW0307_P 33857
Shuangxi, SIEW0308_A 26371 SIEW0308 P 43533
New Taipei
SIEW0310_A 46669 SIEW0310_P 63123
SIEW0317_A 49717 SIEW0317_P 65217
SIEW0318_A 52622 SIEW0318_P 48145
SIEW0326_A 58993 SIEW0326_P 63542
SIEW0330_A 50967 SIEW0330_P 54317
SIEW0331_A 52778 SIEW0331_P 56099
SIEW0339_A 53212 SIEW0339_P 66047
SIEW0342_A 55561 SIEW0342_P 60151
SIEW0361_A 66123 SIEW0361_P 63475
SIEW0362_A 45939 SIEW0362_P 53060
SIEW0363_A 63092 SIEW0363_P 69792
SIEW0365_A 64635 SIEW0365_P 74551
SIEW0366_A 61930 SIEW0366_P 59067
SIEW0371_A 59616 SIEW0371_P 66020
SIEW0372_A 70510 SIEW0372_P 51837
Xindian. SIEWO0377_A 54663 SIEW0377_P 62034
New Taipei SIEW0378_A 54693 SIEW0378 P 56928
SIEW0379_A 14088 SIEW0379_P 58029
SIEW0380_A 55395 SIEW0380_P 51058
SIEW0381_A 67158 SIEW0381_P 86623
SIEW0382_A 50045 SIEW0382_P 61477
SIEW0383_A 55963 SIEW0383_P 82432
SIEW0384_A 42976 SIEW0384_P 35119
SIEW0385_A 53813 SIEW0385_P 71278
*A AT A UEBIT R P AT 5 IEll 18
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26 LHRTZRENIEEAN « FRMEIpEs T

Location Sample ID* Observed richness ~ Shannon
Zhongshan, Keelung 0317 S02 A 900 6.394
0317 _S02 B 689 6.127
0317_S04 A 808 6.308
0317 S04 B 724 6.121
0317_S05 A 921 6.397
0317 _S05 B 853 6.243
0317 _S06_A 767 6.263
0317 _S06 B 787 6.084
0317 _S07_A 741 6.186
0317 SO07 B 640 6.053
Neihu Dist, Taipei 0413 _S01_A 628 5.625
0413 SO01 B 729 6.172
0413 S02 A 589 6.029
0413 S02 B 747 6.225
0413 S04 A 624 6.089
0413 S04 B 696 6.104
0413 _S05_A 728 6.239
0413 _S05 B 709 6.069
0413 S08 A 435 5.742
0413 S08 B 496 5.762
Shuangxi Dist, New Taipei 1028 S03 A 933 6.331
1028 S03 B 1056 6.385
1028 S05 A 658 6.023
1028 S05 B 808 6.041
1028 S06_A 752 6.081
1028 _S06 B 793 6.116
1028 _S07_A 736 6.005
1028 S07 B 601 6.020
1028 S08 A 651 6.018
1028 S08 B 1227 6.401
Xindian Dist, New Taipei 1202_S01_A 988 6.524
1202_S01 B 760 6.276
1202 _S03 A 668 6.183
1202_S03 B 712 6.152
1202_S06_A 798 6.368
1202_S06 B 795 6.274
1202_S07 A 934 6.478
1202 S07 B 859 6.425

*A %7 % 0-5cm 23 ~B &7 5 15-20cm 2 3
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£ 7 AL 5% @ f R s 1

Observed
Location Sample ID* Shannon Spesies
richness

SIEW0205 A 758 6.177 M. californica
SIEW0205 P 570 6.066 M. californica
SIEW0228 A 996 6.427 M. californica
SIEW0228 P 1015 6.491 M. californica
SIEW0229 A 537 5.823 M. californica
SIEW0229 P 780 6.307 M. californica
SIEW0230 A 599 5.938 M. californica
SIEW0230 P 745 5.099 M. californica
SIEW0231 A 578 5.894 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0231 P 1126 6.675 A. rockefelleri

Zhongshan, Keelung SIEW0232 A 697 6.049 A. rockefellerl.
SIEW0232 P 1026 6.461 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0234 A 591 5944 A rockefelleri
SIEW0234 P 1125 6.521 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0236_A 982 6.409 sp4l
SIEW0236 P 1000 6.354 sp41
SIEW0237 A 698 5.873 sp4l
SIEW0237 P 776 6.269 sp4l
SIEW0238 A 747 6.107 sp4l
SIEW0238 P 1171 6.646 sp4l
SIEW0239 A 941 6.330 sp41l
SIEW0239 P 1111 6.555 sp4l
SIEW0227 A 440 5.641 A. tayalis
SIEW0227 P 590 5.944 A. tayalis
SIEW0249 A 822 6.036 A. tayalis
SIEW0249 P 581 5.752 A. tayalis
SIEW0253 A 734 5.859 A. tayalis
SIEW0253 P 665 4.692 A. tayalis

. . . SIEW0254 A 622 5.873 A. tayalis

Neihu Dist, Taipel g ewooss p o 595 4911 A tayalis
SIEW0263 A 702 5.888 A. tayalis
SIEW0263 P 566 5404 A tayalis
SIEW0246 A 541 5.181 M. trutina
SIEW0246 P 199 4.418 M. trutina
SIEW0247 A 742 5.304 M. trutina
SIEW0247 P 246 4.397 M. trutina
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SIEW0248 A 472 4.682 M. trutina
SIEW0248 P 239 4.030 M. trutina
SIEW0265 A 542 5.650 spl4
SIEW0265 P 445 4.652 spl4
SIEW0266 A 470 5.497 spl4
SIEW0266 P 429 4.995 spl4
SIEW0267 A 974 6.050 spl4
SIEW0267 P 503 5.135 spl4
SIEW0268 A 782 6.080 spl4
SIEW0268 P 328 5.076 spl4
SIEW0307_A 543 5.706 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0307 P 520 5.609 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0308 A 406 5.592 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0308 P 611 5.935 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0310 A 581 5.512 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0310 P 837 6.193 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0317_A 670 5.877 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0317 P 835 6.149 A. rockefelleri
SIEW0318 A 620 5.639 A. rockefelleri

Shuangxi Dist, SIEW0318 P 525 5.642 A. rockefelleri

New Taipei SIEW0326 A 955 6.031  A. incongruus
SIEW0326 P 815 6.049 A. incongruus
SIEW0330 A 622 5.672 A. incongruus
SIEW0330 P 600 5.719 A. incongruus
SIEW0331 A 717 5.779 A. incongruus
SIEW0331 P 514 5.382 A. incongruus
SIEW0339 A 766 5.849 A. incongruus
SIEW0339 P 708 5.943 A. incongruus
SIEW0342 A 926 6.193 A. incongruus
SIEW0342 P 621 5.889 A. incongruus
SIEW0361 A 1013 6.389 spl8
SIEW0361 P 1065 6.467 spl8
SIEW0362_A 691 6.073 spl8
SIEW0362 P 983 6.510 spl8

Xindian Dist, SIEW0363 A 1103 6.471 spl8

New Taipei SIEW0363 P 1143 6.452 spl8
SIEW0365 A 1156 6.538 spl8
SIEW0365 P 1194 6.588 spl18
SIEW0366_A 1115 6.554 spl8
SIEW0366 P 1057 6.570 spl8
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SIEW0381 A 1128 6.640 spl8

SIEW0381 P 1646 6.933 spl8
SIEW0371 A 748 6.218 A. lini
SIEW0371 P 753 5.845 A. lini
SIEW0372_A 1250 6.492 A. lini
SIEW0372 P 631 5.774 A. lini
SIEW0382 A 872 6.398 A. lini
SIEW0382 P 1071 6.475 A. lini
SIEW0383 A 981 6.399 A. lini
SIEW0383 P 1368 6.560 A. lini
SIEW0377 A 923 5.759 A. tayalis
SIEW0377 P 637 4.593 A. tayalis
SIEW0378 A 633 6.113 A. tayalis
SIEW0378 P 1212 6.711 A. tayalis
SIEW0380_ A 1311 6.625 M. trutina
SIEW0380 P 517 4.194 M. trutina
SIEW0384 A 897 5.755 M. trutina
SIEW0384 P 286 4.111 M. trutina
SIEWO0385 A 1516 6.822 M. trutina
SIEWO385=P 546 4.241 M. trutina

A %ot B AR LT B S P 4or 5 kil (45 %
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28 WimEFZEERIE2 o 1% 4p #i(one-way ANOVA)

Effect

Index

F p
Location Observed 4.486 0.0089
Location Shannon 7.258 0.0006

PEEFHFLEL TR A

L p<001; B £ R 4 7% 5<0.001

T LR AL p<0.05; B LR AT R

29 %R Ao b hEAEE LTS 5 F et o (Tukey HSD Test)

Losrifion comparen Shannon  Observed richness
p value p value
Zhongshan, Keelung Neihu Dist, Taipei 0.135 0.050
Xindian Dist, New Taipei  Neihu Dist, Taipei 0.002 0.005
Shuangxi Dist, New Taipei Neihu Dist, Taipei 0.471 0.050
Xindian Dist, New Taipei ~ Zhongshan, Keelung 0.471 1.000
Shuangxi Dist, New Taipei Zhongshan, Keelung 0.471 1.000
Shuangxi Dist, New Taipei Xindian Dist, New Taipei 0.028 1.000

87

doi:10.6342/NTU202203486



210 EHFpA R IEEEEIGE R o gt ¥ =8z & (Wilcoxon

rank sum test)

; Observed richness Shannon
Location Effect
p value p value
Zhongshan, Keelung _ 0.5350 0.7950
Neihu Dist, Taipei Svo;l 0.1590 0.000258***
Shuangxi Dist, New Taipei EarthWorm 0.0439* 0.00135**
Xindian Dist, New Taipei 0.0951 0.4880

p ELFRFLARFEEAT > ERLR LT Y 5 p<005; ERFLRALF

“eR” L p<001; BERFAR LS e L p<0.001
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11 dpddl g s BEFAIL o & X #cd ¥ =¥ A £ (Wilcoxon signed-rank

test)
Specics - Observed richness Shannon
p value p value
Amynthas incongruus 0.0625 0.8120
Amynthas lini 0.875 0.6250
Amynthas rockefelleri 0.0391% 0.0234*
Amynthas tayalis Foregut 0.6880 0.2190
Metaphire californica V.S 0.6250 0.875
Metaphire trutina Hindgut 0.0313* 0.0313*
spl4 0.875 0.125
spl8 0.219 0.0938
sp41 0.125 0.25
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212 ¥ R EEIEBINE R 2 by ASV fEHcE 47§t b

Earthworm Share with Earthworm Share with
Location Species
unique (ASV) soil (ASV) unique (%) soil (%)
Zhongshan, Keelung A. rockefelleri 2322 372 86.2% 13.8%
M. californica 2575 267 90.6% 9.4%
sp4l 3025 443 87.2% 12.8%
Neihu, Taipei A. tayalis 2192 676 76.4% 23.6%
M. trutina 1362 378 78.3% 21.7%
spl4 1673 558 75.0% 25.0%
Shuangxi, New Taipei A. incongruus 2341 938 71.4% 28.6%
A. rockefelleri 1250 902 58.1% 41.9%
Xindian, New Taipei A. tayalis 1893 649 74.5% 25.5%
A. lini 3569 877 80.3% 19.7%
M. trutina 3183 602 84.1% 15.9%
spl8 4535 1124 80.1% 19.9%
Vo b dsl g E ASV Al friv i AR
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3013 el B~ 1% FaR G 0 ASV BB 9§ b

Foregut Hindgut Foregut Foregut Hindgut Foregut
Location Species
unique (ASV) unique (ASV) Hindgut (ASV) unique (%) unique (%)  Hindgut (%)
Zhongshan, Keelung A. rockefelleri 632 1542 520 23% 57% 19%
M. californica 1052 1163 627 37% 41% 22%
sp4l 888 1505 1075 26% 43% 31%
Neihu, Taipei A. tayalis 1252 945 671 44% 33% 23%
M. trutina 1251 347 142 2% 20% 8%
spl4 1199 601 431 54% 271% 19%
Shuangxi, New Taipei  A. incongruus 1722 976 581 53% 30% 18%
A. rockefelleri 710 768 674 33% 36% 31%
Xindian, New Taipei A. tayalis 884 1182 476 35% 46% 19%
A. lini 1837 1838 771 41% 41% 17%
M. trutina 2749 769 267 73% 20% 7%
spl8 1955 2031 1673 35% 36% 30%
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3014 % B2 mengllE D S (5% i ASV itk

Speces ORI M Sol - forn M EOROM i sum
Zhongshan, Keelung A. rockefelleri 578 1325 2937 419 217 54 101 5631
Zhongshan, Keelung M. californica 971 1079 3042 525 84 81 102 5884
Zhongshan, Keelung spal 829 1292 2866 904 213 59 171 6334
Neihu, Taipei A. tayalis 1142 677 2136 373 268 110 298 5004
Neihu, Taipei M. trutina 937 340 2434 85 7 314 57 4174
Neihu, Taipei spl4 1038 446 2254 189 155 161 242 4485
Shuangxi, New Taipei A.incongruus 1580 554 2199 207 422 142 374 5478
Shuangxi, New Taipei A. rockefelleri 568 439 2235 243 329 142 431 4387
Xindian, New Taipei A. tayalis 739 855 3384 299 327 145 177 5926
Xindian, New Taipei A. lini 1564 1480 3156 525 358 273 246 7602
Xindian, New Taipei M. trutina 2377 675 3431 131 94 372 136 7216
Xindian, New Taipei sp18 1762 1723 2909 1050 308 193 623 8568
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215 % R 2 BB E S 8% FIp I ASV 1 bl

o Wdou - fa W RS i
Zhongshan, Keelung A. rockefelleri 21.5% 49.2% 15.6% 8.1% 2.0% 3.7%
M. californica 34.2% 38.0% 18.5% 3.0% 2.9% 3.6%
sp4l 23.9% 37.3% 26.1% 6.1% 1.7% 4.9%
Neihu, Taipei A. tayalis 39.8% 23.6% 13.0% 9.3% 3.8% 10.4%
M. trutina 53.9% 19.5% 4.9% 0.4% 18.0% 3.3%
spl4 46.5% 20.0% 8.5% 6.9% 7.2% 10.8%
Shuangxi, New Taipei A. incongruus 48.2% 16.9% 6.3% 12.9% 4.3% 11.4%
A. rockefelleri 26.4% 20.4% 11.3% 15.3% 6.6% 20.0%
Xindian, New Taipei A. tayalis 29.1% 33.6% 11.8% 12.9% 5.7% 7.0%
A. lini 35.2% 33.3% 11.8% 8.1% 6.1% 5.5%
M. trutina 62.8% 17.8% 3.5% 2.5% 9.8% 3.6%

WG a5 i ASV Bl e iE s AR
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