1Figure 1. Soil degradation index in different plots.
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3Figure 2. Earthworm community structure of different plots.
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SFigure 3. Earthworm diversity, richness, and evenness index in different plots.
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7Figure 4. Earthworm biomass and density in different plots.
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9Figure 5. Principal component analysis on the indicators of earthworm community under different

10soil plots.
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12Figure 6. The relationship between SDI and earthworm indicators.
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