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Effect of Metaphire posthuma and Eisenia foetida on Soil
Properties and Erodibility

Li-Ling Lin(l), Chun-Hao Lin(z), Kuo-Chien He®

Professor and Graduate Students respectively,
Department of Soil and Water Conservation,

National Chung Hsing University, Taichung, Taiwan, R.O.C

ABSTRACT

Metaphire posthuma and Eisenia foetida were selected as experimental material to study the two
earthworm species effect on soil properties and soil erodibility.

Metaphire posthuma and Eisenia foetida both can improve soil structure, and soil porosity.
However, they have no effect on soil pH and reduce organic matter content. Furthermore, Fisenia
foetida can increase infiltration, and reduce soil erosion. However, Metaphire posthumas ability of
increasing infiltration are not significant, and increased soil erosion due to higher initial soil moisture.
(Keywords: Earthworm, Metaphire posthuma, Eisenia foetida, Soil properties, Infiltration, Soil
erosion)
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