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Abstract: Disturbance-caused patch is of significance in the development and maintenance of

temporal and spatial heterogeneity in desert ecosystem, while rodents are the important represent-

atives of bio-disturbance, being a major source of patch formation in desert ecosystem. Rodents

have evolved a series of physiological, morphological, and behavioral characteristics to adapt the

asperity of desert environment, and their excavating and feeding activities also deeply affect the

environment of desert ecosystem. This paper summarized the disturbance effect of rodents on soil

( pedogenesis, patch formation, and physical and chemical properties ) and vegetation ( species

diversity, productivity, and seed dispersion ), aimed to illustrate the contributions of rodents ac-

tivities to desert ecosystem.
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Tl ARG desert ecosystem )JZHUER [ A
TRAHLIX, — AR KR A 50 ~ 150 mm, 4F7%
KAHITE 2 500 ~3 000 mm , Fe 47 3436 5 15 40
C IR FERE RIS 46 C ~57 C. HYREE LR R
( Haloxylon ammodendrom ) . A2 #2( Haloxylon persi-
cum )FEFAE/NRAR LA BCEARAAE Y, 035 E( Zy-

gophyllum xanthoxylon ) . £k 15 AK( Halocnemum strobi-

s R B2 B AR TR EE 22 J7 ) 351 H ( KZCX3-SW-343 )l v [
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laceum )35 AR , 8 A FEAAEY) TR AR AR YY)
WHA—EMFETRNE . EYRERERE =, FhRE
R AR W ARG ZE IR, 2001 ). et
AR SR I, P51 30 A 72 A I R 5 e T
A2 S R G YIRS V)R 2 SUCRIAB ) ~F 5 B 1) B A TR
#( Beatley, 1974 ), SR, 7E2F 229 20 4FHr, BEAK p5
S Dipodomys spectabilis ) ./\Vi FR( Octodon degus )}
R Crenomys sp. )B4l IR AT 2. 3%
SR A R R R A 7 ) A b = T BE( Moroka
et al. , 1982; Chew & Whitford, 1992 ; Guo, 1996;
Gutiérrez et al. ,1997 ; Campos et al. ,2001 )o H—LL
W98 & B, e BURH Geomyidae ), B A F B i 47
Skt IR B B SFNR S K 3 ) RS
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Bk IR I3 o A A5 A B AE I ( Mielke, 1977
Andersen & Kay 1999 ; Kerley et al. ,2004 ), iX %} 4
PIRBES RGN DI RE SRR EEAEN . Chew 55
(1970 )R A AR 285 ZR e v /N BU I L 3 ) BB Ui
AT R, BRI 55% W i BURS R, 229% 3 i
B K HAR( Lepus ),6. 5% i1t LR #4819 R
Ktkid . AL e A S R MR B, RS
HH B CEEER].

RS Bl 6T TSPk o AE ) A 5 2 AL A A A
WS 7EIL 32 Chihuahuan JiE7( Guo, 1996 ; Kerley
et al., 2004 ). M EF F 0 i B ( Contreras &
Gutiérrez, 1991 ) LA M Bl 48 4£( Branch et al. , 1996;
Campos et al. ,2001 )E MR L. F34h, WAL
FrRe T H e w525, s BRI 92 Oryetolagus cunicu-
Lus ) XF 3¢ 155 4 4% 5 W F8 F 52 ( Eldridge & Myers,
2001 ). BROW 347 e B 2 T KU BR( Rhombomys
opimus )Y X5 A ) A I 1 5 e ( A% 4k R4S, 2006 ) .
AL, E T T i B B Myospalax baileyi )Xt
e TR LA A A R G (SRS AX ZE R, 20024,
2002b ) | - HERFEEC RO ANEE TS E 2000 )00,
DR FRARAE 25 2R 498 W 0 26 AR P b -4 10 T I
S BRFIM , 2001 5 BEAC AR, 2004 5 B IG AR ISR
,2004 ; R B 5 MK I , 2005 ). FET 1, A S
BT S EZETE Bh0S HEAUR # 9 PSRN, DA K
XA AR R G A AR 152 R, B T B B LR
TEFBE S R G TER .

Tt A 25 R GE IR BT S5 A W v 7™ I L B, 7E AL AR
VEREIE )T R RO N JES T hEEZ
TRV B A L PR 3 R R AR . DRy I T 3 VB X 15
U, KU BRAE L 2l TE R AAGE AT 16 3l 3 B LD A A
( IMETK,2001 ). HEAM, RVD UL BB 4 IR, IR &
EREATIA 23% , FEAEA T ERC ZRIE], 2001 ), HEAE
FE BRI 7P R 2 SOV LT AR AR A L 3
WA F)F BRI GEFFAR N K 2 F- 7 Kay & Whitford,
1978 ). Freihe RIS K Mg v A7 7 1) 22 4% 41 i 7T g
SR AR AR PR PRI R A O, R A
B F i 7K 4322k ( Mares, 1993 ).

Fie V5 FRASIE B B AR RTI, B 288, B2
P52 Z e B 1B R 40, JUHOR T B, R 3 A
T - Fe i o T AR R A S A 2 T AR 20% ~
30% ( Whitford & Key,1999 ). ¥ ( Meriones hurria-

nae )RR 7RI B R G HI 2 A SR N FGR
“JE”( Prakash,1997 ). Fic ¥ BRI AT 78I 18 H N X6 22
PRI B P R 2 AR I T SR XEC Ander-
son & Allred, 1964 ). i 5% B2 0 A1) FH 1= Fr A 38
iy | F B K & ( King, 1959 ) V75 & %) ( Chew &
Whitford, 1992 ) ZFH 5 441 Jones, 1984 ) Fl3# i 38 i
( Randall et al. ,2000 )&%,

3 FoERIEX TIEAL BN pedoturbation )F A

3.1 FEBIRRIEXT T A A i AR 0 5

Tt I BRI S 42 s A R RIE N
TR 3 B I R s 2, O i
T IE RGO AR, DR PR
MR AL T 5843, 58 /\ 15 B Spalacopus cyanus ) FEAFHR
Beazih 3.2 « DR MER, L, ik 92. 4
m’ o HEHEN, Fi B A BB, JL T AR (8 TR
Fray Jorge [E 52\ el #1319 1= € 0 B 5 462( Contreras
et al. ,1993 ). H il §y BR( Myospalax cansus )FhiE %
JERS R I, 424 1) A o T AR o e 1 P G PR A A
TR HL £ B9 40% ( Hongo, et al. ,1993 ). E/RIb
B BR( Tatera robusta )RR KIZF5 1. 04 x 10°
kg + m A 13 Fitzwater & Prakash,1969 ).

Fie i B2 48 15 3, il B BT E R 2
F/NASTRI IR 7, 3300 A SR K M 38 A A R 5
JEAARI R . L, RS LA E 4 1 s ]
REZ KT A LR 3 )M 10 ~200 em TR E IS
T, I R AN I ) HE AR KA Y HE — AL
( Abaturov,1972 ). A% S EREE/EH 2 ~6 cm H
PR BT 45 Bk O 4 2 3R, 3 30U 3 5 42 ( John-
son, 1990 ). A H 2 Fil( Thomomys bottae JEEZEN: YN
TR B A2 IR E 1,05 x 10° kg + hm > R R
( Cox,1990 ). B A X P42 4 i 72l i £ )2 B F
Wsh, — U & T IR AR 5 — 7
T 2 S 2 i B ) 0%, AT R 3 v gk
AR BL RN o 5 A R 52 BIAR IS i), i - 8
R R BT & AR 7 K ( Mielke, 1977 ; Whitford &
Key, 1999 ), JF 5 Wi 48 ) A 1 A3 AE 90 23 A6 4 S
( Abaturov,1972 ),

3.2 FEBE RO B EBEH( patchiness )T RV AY 52

Forman 1 Godron( 1981 ) 7£ WA%% I b4 4% Fh R
] SOUL A A b, DA BERC B ) iz 48 5 A i 26
BEAEAMREE BT BN, I B — s N ER S Btk iy
2 AIATC, TR RS MIZR S B ARG T 1K,
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By LA ERA U U ) HE A it
FREEZ MW 1 X A 3 (4 7K 43 L 3% 53 434 ( Moroka, et
al. ,1982), 7 LRHZSLFEMER T, ol e X%
BLAS T 7K 53 S48 Fhor & 3 5 R B B A 22
S+ HEBEH Desmet & Cowling,1999 ).

Tl A SR LA 0%, H ARG
il 257 AT ) A K 1) B I 2 ( Mun & Whitford ,
1990 ). HIA% y5 BT 50 £ ) | HE i 2E4E 5 B X 1
BAVTMA RS 2 2 EH 5 Guo, 1996 ), HIF
FIZ R SRR T G SR o, U T I
e 1L, (o 588 R 0 T 1Y) S 0T 1k e 2 n gk
HEEL AN X 2R ,2002¢ )0 BRI REANE Ry 1 4R
AE TR T A FIZEAE, W EARE T 1 A
A Guo,1996 ), AR, BEAS 5 BB & 1 R /NASSE
) HIEBE R AP & s GRS, WA
WY AT ERTEY B 13 1 Hawkin & Nicoletto,
1992 ; Hawkin, 1996 ).,

BEHR (G S5 A FRAE X A S R G 0 A T 3R
IHUK d 302 S BB A LR . SR R 2
R ORRIR /N BES n] 80 R & B AR A
6] oA _EASTRIC BREE [, 2000 ). RIS IR T
T ot 2 DA S A HEAR e, 1177 AT B AR A R RUEE |
BB HLSH( Whitford & Key,1999 )., {H2, Hi1E1%
U TAEZ /N RIS, ez b RRE I
(R K IAEFSE( Whitford & Key,1999 ).

3.3 BRI O Y 5

VR, RESIZIER R & BRI,
AEA RORAE 3 T AN EE# K48 B R+
e R o A A LRI T kR i R AR S
( Mielke,1977 ; Andersen & Kay,1999; Kerley, et al. ,
2004 ).

Mielke( 1977 )7E b 3& 0 57 3¢ B, 2 B} R 2
(A S b 22 A Vi - | TRl — X3, JC RS 8h i xi) B
X Pt AR L, T Y A Ak, B
TSR D) G K R, SE T AR A K o Ross
S5(1968 I\ Ay, BV 3% BRI X A7 7 /b 1A AL,
REfAS L UE HOY i 2 + 3 R AR, A R4 T R A 4
P 1, B S E KR ILRE 1 FERE 4 A K
() REAS T IR T AR 0 7K A AR AR R I
Andersen Fll Key( 1999 )TE 73 A7 BEAK p B 372 50 2 by
ISR S, 2% I DX AR AT BE R O -
ZEiB RE( penetrability )7 7F i 35 25 5%, RIS B 9)
1) DX S8k T 7 288 e fe /N, X BR IX I g - 3 2 i RE 4K

e, X T RE B T B R AR B T B b A R AR T B
Grinnell( 1923 )& B, 133 FEHCHOBIX., 4 B2 i B
3R AR L R R A B T AL

Carlson 1 White( 1987,1988 )& Bt 5L & H JFL R
S Cynomys ludovicianus ) X 135 pH {EF+ 55, & H
TEN TR R & A K B i T3 %oz 2 1R B 8, o
RO s T X, X R T2 LA IE
JE B R EEER MR, LR Hodomys
allent )HE T () 25, (450 X 4 275 i £6( Ca®" |
HCO* \NO, ™ ) & T 76 B X 38 ( Greene & Reynard,
1932). SR, WATIFFE R, Bk sh 5 LRk
PR WA REE R . Contreras 55( 1993 ) 5% &
B/ \ U B DR BRI A pH (BN P A LTS
IR EXES . Kerley % 2004 )X 4347 T 2 i
R DA 5 ROk BERE 7 1239809 pHL HL %8 Mg Ca \Na
BRI A LR S IR AT P K AR
o AURERY] LI IXAE T 3 Mg Ca K B A
WRIEESRE TX I B2 T K TR & A
HrmHh, HRMTC W 225 it A, %
AP sh g T4 W T3 short-term disturbance ), Xt
OB - R AN AR A FH B0 AR B /M T, T
AR S AP 3( long-term disturbance ) BT S 2
gh L 2 (6] 47 76 Wt 22 5% ( Whitford & Key, 1999 ).
Mun A1 Whitford( 1990 ) 7i 25 P4 & (19 A1} 75 RS2, B
A6 P BRAHAR R A A9 R 0 e A T BRI 3 Yy
DI, HE - e B B AN ]

AL, Fie i B Sh IR 2 i 4 LIV 2
FRAL: S5t B B A e B, G5 o AR T BRI B
s a] FREEAEI R o RIS i T3 pe e, H
BE KFBERLFKE o REYFELE
5, it e A W R I A5 R R R

4 JiR R ENE Y B E B Bh R
4.1 FEiR RIS R v W0 R A 2 R Y

Al

THEXS A YRV WA R AR I A AT
WE A IR £ ( Boeken et al. , 1998; Branch et al. ,
1999 ; Campos et al. ,2001 Vo WA ZEMIAELEY A
R FEVEF A% FP( refuge species )BIEE T HT Y
HLIE , TR R A 2 1] X k1 5 808 £ 19 4 Fh A7
( Denslow,1980 ). Fic# B LA KB /NI L 3 )
FEGE S 2 FO7 S R YRR 1 OIS IR 5
DI P PR IRAEBE R, JF O 2R 3l DX oA A ) B A
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( H1F 28 ) B9 #( Contreras & Gutiérrez, 1991 );2 )
R 7RI 3l DX ARG PR XUy Fl st e A2 It e
KK I> S5 Fh5 ), IF A & A AR AL
& H 3 1 Boekon et al. ,1998 ).

Guo( 1996 ) £t 3¢ Chihuahuan 7% 5% (1) BF 5% %
B, SR P BRI DX 3 A ) GO SR 4 R T R 1Y
TR 2N 5 A Y W) Fh Z ] 4
Gutiérrez 55 1997 )TEEF (BT 5T A B, /\ i IR 942
PR TE SIRE (0 > AR 5 BE AR, 1 AR AR A 1Y
s it m 2R A e W B, R
ZHRT SR S R A 25 T 1 AR A Y
A K( Wood, 1969 ; Moroka et al. ,1982; Guo, 1996 ),
AFIFHEAR A4, {A Chew( 1992 ) 7E Chihuahuan
T eIt 58 R WY, A% = BN 22 3 AAC Larrea triden-
tate HEARIYEAR TFAE G5 SEAAAE Y774 1A 42 1
S, I AE B T B AN, S S v
HE. Branch (11996 ) 7£ R 3¢ R #0520, °F Ji
§&( Lagostomus maximus ) K445 , FAY W ZHEMEDR
BEZ S . >30% B SA% Jy H LA ZFP T g AR AR
ARFAKE Y5 A2 2y LLEF 5P IR Stipa ) FE 9 AR R
#( Branch,1996 ). AJ UL, SRS 4 HUAB R & 1) 4%
Fy ZH TR 2R e R A R A B
Schiffman( 1994 ) 75 I B4 F 5% 32 B, R BE A% 7 B
( Dipodomy ingens )WIFZ R AR B AT A 7 S50 o it 7Y
ARFIANZ A 1 AR TE T R, 7EK
SR A S R GE Sl A AR I, A AL R T
LS L B AR ) A 1= 19 5 & ( Whitford & Key,
1999 ).
4.2 FRi RIS YRR R I R

e VL RS M2 98 SO IR A5 1 | 138 57 43 LA
PSSk ER 7 e B N PN R e B R N S N N P
T REVR BRI 2R )b o B WA B T AR
S SR B YRR O A P A BIR A g B A X 2=
B},2002¢ ), Contreras( 1991 )FE % F1) %t 58\ 5 B 19
WF5E R WY, ) DXAR 4 5 A ) i bE TS 4 20 X BRUIX iy
60% o {HJ&, % BER B 1 T 85 25464 5 J5 3
BiJC BRI B (0 DB e, AR W I R s b  H
JE PR, EARRE A BRUCR B AR (A AZ R 2002 i T
IZHL T BEEEAE YR R, X=X A i A
PR — Fb F1 38 422 ( Contreras & Gutiérrez, 1991 ).
Mun 1 Whitford( 1990 )1t 85 P4 & i AT 5 R W1, %5 %
TR P SRR DRSS BRI 1 AR A A i b A i 4y
BIM(133.3+5.9) g+ m 7 HI(25.6+6.3)g - m™’,

B2 M(172.7 £7.3 )g - m > F1(98.4 2.3 )g
cm BB EE T RIX, FHEME RN XA
AR T R X T L XA AR R L
XiF R IX R IR R0, SR, A% 75 BRI F2 48 16 sh A
WERAL T 2R AR
4.3  RISTHY T T A5

T DA FBE A 3 2 4 1 1) i R AR 2452 51 )
ESEm . REXHAE YA+ B9 VE A, BEAT KR
FIHFEAR B — T, AR 8RS TR 28 Ak
ST HbL A A R — T 2D B, 2004 5 T FE H SR
#,2005 ). ¥ BUGFIF 1 ris 45 7, A L Fh - 7EY
B R T BVEUE A LeFh 7 U B a5t 7 A6 1
2, T g — S DO Al B G AE IR v 35 0 B I )
T 5 236 158 5 0 1) LA ARG W A A OR , DTT
KRB . ShiIe & R o Sk 4 s AN AL
K, 5 4 IO ROR L, 23O R R A BB
FOAA R Y AR IR AR, 2004 ). AT UL, FR2EI
RN, — 7 T REVA 1T B W 25 o0 A 3 s e B
Yy Z WA HEAERE S 5 55 — 7 THI R b i & $R 1t
R AR YY . TR Y S ESYIY
BT — R R 2EAG DG 2R (IR AR AR AN 2004 ).

DL ARgE R, RIS 58 R B DR i A
X A 2 R G YRR B 2540 SRR AR A )
SERRAE = A GO . X — 3 R ST LAY B, Guo
(1996 ) KA 3 A& 1) E R, REEsE
R AR+ S BEE , h S b A BRI T R 3R A
KA ZE Rt TR A A K52 )il T .
B3 B W sh AN JC A 3h X B, M b 2 RE AT
EIE FEV 8 X35, W Fh 2R B 53 ) IRECRBE B
YIRS e T A R R B R A g R
| FH T A A7 & R ( Contreras & Gutiérrez,
1991 ), FREIEFp 7 g oL A2, 2 2 T A I 9 1,
TE O R 1 B R] 2 Ak G R (R EE G R IR
#,2005 ).

5 FRREXNHEEEWEZRNIMIRE

RIS s RS 19 1T A 2= TR 7 G R e e A 75
RGN EEME CEME S P P4 T A A7 25 )
( Ceballos et al. ,1999 ). E R # 5K BB 7 IE 2
VI WL s 528 AT 8hY) WG s 1 s
W RE R LAY “ JEE I I ( Sharps & Uresk, 1990 ), 51
[FIERE, %R 28000 & FE PR &, AR Al
S B W EE A SR ER I ( Koford ,1958 ; Sharps & Uresk,
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1990 ; Ceballos er al. ,1993 ), Ceballos Z( 1993 )X}
e 1 BV B IR BRI 7 N AN N L S W 59 )
Fh=E & B G55 R, 1 P& A 80W( Perognathus fla-
vus )N 3 FhEE BY)( Spermophilus spilosoma , Sigmo-
don fulviventer Fl Neotoma albigula ){U AL BRAEZ
7 o Kinlaw( 1999 ) I\, X sh#) Z [0 7] e A7
TEH K ZR( commensal ), I I iE— 2573 A 2
H:( obligate ) FlEE ™ 4% H: A= ( non-obligate ). Bl
A 7R R XOR R & A R R
( Hawkin, 1996 ). A% /5 U XA 25 28 B, fE A5
PUERBRIBUER MR RS A AR R, K
SO R P R B A AR TR R R B U T YR
BIERSI Frisvad et al. ,1987 ), 7= T RIEAERK T
T 4EA4: R ( Domsch et al. ,1980 )1 H B & FEYI .
Hawkin( 1996 )HEI , BEA% y= A1 RE 26 BT W] BE L A7
LA SC AR . BT R R R B AR 2 AL, TF
L2 W A R P ( keystone )( Miller et al. ,
1994 )1 “ B R 48 T F2IH” ( ecosystem engineer )
( Weltzin et al. ,1997 ) .

6 % &

ZE LTIk , S BSR4 R A A b R 1
/N ol oAl 31 1 S 1] G £ N e WA BN 51
SO A TR RE A o X S B A 28 R e i 2 W Fmi
e RE—FE K HEE I Kinlaw, 1999 ).,
AR SCER R I T R IR S X R A S R g+
5 AHYE PRSI RN AR — AT B Ak, LA ARk [
FRZ TR TAERMEE R fMS%, i, B
P AMETZATBT R BT ST TAEZ R AN 3R
B RIRSE, B KR R BN B AT
FRAFRAR BRI TR A S RGeS A S
REMIPL B3N , A B AR U R K K R
JEE AR , I IR B 372 Y i A o A R - 48 5
AR E 2 (EAF IR ARG

S 3k
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