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Abstract

Whole-body elemental composition is a key trait for determining how organisms in-
fluence their ecosystems. Using mass-balance, ecological stoichiometry predicts that
animals with higher concentrations of element X will selectively retain more X and will
recycle less X in their waste than animals with lower X concentrations. These animals
will also store high quantities of X during their lives and after their deaths (prior to full
decomposition). Vertebrates may uniquely impact nutrient cycling because they store
high quantities of phosphorus (P) in their bones. However, vertebrates have diverse
body forms and invest variably in bone. Current analyses of vertebrate elemental con-
tent predominately evaluate fishes, typically neglecting other vertebrates and leaving
much of the diversity unexplored. We performed a systematic review and identified
179 measurements of whole-body percent phosphorus (%P), percent nitrogen (%N),
and N to P ratio (N:P) from 129 unique species of non-fish vertebrates (amphibians:
39 species; reptiles: 19 species; birds: 27 species; mammals: 46 species). We found
that %P (mean: 1.94%; SD [standard deviation] = 0.77) and N:P (mean: 12.52) varied
with taxonomy and life stage, while %N (mean: 10.51%; SD = 3.25) varied primarily
with taxonomy. Habitat, diet, and size had small and inconsistent effects in differ-
ent groups. Our study highlights two research gaps. Life stage, which is frequently
neglected in stoichiometric studies, is an important factor determining vertebrate
%P. Furthermore, amphibians dominate our dataset, while other vertebrate taxa are
poorly represented in the current literature. Further research into these neglected

vertebrate taxa is essential.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Whole-body elemental content reveals how animals have accumu-
lated and stored nutrients and how they may retain or redistribute
these nutrients (Sterner & Elser, 2002; Vanni et al., 2002; Vanni &
Mclintyre, 2016). In ecological stoichiometry, researchers can use
mass-balance to predict how an animal's whole-body elemental con-
tent affects elemental uptake and release, assuming body elemental
content remains within certain bounds (i.e. stoichiometric homeo-
stasis with balanced growth; Sterner & Elser, 2002). Most current
research in this area focuses on nitrogen (N) and phosphorus (P) (and
their relative quantity: N:P), given their importance in nutrient lim-
itation regimes (Sterner & Elser, 2002). Organisms vary in %N, %P,
and N:P depending on their investment in both biomolecules and
functional tissues (see Table 1; Sterner & Elser, 2002); thus, whole
body elemental content is also useful for understanding functional
trait investment (Jeyasingh et al., 2014). For example, the growth
rate hypothesis posits that organisms with high growth rate will
have relatively high %P and low N:P because they invest heavily in
P-rich ribosomal RNA (DeMott, 2003; Demott & Pape, 2005; Elser
et al., 2003).

Overall, ecological stoichiometry predicts that animals with
higher concentrations of element “X” have higher X demand and so
will retain more X from their diets and release less in their wastes
(Mclintyre & Flecker, 2010; Sterner & Elser, 2002). After death, those
with high %X in their carcasses will recycle high quantities of X
back into the ecosystem (complete decomposition) or will become
a permanent store of X (incomplete decomposition) (Boros, Takacs,
et al., 2015; Mclntyre & Flecker, 2010). Through these processes,
animals alter nutrient supply rates and ratios, potentially enhancing
or relaxing nutrient limitation regimes (Sterner & Elser, 2002). Thus,
whole-body elemental content is an important metric for assessing
how animals impact their environments.

Vertebrates, often richer in N and P than other organisms
(Evans-White et al., 2005; MclIntyre & Flecker, 2010; Vanni &
Mclintyre, 2016), are unique in ecological stoichiometry. Due to
their relatively long lives and large bodies, vertebrates may act as
large, long-term stores of essential elements. During their lives,
they recycle nutrients from their diet but retain considerable N
and P within their bodies (Kitchell et al., 1979; Sterrett et al., 2015).
After their deaths, vertebrate soft tissues usually fully decompose

TABLE 1 Some of the most abundant sources of nitrogen and
phosphorus in animal bodies

Element Common biomolecules and tissues

. Proteins

. Nucleic acids
. Muscle
Bone

. Keratin

Nitrogen

. Nucleic acids
. Phospholipids
. Bone

Phosphorus
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(Boros, Takacs, et al., 2015; Subalusky et al., 2017) providing a rich
supply of nutrients and carbon to the ecosystem. However; bone,
a tissue unique to vertebrates, is not only uniquely rich in P (and in
calcium and magnesium), but also resists decay (Pasteris et al., 2008;
Subalusky et al., 2017). This may lead to permanent P sequestration
in vertebrate carcasses or to a gradual release of P back into the
ecosystem (a longer-term nutrient source).

The importance of vertebrate-driven nutrient cycling cannot be
understated. Currently, however, most vertebrate groups are at risk
(Barnosky etal., 2011; Hoffmann et al., 2010; Moritz & Agudo, 2013).
These progressive losses will strongly impact how nutrients are
stored and recycled (Lovich et al., 2018; Wenger et al., 2019). For ex-
ample, Wenger et al. (2019) estimated historical inputs of vertebrate
carcasses and found that vertebrate declines will strongly impact
nutrient recycling, as both mass vertebrate deaths (e.g. mass deaths
of migrating wildebeest or salmon provide nutrients for aquatic and
terrestrial systems; Cederholm et al., 1999; Subalusky et al., 2017)
and continuous autochthonous vertebrate deaths currently provide
substantial nutrients to diverse ecosystems. Similarly, mass amphib-
ian extinctions may change nutrient transfer between aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems (Fritz & Whiles, 2018; Kiesecker et al., 2001).
To understand both how vertebrates impact nutrient cycles and how
this may change, we must understand how vertebrates vary in ele-
mental content.

1.1 | Vertebrate elemental content
Most research on the factors determining elemental content occurs
in invertebrates, shrouding vertebrates in mystery. Nonetheless, in-
vestment in bone, a P-rich and metabolically unique tissue causes
vertebrates to show unique patterns of elemental investment and
allocation. Fishes currently dominate vertebrate ecological stoichi-
ometry (e.g. see Mclintyre & Flecker, 2010; Vanni & Mclntyre, 2016)
because aquatic ecosystems dominate ecological stoichiometry,
moreover elementally explicit aquaculture studies are increasingly
common. Several previous reviews characterize the extensive el-
emental diversity of fishes. Compiling the %P and %N of 100 fish
species, Mcintyre and Flecker (2010) found that fishes ranged from
1.3%t0 5.7% P and 6.7% to 13.2% N and showed greater variation in
%P (coefficient of variation [cv]: 29.8%) than %N (cv: 29.8%). Within
aquaculture studies, Benstead et al. (2014) reported that commer-
cially raised fishes showed %P from 0.9% to 4.6%. Individual spe-
cies also showed tremendous variation. For example, in a large study
of threespine stickleback on Canada's west coast, Durston and El-
Sabaawi (2017) found that stickleback ranged from 7.0% to 12.2% N
and 2.2% to 6.5% P, similar ranges to all 100 fish species examined
by Mclintyre and Flecker (2010). Given the diversity in fishes, we
wanted to characterize the diversity present in all vertebrates.
Non-fish vertebrates (i.e. amphibians, birds, reptiles, and mam-
mals) are morphologically and physiologically variable and likely vary
widely in elemental content. Additionally, terrestrial and amphibious
lifecycles present unique challenges to animals, including relatively
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nutrient poor or indigestible plant foods for herbivores, exposure to
extreme weather, and the enhanced impact of gravity on structural
tissues. Furthermore, many land vertebrates or secondarily aquatic
vertebrates have unique adaptations, such as flight and endothermy,
that may considerably alter form and function. The magnitude and
drivers of the variation present in non-fish vertebrates remain rela-

tively uncharacterized.

1.1.1 | Drivers of elemental diversity

Because of bone's P-richness and uniquely low N:P, skeletal varia-
tion and its correlates may drive elemental patterns in vertebrates.
Life stage, size, habitat, and diet are four core traits that influence
the skeleton and so that may influence the elemental content.

Life stage drives elemental content in many organisms. In verte-
brates, development may drive elemental changes in two directions.
Since high growth rate increases %P and organisms decrease their
growth rates as they age, organisms theoretically decrease in %P as
they age (i.e. as their RNA:DNA ratio decreases) (Elser et al., 2003;
Pilar Olivar et al., 2009). However, vertebrates mineralize their
bones with age, and the bone mineral (hydroxyapatite) is high in
%P (Pasteris et al., 2008). Thus, vertebrate bone mineralization may
override the impact of decreased growth rate, increasing %P, and
decreasing N:P as vertebrates grow older. In fishes, researchers have
indeed found increased %P across development, suggesting that
bone does override growth rate (Boros, Saly, et al., 2015; Pilati &
Vanni, 2007).

Size, even when separated from life stage, may also impact el-
emental content. Structural tissue investment scales allometrically
as larger organisms require relatively more support against gravity
(Anderson et al., 1979). Larger vertebrates, therefore, should have
higher %P and lower N:P than smaller vertebrates. However, this
relationship is likely weaker in aquatic vertebrates because animals
living in buoyant media require less structural tissue (Anderson
etal., 1979) but can invest in bone for other reasons, such as defense
or maintaining neutral buoyancy (Clifton et al., 2008; Stein, 1989).
As such, vertebrates living in aquatic environments alternatively
show very high bone mineral density (Clifton et al., 2008) or very low
bone mineral density (Guglielmini et al., 2002; Powell et al., 2019)
depending on their behavior and physiology.

Finally, since organisms must consume sufficient nutrients to
build and maintain their bodies, diet is vital in ecological stoichiome-
try (Jeyasingh et al., 2014). However, animals have many strategies,
both behavioral and physiological, to take up sufficient nutrients
from even the poorest diets (e.g. Durston & El-Sabaawi, 2019;
German & Horn, 2006; Jeyasingh et al., 2014; Olsson et al., 2007).
Therefore, even species feeding on high N:P diets (i.e. low %P diets)
can maintain a high whole-body %P and a low N:P ratio. Indeed, many
herbivores, such as armored catfish and cervids, invest heavily in
bone despite their low-P diets (Hood et al., 2005; Moen et al., 1999;
Price & Allen, 2004). Nevertheless; asindividuals on nutritionally de-
ficient diets may have difficulty mineralizing bones or may resorb
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their bones, diet likely impacts intraspecific or intraindividual bone
content (Benstead et al., 2014). Thus, the impact of diet may depend
on taxonomic scale.

Our study also analyzes the overall impact of taxonomy on verte-
brate elemental content. Although individual species have adapted
to unique nutrient conditions, organismal stoichiometry usually has
a strong taxonomic signal (Allgeier et al., 2015; Andrieux et al., 2021;
Mclintyre & Flecker, 2010). As different vertebrate groups show
unique traits that likely influence elemental composition (e.g. hard
keratin shells in turtles or flight in birds), our study incorporates tax-
onomy at the class and order levels.

1.2 | Our study

We performed a systematic review and meta-analysis to evaluate
elemental content in non-fish vertebrates. Our goals were to (1) esti-
mate the mean %N, %P, and N:P of non-fish vertebrates, (2) identify
major causes of elemental variation, and (3) identify gaps in the cur-
rent vertebrate stoichiometry literature. Although most sources do
not account for bony trait variation, we base many of our predictions
on how variables affect the skeleton. First, we predict that %P will
increase with age (i.e. the impact of bone will override the impact of
growth rate). Second, we predict that size will impact elemental con-
tent separately from life stage, with larger vertebrates having higher
%P and lower N:P. We predict that this relationship will be weaker
in aquatic vertebrates. Finally, we predict that diet will not appreci-
ably affect elemental content. Additionally, we examine taxonomy at
class and order levels to broadly characterize each major vertebrate
group.

Contrasting other recent systematic reviews examining ele-
mental content in vertebrates (Andrieux et al., 2021; Mclintyre &
Flecker, 2010), our study exclusively focuses on whole-body nutri-
ent content and is the first meta-analysis to incorporate develop-
mental stage as a determinant of elemental content in vertebrates
(Table S1). Additionally, while Andrieux et al. (2021) use elemental
measurements from individual organisms as data points in their
models, we use weighted general linear models with mean elemental
measurements. Ideally, our review combined with theirs will provide

a thorough overview of vertebrate elemental content.

2 | MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1 | Systematic review

We performed a systematic review to locate sources measuring the
N and/or P content of non-fish vertebrates. On June 8, 2020, we
searched the Web of Science database using the following search
terms: TS=(stoich* OR element* content* OR element* composi-
tion OR nutri* content® OR phosphor* OR nitrogen OR nutri* com-
position OR nutrient ratio* OR element* ratio* OR chemical ratio*)
AND (vertebrat* OR chordat* OR amphibian* OR lissamphib* OR
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reptil* OR bird* OR ave* OR mammal* OR frog* OR anura* OR
urodel* OR salamander®* OR snake* OR lizard* or squamat®* OR
crocod* OR turtle* OR tetrapod* OR tadpole*) AND (ecol* OR
stoich*). We narrowed this search to include only potentially rel-
evant categories of articles (Appendix S1). This search resulted in
3745 papers. We scanned the titles and abstracts of these papers
to assess their relevance. Then, we read the abstracts of poten-
tially relevant papers. To be included, papers had to (1) measure the
whole-body N and/or P of a non-fish vertebrate, (2) be published
after 1950 (papers before 1950 showed methodological ambigu-
ity), and (3) provide a measure of variance for statistical weighting.
When papers lacked sufficient information to calculate means or
variances (e.g. data in boxplots), we contacted the authors. We did
not use studies when we failed to acquire measures of variance.
Then, we scanned the citation list of each relevant study to iden-
tify papers missed by the systematic review. Our final data source
was Andrieux et al. (2021); we incorporated all unique values of
whole-body vertebrate %N, %P, and N:P available in their database.
Although non peer-reviewed zoo literature contained potentially
relevant information, we did not include it due to methodological
ambiguity (e.g. not always whole-body measurements). We have
summarized the systematic review process in Figure 1 and have
listed our data sources in Appendix S2.

Initial keyword
search

3745 sources
4

Read titles to

3174 sources

2.2 | Dataextraction

The primary response variables we analyzed were “whole-body %P,"
“whole-body %N,” and “whole-body N:P (molar ratio).” We initially
extracted data on percent carbon (%C), C:P, and C:N; however, we
ultimately did not analyze these data because %C varied consider-
ably less than %P and %N (coefficient of variation of 8.9% compared
to 39.7% for %P and 30.9% for %N) and because few studies pro-
vided measures of C:P or C:N (Figures S1 and S2). Additionally, %C
alone is more vulnerable to seasonal and reproductive variation (e.g.
changes in fat deposits), which are not always clearly accounted for.
When available, we extracted taxonomic information, dry mass, life
stage (larval amphibian/neonate amniote, juvenile, adult/paedo-
morph), general habitat (aquatic, terrestrial), generalized diet (her-
bivore, omnivore, carnivore), study location, whether animals were
wild-caught or lab-reared, and whether the animals were eviscer-
ated prior to analysis (Tables S2-S5). We determined diet either from
the source itself or from conservation websites (e.g. audobon.org),
and we classified animals as omnivores only if their intake of both
animal and plant food was more than incidental. As most studies did
not distinguish by sex, we could not extract sex data. When data
were unavailable from the text, we extracted data from graphs using
WebPlotDigitizer (https://apps.automeris.io/wpd/).

Unsuitable for

meta-analysis

determine

not relevant

598 sources

Read abstract to 522 sources

determine

not relevant

54 sources

Determine if 18 sources

paper contains

not relevant

36 sources
» Scan citations

Andrieux et al.
(2021)
A
12 sources Unpublished
datasets
A
4
Final database
<
2 sources

Extract data

FIGURE 1 Summary of the systematic review process. Numbers indicate the number of unique sources successfully identified at each

stage of the review process.
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2.3 | Statistical analysis

We analyzed data using weighted general linear models. To nor-
malize residuals, we transformed response variables and dry mass
measurements using the natural logarithm. We performed anal-
yses within the entire dataset, within a subset including adults,
within a subset including amphibians, and within a subset includ-
ing dry mass estimates (note: amphibian data and dry mass data
are presented in the Appendix S1). We evaluated adults separately
to release us from inherent correlations between life stage and
both diet and habitat. We did not assume a fixed true mean for
any element but assumed that vertebrates naturally vary; thus,
we weighted each %N and %P measurement by both the inverse
of the study's variance and an estimate of between-study vari-
ance (Appendix S1). Many studies lacked a variance estimate for
N:P; therefore, we weighted N:P values by the inverse of the mean
coefficient of variance for %N and %P, and we do not have true
estimates for the weighted variance of N:P.

Within each data subset, we constructed weighted general linear
models using the “dredge” function from the R package MuMIn and
ranked the models using AAICc (Bartor, 2020; R Core Team, 2021).
Our models examine taxonomy (class, order, family), life stage, hab-
itat type, and general diet (Table 2). We initially included “eviscera-
tion (yes/no)” and “field vs. laboratory study” as random effects. We
removed “evisceration (yes/no)’ because few studies eviscerated
animals. We removed “field vs. laboratory study” because labora-
tory studies contained a greater proportion of sub-adult measures
than field studies, biasing this effect. Thus, our models incorporate
fixed effects only. We assumed models with AAICc<2 were equiv-
alent, and we averaged equivalent models (model.avg function from
MuMlIn) if multiple models had AAICc<2. If there was one best

model, we presented only that model.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Systematic review

The systematic review identified 179 measurements from 50
sources, covering 129 unique species (Figure 2). Amphibians were
the most studied class, with 76 total measurements from 39 unique
species. Most studies were from the USA, while most other loca-

tions were poorly represented (Figure 2).

3.2 | Entire dataset—statistical modeling

3.2.1 | Phosphorus

The weighted mean %P was 1.94% (variance [s?] = 0.59; n = 120), and
the model %P ~class + life stage + general diet (Tables S6 and S7)
best explained variation. Reptiles drove between-class differences:
reptiles had the highest %P (3.08%; s? = 3.17; n = 15), followed by
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mammals (2.15%; s* = 0.19; n = 22), birds (1.90%; s? = 0.34; n = 17),
and amphibians (1.74%; s> = 0.41; n = 66) (Figure 3a). Life stage
showed the predicted pattern: adults had the highest %P (2.20%;
52 =0.56; n = 76), followed by juveniles (1.86%; s> = 0.13; n = 19) and
larvae/neonates (1.27%; s?> = 0.47; n = 25) (Figure 3b). Amphibians
affected this pattern disproportionately, as we had few sub-adult
measurements from amniotes (n = 7). Diet had a small but signifi-
cant effect: carnivores had the highest %P (2.08%; s2=0.30; n = 60),
followed by omnivores (1.87%; s2=0.87:n = 45) and herbivores
(1.66%; s> = 0.56; n = 15) (Figure 3c). We visualized all factors in our
Appendix S1 (Figures S1-S3).

3.2.2 | Nitrogen

The weighted mean %N was 10.51% (s = 10.54; n = 155). We had six
equivalent models (AAICc <2): (1) %N ~order, (2) %N ~class + order,
(3) %N~order+life stage, (4) %N-~class+order +life stage, (5)
%N ~order +life stage+habitat, and (6) %N~class + order +life
stage + habitat (Tables S8-510). However, since order explained
class effects, we averaged models 1, 3, and 5 only (Tables S9 and
S$10). Order had the greatest impact of all our variables: Order
Chiroptera (15.32%; s> = 2.09; n = 19) and Order Passeriformes
(4.75%; s2 = 32.80; n = 12), which had the highest and lowest %N
respectively, drove this effect (Figure 4). Neither the life stage nor
the habitat significantly influenced %N (Figure 5, Figures Sé6 and S7).
We visualized all factors in our Appendix S1 (Figures S4-S7).

323 | NP

The weighted mean N:P was 12.52 (range: 2.15-86.11; n = 98).
We had six equivalent best models: (1) N:P~order+diet, (2)
N:P~class+order+diet, (3) N:P-~order+life stage+diet, (4)
N:P~class + order + life stage + diet, (5) N:P~order + life stage, and
(6) N:P~class + order + life stage (Tables S11-513), and we averaged
these models. Amphibians had a higher N:P (15.43; range = 5.26-
86.11; n = 51) and a wider range than other classes. Birds (10.01;
range = 2.16-16.22; n = 11) and mammals (9.70; range = 3.13-
15.34; n = 22) had similar means and ranges, while reptiles (6.32;
range = 2.23-18.23; n = 14) had the lowest N:P (Figure 6a). Within
amphibians, Order Anura (21.36; range = 6.27-86.11; n = 23) and
Order Urodela (12.48; range = 5.26-39.10; n = 28) had higher N:P
than other orders, and this drove order relationships (Figure 6b).
N:P decreased across developmental stages with larvae/neonates
having the highest N:P (21.14; range = 9.23-86.11; n = 24) fol-
lowed by juveniles (12.51; range = 5.88-18.23; n = 19) and adults
(8.71; range = 2.16-17.68; n = 55) (Figure 6c). Taxonomic biases in
life stage measurements (e.g. most sub-adults were amphibians)
may have impacted patterns. Note that, despite its statistical sig-
nificance diet minimally impacted N:P. Overall, changes in %P rather
than changes in %N drove N:P. We visualized all variables in our
Appendix S1 (Figures S8-510).
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Response Dataset Global model

%P, %N, N:P
%P, %N, N:P

Entire dataset

Adult dataset

Note: Response variables were log, (In) transformed in models.

TABLE 2 Global models used (fixed
effects only)

~ class+order+life stage + diet+ habitat

~ class+order +diet + habitat

FIGURE 2 Geographical distribution
of unique species measurements in our
systematic review.
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3.3 | Adults only—statistical modeling had the highest %N and Order Passeriformes had the lowest %N and
the highest variance (4.75%; s? = 32.80; n = 12) (Figure 8). We have
3.3.1 | PhOSphOI’US plotted class relationships in our Appendix S1.

The weighted mean %P for adults was 2.20% (s> = 0.56;
n = 76). We had four top models: (1) %P~order+general diet,
(2) %P-~class+order+general diet, (3) %P~order, and (4)
%P ~class +order (Tables S14-S16). However, because order dif-
ferences drove class effects, we averaged models 1 and 3 only
(Figure 7, Tables S14-S16). As in our entire dataset, reptiles had
the highest %P (3.76%; s? = 3.05; n = 12), while mammals (2.17%:;
s? = 0.21; n = 19), birds (1.95%; s*> = 0.013; n = 16), and amphibians
(2.11%: s?> = 0.18; n = 29) had similar %P. Order Testudines (6.16%;
s2=0.055;n = 4) had higher %P than other orders and drove most
order effects (Figure 7a). %P and diet showed a different relationship
than they did in our whole dataset, but this relationship is statisti-
cally insignificant and weak. Herbivores (2.34%; s*> = 0.035; n = 6)
had the highest %P, followed by omnivores (2.22%; s> = 0.82; n = 32)
and carnivores (2.17%; s?> = 0.37; n = 38) (Figure 7b). Note that we

analyzed few adult herbivores (n = 6).

3.3.2 | Nitrogen

The mean %N for adults was 10.44% (s> = 14.11; n = 101), and as in
our whole dataset the taxonomy best explained %N. Our best mod-
els were (1) %N~order and (2) %N ~class + order, but since order
differences explained class differences, we present model 1 only
(Tables S17 and 5$18). Order Chiroptera (15.32%; s> = 2.09; n = 19)

333 | NP

The weighted mean N:P for adults was 8.71 (range = 2.16-
17.68; n = 55). Taxonomy drove variation. Our four top mod-
els were: (1) N:P~order+diet, (2) N:P~class+ order +diet, (3)
N:P ~order + diet + habitat, and (4) N:P ~ class + order + diet + hab-
itat (Tables $19-521). As variation in order explained variation in
class we averaged models 1 and 3. We saw similar patterns in
adults as in our entire dataset (Figure 9). Order Urodela (10.66;
range = 5.26-17.68; n = 14) and Order Rodentia (11.14;
range = 8.96-12.86; n = 16) had the highest N:P, while Order
Passeriformes (3.46; range = 2.16-6.84; n = 10) and Order
Testudines (2.30; range = 2.23-2.37; n = 4) had the lowest. This
meant that adult amphibians (10.57; range = 5.26-17.68; n = 15)
and adult mammals (10.02; range = 3.13-12.86; n = 19) showed
high N:P, while adult reptiles (4.90; range = 2.23-10.26; n = 11) and
adult birds (3.46; range = 2.16-6.84) showed lower N:P. Diet also
affected N:P (Figure 10). Omnivores (7.54; range = 2.23-12.86;
n = 29) had lower N:P than either carnivores (9.46; range = 2.15-
17.68; n = 20) or herbivores (9.93; range = 8.58-11.31; n = 6);
however, taxonomy likely confounded this. Habitat weakly influ-
enced N:P despite its inclusion in the averaged model (Figure 10).
Overall, increased %P caused decreased N:P, except in Order
Passeriformes, which had low N:P and low %P.



MAY anp EL-SABAAWI

FIGURE 3 Effects of class (a), life stage

(b), and diet (c) on whole-body %P in our

entire dataset. Inverted triangles show
means, and points are jittered.
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4

With this meta-analysis, we addressed two issues common in ver-
tebrate elemental content studies: the emphasis on fishes and

DISCUSSION
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FIGURE 5 Relationship between vertebrate whole-body %N
and organismal life stage in our entire dataset. Points are jittered,
and inverted triangles show means.

the lack of life stage data. Because aquatic nutrient recycling is
well-studied and fishes are frequently used in elementally focused
aquaculture studies, they dominate the vertebrate stoichiometry
literature. However, the diversity found in amphibians, reptiles,
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birds, and mammals uniquely impact the way vertebrates store
and cycle nutrients. Understanding why non-fish vertebrates vary
elementally is thus essential for understanding nutrient storage in
animal biomass. Understanding life stage is equally important, as
ontogenetic differences reveal how animals accumulate nutrients
over their lives and how they may impact nutrient cycles through-
out their lives. Many vertebrates transition between habitats and
diets as they mature (e.g. amphibians), making these relationships
particularly interesting. Although some individual studies have
evaluated how life stage impacts body stoichiometry (e.g. Boros,
Saly, et al., 2015; Pilati & Vanni, 2007; Stephens et al., 2017), no
meta-analyses have yet evaluated how life stage influences body
stoichiometry in vertebrates.

Given this, we had three goals. First, we wanted both to esti-
mate the mean %P, %N, and N:P of non-fish vertebrate groups and
to characterize vertebrate elemental diversity. Second, we wanted
to determine how ecological and organismal variables (especially life
stage) contribute to elemental variation. Third, we wanted to iden-
tify the gaps present in the literature. Additionally, since Andrieux
et al. (2021) recently published a meta-analysis on heterotroph stoi-
chiometry, we wanted both to compare our results to theirs, since
we used different methodology (Table S1), and to evaluate how in-
corporating life stage can alter results.

We found that although taxonomy explains variation in %P,
%N, and N:P, life stage only affected %P and N:P. This implies that
age-dependent bone mineralization mainly affects %P. Our other
variables (diet, habitat, and size) had smaller effects. While diet
explained some variation, its effects were inconsistent. Habitat
did not show the predicted patterns, and size had no clear effect
(Figures S15-523).

4.1 | Comparison to other studies

We compared our results to other large stoichiometric studies
(Table 3). The mean %P, %N, and N:P of adult non-fish vertebrates
was comparable to adult Actinopterygiian fishes, as presented
by both MclIntyre and Flecker (2010) and Andrieux et al. (2021).
Our class-specific means for %P and %N were similar to Andrieux
et al. (2021)'s, except for %P in reptiles (Table 3). However, ver-
tebrates in their study generally showed higher N:P (Andrieux
et al., 2021); this was potentially because their N:P dataset con-
tained many amphibian measurements (321/408) and lacked life
stage distinctions (Table S1). As amphibian larvae are high in N:P,
this may have heavily influenced patterns in their data, explaining
this discrepancy between our studies.

We looked at two large studies by Evans-White et al. (2005) and
by Zhang and Elser (2017), which examined invertebrates and fungi,
respectively. Vertebrates generally had higher %P, higher %N, and
lower N:P than these taxa, excepting pathotrophic fungi, which had
exceptionally high %P (Zhang & Elser, 2017; Table 3). This suggests
that vertebrates are indeed a rich nutrient source.

4.2 | Taxonomy

Taxonomy drives elemental content in diverse groups, includ-
ing fishes (e.g. McIntyre & Flecker, 2010), insects (e.g. Fagan
et al., 2002), and benthic macroinvertebrates (e.g. Evans-White
et al., 2005). In our study, order drove most taxonomic relation-
ships, revealing substantial intraclass variation. Bone differences
likely drove taxonomic differences. For example, anuran larvae had
the lowest %P (and likely the lowest bony investment) due to their
life stage, habitat, and highly cartilaginous skeletons, while adult
testudines had the highest %P due to the extensive bony structures
associated with their shells (lverson, 1984; Sterrett et al., 2015).
Contrastingly, differences in muscle and fat likely caused most %N
variation; muscle accumulation directly increases %N, while fat ac-
cumulation increases %C, potentially increasing C:N and thus indi-
rectly decreasing %N. For example, phocids (seals) that show high
fat accumulation showed lower %N than other mammals (Horn &
de la Vega, 2016), while chiropterans (bats) showed higher %N,
perhaps from investment in flight muscles (Studier et al., 1994).
However, the low %N of passerine birds directly contradicts the
pattern seen in chiropterans. Nevertheless, shorebirds (Order
Charadriiformes), had a much higher %N, perhaps suggesting our
passerine bird data are biased. Likely, we need more data to un-
derstand %N in passerine birds, as most measurements came from
Sturges et al. (1974) (Table 4).

4.3 | Lifestage

Despite evidence that life stage impacts organismal stoichiom-
etry (e.g. Boros, Saly, et al., 2015; Pilati & Vanni, 2007; Stephens
et al., 2017), it is often absent from large-scale analyses of organis-
mal stoichiometry (Andrieux et al., 2021; MclIntyre & Flecker, 2010).
However, %P changes with vertebrate development likely con-
trast what is found in other taxa. Because growth rate is highest in
younger organisms, developing vertebrates will produce copious
rRNA that results in a high RNA:DNA that inturn indicates both high
growth rate and high %P (Buckley, 1984; Buckley et al., 2008; Elser
et al., 2003). However, although growth rate decreases with age,
likely reducing RNA:DNA, developing vertebrates may still showed
dramatical increase in %P because of age-dependent bone miner-
alization. Not only does the bone develop and mineralize with age,
but the proportion of supportive bone should increase allometrically
(Anderson et al., 1979) (note: in our dataset, life stage explains the
stoichiometric variation with size; see Figures S15-523).

Based on this study, we can conclude that bone development
likely overrides the effect of decreasing RNA:DNA with age, as
%P increased along ontogenetic trajectories. This pattern was
most pronounced in amphibians we had few sub-adult measure-
ments from amniotes. The stability of %N suggests that increased
%P rather than decreased %N drives N:P differences (Pilati &
Vanni, 2007; Stephens et al., 2017 found the same pattern).
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than P requirements. Additionally, because the collagen matrix of
bone is N-rich (Olszta et al., 2007), bone formation does not de-
crease %N but instead decreases N:P because of bone's P-richness
(Sterner & Elser, 2002).
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4.4 | Dietand habitat

Although diet explained some variation in %P models, relationships
between diet and %P were inconsistent. This suggests that many
vertebrates have evolved mechanisms to acquire sufficient nutri-
ents from nutritionally poor substrates rather than evolving lowered
body %P (Jeyasingh et al., 2014). Studies on fish (e.g. MclIntyre &
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FIGURE 9 Relationships between class (a) and order (b) and
whole-body N:P in our adult-only dataset. We have shown only
orders with n>2 in the order plot. Points are jittered. Inverted
triangles show weighted means.

Flecker, 2010) also suggest that diet minimally impacts body stoichi-
ometry. For example, some herbivorous catfish, although feeding on
P-poor foods, are heavily armored and thus maintain high %P (Hood
et al.,, 2005). Other vertebrates show ontogenetic diet changes
(Boros, Saly, et al., 2015; Bouchard & Bjorndal, 2006; Sterrett
et al., 2015), in which adults switch from a nutritionally rich food to a
nutritionally poor food, indicating that adult vertebrates have lower
nutritional demand than juveniles. Decreased growth rates (Sterrett
et al., 2015) and bone resorption cycles (Benstead et al., 2014) may
allow adults to decrease their nutrient demand. Our results contrast
Fagan et al. (2002) and Evans-White et al. (2005), who suggested that
carnivorous invertebrates may show the highest nutrient content.
Nonetheless, we had strong taxonomic bias in dietary data, which
may have contributed to our results (Figure 11). In general, however,
diet is one of the least accurate traits reported in meta-analyses
because it can be reported in different ways and is subject to indi-
vidual interpretation if specific data are unavailable. Furthermore,
grouping animals into categories or trophic guilds may not accurately
reflect their dietary stoichiometry or nutrient deficiencies (Vanni &
Mclntyre, 2016). As such, we hope our meta-analysis encourages
researchers to collect more specific dietary stoichiometry data that
will better reflect organismal nutritional status.

We expected habitat to influence %P and N:P, as terrestrial
animals theoretically require stronger bones than aquatic animals
(Anderson et al., 1979; MclIntyre & Flecker, 2010), while aquatic an-
imals show a diverse range of bone mineral densities (Stein, 1989).
Aquatic and terrestrial animals did not obviously differ in our data-
set; furthermore, our vertebrates did not have higher %P than fishes
(Table 3). However, taxonomic biases may have contributed to our
results. For example, while aquatic testudines are higher in %P than
other aquatic animals, they may be lower in %P than their terres-
trial counterparts (or vice versa). Additionally, investment in non-
supportive bone influences the relationship between habitat and

%P. For example, many fishes have non-supportive bony structures

> |
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TABLE 4 Number of data points for each order

Open Access,

Order %P points %N points N:P points
Anura 29 (15) 28 (13) 23(11)
Urodela 37 (10) 31 (11) 28 (9)
Anseriformes 0 1(1) 0
Charadriiformes 0 5(1) 0
Galliformes 1(1) 2(2) 1(1)
Passeriformes 16 (2) 12 (3) 10 (1)
Artiodactyla 4(1) 0 0
Carnivora 0 6(3) 0
Chiroptera 1(1) 19 (2) 1(1)
Eulipotyphla 1(1) 2(2) 1(1)
Lagomorpha 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Rodentia 19 (4) 26 (6) 19 (4)
Squamata 10 (4) 12 (4) 9(3)
Testudines 5(2) 6(3) 5(2)
Note: The number of sources is shown in parentheses.
o 75
c
]
£
o
2 Class
§ 50 %] Amphibians
£ M Birds
- B Mammals
o B Reptiles
5
= 25
=}
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0
Carnivore Herbivore Omnivore
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FIGURE 11 Taxonomic biases in diet distribution in our dataset.

that nonetheless give them high %P (Durston & El-Sabaawi, 2017;
Hood et al., 2005), and marine mammals that maintain neutral buoy-

ancy have exceptionally dense bones (de Buffrénil et al., 2010).

4.5 | Future directions
Our study shows that vertebrates are nutrient-rich and may serve as
high concentration P stores in diverse ecosystems. This combined
with their long lives make them valuable nutrient stores (Lovich
et al., 2018; Stanford et al., 2020). Many vertebrate species are cur-
rently endangered or threatened (e.g. Dirzo et al., 2014; Hoffmann
et al., 2010; Moritz & Agudo, 2013). Removing vertebrates or reduc-
ing their numbers will fundamentally change nutrient cycles (Lovich
et al., 2018; Wenger et al., 2019).

While we found taxonomic and life stage patterns, current bi-
ases in the literature may have enhanced or dampened relationships.
While we had 39 unique amphibian species, we found relatively few

measurements from other classes. Many orders were represented by
a single species, and most measurements for some taxa (e.g. Order
Passeriformes) came from a single source (Table 4). Additionally,
most studies came from temperate areas despite the diversity of
tropical vertebrates. Thus, we could not test how diverse biomes
and latitudes affect stoichiometry. Further research should target
these underrepresented species and geographic areas.

Future research should also focus on intraspecific characteristics
that affect stoichiometry. For example, sex strongly affects bone
mineral density and mineral storage in vertebrates. Hormones like
estrogen regulate bone structure and function in females, allow-
ing storage of minerals required for processes like egg formation,
pregnancy, and lactation (Baker, 2013; Nilsson et al., 2001; Squire
et al., 2017). Female birds even have medullary bone, which spe-
cifically stores minerals for eggshell production (Dacke et al., 1993;
Squire et al., 2017). Some males also have sex-specific bony traits.
For example, male cervids often develop seasonal antlers (Moen
et al., 1999; Price et al., 2005; Price & Allen, 2004). Sex will, there-
fore, affect elemental content differently in each taxon.

Additionally, since bone is central to vertebrate stoichiometry,
future research should consider bone characteristics (e.g. using
bone %P to measure bone mineral density may be valuable; Durston
& El-Sabaawi, 2017). Our knowledge of how bone affects stoichi-
ometry and elemental demand is incomplete. Bone, unique among
tissues, has a self-destroying mechanism that allows vertebrates to
draw upon mineral reserves sequestered in bone (Kular et al., 2012;
Pasteris et al., 2008). This may cause vertebrate N:P to fluctuate
over short periods, similar to how plants vary due to nutrient stor-
age in vacuoles (Sterner & Elser, 2002). Bone also increases organ-
ismal calcium and magnesium (Neuman & Neuman, 1953; Pasteris
et al., 2008) and so must also be considered when analyzing rarer
elements. Incorporating bone physiology into studies will, therefore,

further reveal how vertebrates fit into ecological stoichiometry.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Emily M. May: Conceptualization (lead); data curation (lead); formal
analysis (equal); investigation (lead); methodology (lead); project ad-
ministration (supporting); validation (equal); visualization (lead); writ-
ing - original draft (lead); writing - review and editing (equal). Rana W.
El-Sabaawi: Conceptualization (supporting); data curation (support-
ing); formal analysis (equal); funding acquisition (lead); investigation
(supporting); methodology (supporting); project administration (lead);
supervision (lead); validation (equal); visualization (supporting); writing

- original draft (supporting); writing - review and editing (equal).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported by an NSERC Discovery grant to Rana
El-Sabaawi and an NSERC graduate fellowship to Emily May. We
would also like to thank Erin May (MLIS) for her aid with the system-

atic review process.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
We declare no conflicts of interest.



MAY anp EL-SABAAWI

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data are available from the Dryad Digital Repository: https://doi.
org/10.5061/dryad.gqnk98spt.

ORCID
Emily M. May "= https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3736-269X
Rana W. El-Sabaawi " https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0561-1068

REFERENCES

Allgeier, J. E., Wenger, S. J., Rosemond, A. D., Schindler, D. E., & Layman,
C. A. (2015). Metabolic theory and taxonomic identity predict nu-
trient recycling in a diverse food web. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 112(20),
E2640-E2647. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420819112

Anderson, J. F., Rahn, H., & Prange, H. D. (1979). Scaling of supportive tis-
sue mass. The Quarterly Review of Biology, 54(2), 139-148. https://
doi.org/10.1086/411153

Andrieux, B., Signor, J., Guillou, V., Danger, M., & Jabot, F. (2021).
Body stoichiometry of heterotrophs: Assessing drivers of inter-
specific variations in elemental composition. Global Ecology and
Biogeography, 30(4), 883-895. https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.13265

Baker, M. E. (2013). What are the physiological estrogens? Steroids, 78(3),
337-340. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.steroids.2012.12.011

Barnosky, A. D., Matzke, N., Tomiya, S., Wogan, G. O. U., Swartz, B.,
Quental, T. B., Marshall, C., McGuire, J. L., Lindsey, E. L., Maguire,
K. C., Mersey, B., & Ferrer, E. A. (2011). Has the earth's sixth mass
extinction already arrived? Nature, 471(7336), 51-57. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature09678

Barton, K. (2020). MuMin: Multi-model inference (R package version
1.43.17) [R]. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://
CRAN.R-project.org/package=MuMIn

Benstead, J. P.,, Hood, J. M., Whelan, N. V., Kendrick, M. R., Nelson, D.,
Hanninen, A. F., & Demi, L. M. (2014). Coupling of dietary phospho-
rus and growth across diverse fish taxa: A meta-analysis of experi-
mental aquaculture studies. Ecology, 95(10), 2757-2767. https://doi.
org/10.1890/13-1859.1

Boros, G., Saly, P., & Vanni, M. J. (2015). Ontogenetic variation in the
body stoichiometry of two fish species. Oecologia, 179(2), 329-341.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-015-3349-8

Boros, G., Takacs, P., & Vanni, M. J. (2015). The fate of phosphorus in
decomposing fish carcasses: A mesocosm experiment. Freshwater
Biology, 60(3), 479-489. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12483

Bouchard, S. S., & Bjorndal, K. A. (2006). Ontogenetic diet shifts and di-
gestive constraints in the omnivorous freshwater turtle Trachemys
scripta. Physiological and Biochemical Zoology, 79(1), 150-158.
https://doi.org/10.1086/498190

Buckley, L., Caldarone, E., & Clemmesen, C. (2008). Multi-species lar-
val fish growth model based on temperature and fluorometrically
derived RNA/DNA ratios: Results from a meta-analysis. Marine
Ecology Progress Series, 371, 221-232. https://doi.org/10.3354/
meps07648

Buckley, L. J. (1984). RNA-DNA ratio: An index of larval fish growth in
the sea. Marine Biology, 80(3), 291-298. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF00392824

Cederholm, C. J., Kunze, M. D., Murota, T., & Sibatani, A. (1999). Pacific
salmon carcasses: Essential contributions of nutrients and energy
for aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems. Fisheries, 24(10), 6-15.
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(1999)024<0006:PSC>2.0.
CO;2

Clifton, K. B., Yan, J., Mecholsky, J. J., & Reep, R. L. (2008). Material
properties of manatee rib bone. Journal of Zoology, 274(2), 150-159.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2007.00366.x

Ecology and Evolution 13 of 14
=t e W1 LEY- 2o

Dacke, C. G., Arkle, S., Cook, D. J.,, Wormstone, |. M., Jones, S., Zaidi, M.,
Bascal, Z. A., Sciences, B., & Sciences, M. (1993). Medullary bone
and avian calcium regulation. Journal of Experimental Biology, 184(1),
63-88.

de Buffrénil, V., Canoville, A., D'Anastasio, R., & Domning, D. P. (2010).
Evolution of sirenian pachyosteosclerosis, a model-case for the
study of bone structure in aquatic tetrapods. Journal of Mammalian
Evolution, 17(2), 101-120. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1091
4-010-9130-1

DeMott, W. R. (2003). Implications of element deficits for zoo-
plankton growth. Hydrobiologia, 491, 177-184. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1024408430472

Demott, W. R., & Pape, B. J. (2005). Stoichiometry in an ecological con-
text: Testing for links between Daphnia P-content, growth rate and
habitat preference. Oecologia, 142, 20-27. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00442-004-1716-y

Dirzo, R., Young, H. S., Galetti, M., Ceballos, G., Isaac, N. J. B., & Collen, B.
(2014). Defaunation in the Anthropocene. Science, 345(6195), 401-
406. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1251817

Durston, D. J., & El-Sabaawi, R. W. (2017). Bony traits and ge-
netics drive intraspecific variation in vertebrate elemen-
tal composition. Functional Ecology, 2016, 1-10. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2435.12919

Durston, D. J., & El-Sabaawi, R. W. (2019). The utility of stoichiomet-
ric and metabolic theory for understanding the foraging habitat
and excretion of threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus).
Evolutionary Ecology Research, 20(1-3), 193-211.

Elser, J. J., Acharya, K., Kyle, M., Cotner, J., Makino, W., Markow,
T., Watts, T., Hobbie, S., Fagan, W., Schade, J.,, Hood, J., &
Sterner, R. W. (2003). Growth rate-stoichiometry couplings
in diverse biota. Ecology Letters, 6(10), 936-943. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00518.x

Evans-White, M. A,, Stelzer, R. S., & Lamberti, G. A. (2005). Taxonomic
and regional patterns in benthic macroinvertebrate elemental com-
position in streams. Freshwater Biology, 50(11), 1786-1799.

Fagan, W. F.,, Siemann, E., Mitter, C., Denno, R. F., Huberty, A. F., Woods,
H. A., & Elser, J. J. (2002). Nitrogen in insects: Implications for tro-
phic complexity and species diversification. The American Naturalist,
160(6), 19.

Fritz, K. A., & Whiles, M. R. (2018). Amphibian-mediated nutrient fluxes
across aquatic-terrestrial boundaries of temporary wetlands.
Freshwater Biology, 63(10), 1250-1259. https://doi.org/10.1111/
fwb.13130

German, D. P, & Horn, M. H. (2006). Gut length and mass in herbivo-
rous and carnivorous prickleback fishes (Teleostei: Stichaeidae):
Ontogenetic, dietary, and phylogenetic effects. Marine Biology,
148(5), 1123-1134. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-005-0149-4

Guglielmini, C., Zotti, A., Bernardini, D., Pietra, M., Podesta, M., & Cozzi,
B. (2002). Bone density of the arm and forearm as an age indicator
in specimens of stranded striped dolphins (Stenella coeruleoalba):
Bone densitometry in the striped dolphin. The Anatomical Record,
267(3), 225-230. https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.10107

Hoffmann, M., Hilton-Taylor, C., Angulo, A., B6hm, M., Brooks, T. M.,
Butchart, S. H. M., Carpenter, K. E., Chanson, J., Collen, B., Cox,
N. A., Darwall, W. R. T., Dulvy, N. K., Harrison, L. R., Katariya,
V., Pollock, C. M., Quader, S., Richman, N. I., Rodrigues, A. S. L.,
Tognelli, M. F,, ... Stuart, S. N. (2010). The impact of conservation
on the status of the world's vertebrates. Science, 330(6010), 1503-
15009. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1194442

Hood, J. M., Vanni, M. J., & Flecker, A. S. (2005). Nutrient recycling by
two phosphorus-rich grazing catfish: The potential for phosphorus-
limitation of fish growth. Oecologia, 146(2), 247-257. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00442-005-0202-5

Horn, S., & de la Vega, C. (2016). Relationships between fresh weight,
dry weight, ash free dry weight, carbon and nitrogen content for


https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gqnk98spt
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gqnk98spt
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3736-269X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3736-269X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0561-1068
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0561-1068
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420819112
https://doi.org/10.1086/411153
https://doi.org/10.1086/411153
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.13265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.steroids.2012.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09678
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09678
https://cran.r-project.org/package=MuMIn
https://cran.r-project.org/package=MuMIn
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-1859.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-1859.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-015-3349-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12483
https://doi.org/10.1086/498190
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07648
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07648
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00392824
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00392824
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(1999)024%3C0006:PSC%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(1999)024%3C0006:PSC%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2007.00366.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10914-010-9130-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10914-010-9130-1
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024408430472
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024408430472
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1716-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1716-y
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1251817
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12919
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12919
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00518.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00518.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13130
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13130
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-005-0149-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.10107
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1194442
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-005-0202-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-005-0202-5

MAY anp EL-SABAAWI

14 of 14 .
Ecol Evol
WI LE Y-Ecelogy and Evolution

selected vertebrates. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and
Ecology, 481, 41-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2016.04.010

Iverson, J. B.(1984). Proportional skeletal mass in turtles. Florida Scientist,
47(1), 1-11.

Jeyasingh, P. D., Cothran, R. D., & Tobler, M. (2014). Testing the ecolog-
ical consequences of evolutionary change using elements. Ecology
and Evolution, 4(4), 528-538. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.950

Kiesecker, J. M., Blaustein, A. R., & Belden, L. K. (2001). Complex causes
of amphibian population declines. Nature, 410(6829), 681-684.
https://doi.org/10.1038/35070552

Kitchell, J. F., O'Neill,R.V.,Webb, D., Gallepp, G. W., Bartell,S. M., Koonce,
J. F., & Ausmus, B. S. (1979). Consumer regulation of nutrient cy-
cling. Bioscience, 29(1), 28-34. https://doi.org/10.2307/1307570

Kular, J., Tickner, J., Chim, S. M., & Xu, J. (2012). An overview of the
regulation of bone remodelling at the cellular level. Clinical
Biochemistry, 45(12), 863-873. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinb
iochem.2012.03.021

Lovich, J.E., Ennen, J. R., Agha, M., & Whitfield Gibbons, J. (2018). Where
have all the turtles gone, and why does it matter? Bioscience, 68(10),
771-781. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biy095

Mclntyre, P. B., & Flecker, A. S. (2010). Ecological stoichiometry as an
integrative framework in stream fish ecology. American Fisheries
Society Symposium, 73, 539-558.

Moen, R. A., Pastor, J., & Cohen, Y. (1999). Antler growth and extinction
of Irish elk. Evolutionary Ecology Research, 1(2), 235-249.

Moritz, C., & Agudo, R. (2013). The future of species under climate
change: Resilience or decline? Science, 341(6145), 504-508. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1237190

Neuman, W. F., & Neuman, M. W. (1953). The nature of the mineral phase
of bone. Chemical Reviews, 53(1), 1-45. https://doi.org/10.1021/
cr60164a001

Nilsson, S., Makel3, S., Treuter, E., Tujague, M., Thomsen, J., Andersson,
G., Enmark, E., Pettersson, K., Warner, M., & Gustafsson, J. A.
(2001). Mechanisms of estrogen action. Physiological Reviews, 81(4),
1535-1565. https://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.2001.81.4.1535

Olsson, J., Quevedo, M., Colson, C., & Svanbick, R. (2007). Gut length
plasticity in perch: Into the bowels of resource polymorphisms.
Biological Journal of the Linnean Society, 90(3), 517-523. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2007.00742.x

Olszta, M. J., Cheng, X., Jee, S. S., Kumar, R., Kim, Y. Y., Kaufman, M. J.,
Douglas, E. P., & Gower, L. B. (2007). Bone structure and formation:
A new perspective. Materials Science & Engineering R: Reports, 58(3-
5), 77-116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mser.2007.05.001

Pasteris, J. D., Wopenka, B., & Valsami-jones, E. (2008). Bone and tooth
mineralization: Why apatite? Elements, 4, 97-104.

Pilar Olivar, M., Diaz, M. V., & Alexandra Chicharo, M. (2009). Tissue
effect on RNA:DNA ratios of marine fish larvae. Scientia Marina,
73(51), 171-182. https://doi.org/10.3989/scimar.2009.73s1171

Pilati, A., & Vanni, M. J. (2007). Ontogeny, diet shifts, and nutrient
stoichiometry in fish. Oikos, 116(10), 1663-1674. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15970.x

Powell, J. W. B., Duffield, D. A., Kaufman, J. J., & McFee, W. E. (2019).
Bone density cannot accurately predict age in the common bot-
tlenose dolphin, Tursiops truncatus. Marine Mammal Science, 35(4),
1597-1602. https://doi.org/10.1111/mms.12591

Price, J., & Allen, S. (2004). Exploring the mechanisms regulating re-
generation of deer antlers. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 359(1445), 809-822.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1471

Price, J., Faucheux, C., & Allen, S. (2005). Deer antlers as a model of mam-
malian regeneration. Current Topics in Developmental Biology, 67(4),
1-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/50070-2153(05)67001-9

R Core Team. (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical com-
puting [R]. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-
project.org/

Squire, M. E., Veglia, M. K., Drucker, K. A., Brazeal, K. R,, Hahn, T. P,,
& Watts, H. E. (2017). Estrogen levels influence medullary bone

Open Access,

quantity and density in female house finches and pine siskins.
General and Comparative Endocrinology, 246, 249-257. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ygcen.2016.12.015

Stanford, C. B., lverson, J. B., Rhodin, A. G. J., Paul van Dijk, P,
Mittermeier, R. A., Kuchling, G., Berry, K. H., Bertolero, A., Bjorndal,
K. A, Blanck, T. E. G., Buhlmann, K. A., Burke, R. L., Congdon, J.
D., Diagne, T., Edwards, T., Eisemberg, C. C., Ennen, J. R., Forero-
Medina, G., Frankel, M., ... Walde, A. D. (2020). Turtles and tor-
toises are in trouble. Current Biology, 30(12), R721-R735. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.04.088

Stein, B. R. (1989). Bone density and adaptation in semiaquatic
mammals. Journal of Mammalogy, 70(3), 467-476. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1381418

Stephens, J. P, Stoler, A. B., Sckrabulis, J. P, Fetzer, A. J.,, Berven, K. A.,
Tiegs, S. D., & Raffel, T. R. (2017). Ontogenetic changes in sensitiv-
ity to nutrient limitation of tadpole growth. Oecologia, 183(1), 263-
273. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-016-3746-7

Sterner, R. W., & Elser, J. J. (2002). Ecological stoichiometry: The biol-
ogy of elements from molecules to the biosphere (p. 439). Princeton
University Press.

Sterrett, S. C., Maerz, J. C., & Katz, R. A. (2015). What can turtles teach
us about the theory of ecological stoichiometry? Freshwater Biology,
60(3), 443-455.

Studier, E. H., Sevick, S. H., & Wilson, D. E. (1994). Proximate, caloric,
nitrogen and mineral composition of bodies of some tropical bats.
Comparative Biochemistry and Physiology Part A: Physiology, 109(3),
601-610. https://doi.org/10.1016/0300-9629(94)90199-6

Sturges, F. W., Holmes, R. T., & Likens, G. E. (1974). The role of birds in
nutrient cycling in a northern hardwoods ecosystem. Ecology, 55(1),
149-155.

Subalusky, A. L., Dutton, C. L., Rosi, E. J., & Post, D. M. (2017). Annual
mass drownings of the Serengeti wildebeest migration influence
nutrient cycling and storage in the Mara River. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 114(29),
7647-7652. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1614778114

Vanni, M. J., Flecker, A. S., Hood, J. M., & Headworth, J. L. (2002).
Stoichiometry of nutrient recycling by vertebrates in a tropical
stream: Linking biodiversity and ecosystem function. Ecology Letters,
5,285-293. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2002.00314.x

Vanni, M. J., & Mclintyre, P. B. (2016). Predicting nutrient excretion of
aquatic animals with metabolic ecology and ecological stoichiom-
etry: A global synthesis. Ecology, 97(12), 3460-3471. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ecy.1582

Wenger, S. J., Subalusky, A. L., & Freeman, M. C. (2019). The missing
dead: The lost role of animal remains in nutrient cycling in north
American Rivers. Food Webs, 18,e00106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
fooweb.2018.e00106

Zhang, J., & Elser, J. J. (2017). Carbon:Nitrogen:Phosphorus stoichiom-
etry in fungi: A meta-analysis. Frontiers in Microbiology, 8, 1281.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.01281

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the

Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: May, E. M., & EI-Sabaawi, R. W.
(2022). Life stage and taxonomy the most important factors
determining vertebrate stoichiometry: A meta-analysis.
Ecology and Evolution, 12, €9354. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.9354



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2016.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.950
https://doi.org/10.1038/35070552
https://doi.org/10.2307/1307570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiochem.2012.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiochem.2012.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biy095
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1237190
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1237190
https://doi.org/10.1021/cr60164a001
https://doi.org/10.1021/cr60164a001
https://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.2001.81.4.1535
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2007.00742.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2007.00742.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mser.2007.05.001
https://doi.org/10.3989/scimar.2009.73s1171
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15970.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2007.15970.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/mms.12591
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1471
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0070-2153(05)67001-9
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygcen.2016.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygcen.2016.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.04.088
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.04.088
https://doi.org/10.2307/1381418
https://doi.org/10.2307/1381418
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-016-3746-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0300-9629(94)90199-6
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1614778114
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2002.00314.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.1582
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.1582
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fooweb.2018.e00106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fooweb.2018.e00106
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.01281
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.9354
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.9354

	Life stage and taxonomy the most important factors determining vertebrate stoichiometry: A meta-­analysis
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	1.1|Vertebrate elemental content
	1.1.1|Drivers of elemental diversity

	1.2|Our study

	2|MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1|Systematic review
	2.2|Data extraction
	2.3|Statistical analysis

	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Systematic review
	3.2|Entire dataset—­statistical modeling
	3.2.1|Phosphorus
	3.2.2|Nitrogen
	3.2.3|N:P

	3.3|Adults only—­statistical modeling
	3.3.1|Phosphorus
	3.3.2|Nitrogen
	3.3.3|N:P


	4|DISCUSSION
	4.1|Comparison to other studies
	4.2|Taxonomy
	4.3|Life stage
	4.4|Diet and habitat
	4.5|Future directions

	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


