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Theoretical basis, influencing factors and ecological significance of dung seed

bank
WANG Shulin, HOU Fujiang”

State Key Laboratory of Grassland Agro-Ecosystems, Key Laboratory of Grassland Livestock Industry Innovation, Ministry of Agriculture and College of Pastoral

Agriculture Science and Technology, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730020, China

Abstract; When mature plant seeds are consumed by animals, some of these seeds survive passage through the digestive
tract and are ultimately deposited in dung. These viable seeds in animal feces constitute the dung seed bank. The process of
seeds carried by the digestive tract of animals called endozoochory seed dispersal, and the dung seed bank is a necessary
stage and a key node for the endozoochorous. Dung seed bank as well as endozhhchory seed dispersal have long been the hot
spot for ecologists. This paper introduced the reasons and theoretical basis for the formation of dung seed bank, and pointed
out that dung seed bank was the result of animal-plant interactions. Several factors affecting the composition and structure of
dung seed bank were discussed, including the regulation mechanisms of seed morphology, animal species and external
environment on the ecological function of the dung seed bank. The ecological significance of the dung seed bank was also
expounded, which mainly manifested in the long-distance seed dispersal, return of fecal substrate, and the promotion of
plant community renewal and development. Finally, several aspects that need to be focused in future research of dung seed
bank were discussed. The purpose of this literature review was to provide a theoretical reference for a reasonable and

comprehensive understanding of the dung seed bank as well as the mechanisms of animal-plant interactions.

Key Words: dung seed bank; endozoochory seed dispersal; animal-plant interaction; feces; seeds

SIS AL E I R W TR AR SR T RN T AR SR R A AR R P i

EEWH . HEHARFAR 4T H (32161143028, U21A2024231672472)
175 B H#5:2022- 02- 14; % £& H AR B A : 2023-02- 07
# MIRMEH Corresponding author.E-mail ; cyhoufj@ lzu.edu.cn

http : //www.ecologica.cn



4370 xR 43 4

[, B2 B oM A Rl R RN, X SR T2 IHALT T A R TE  ER 5 Bl ki i A i
(R 7P REZE A HE AR AD TR i1 P2 Se R 7 AL R . N Sh W38 i HEE AR B R, 26Fh
FREAL T ARVESEF 1R . AEYFN T i S T AL S50 T R 7 A4 1 1 B AR R I AL AL 1R . et
T A PO R T B SRR TR 717 Shid s R A AR BCE 3%, 5 BRI B Al A
T LA i S A S A AR . Rt SR PR BT U - M) BRI A5 R A ph Rl i —
FhRIE

T T I A AL R 1 FRALHE T 1 1R & SWIE AL HE R0 1 & A4l B D A, T 2SR 1 R A
TIHACE RS R R — D s, —EOLT 28R 7 AN AL E AR S5, U I AL E AL R SR
IR TP FEM T IR Y H WA Tl S AT AR R R A, FEFh T REAL IR Y B (R & 5 4N
TERY B, TRIFRIEAE ) FFAE AN Fh 5 (FRIFRIERD )  TELO A7 v ZEE R — Pl SR A HLIC KL, Rt , 2670
PE AT FR A HUIERD 5 . FEFh 7 PEnY A= A5 DI RE £ LR BUAE P T T - S8 02 A 28 AR Ge W) o106 240 1 DG B 2R
5 FER T IRA YA SR 5 R R E

SRR T A% 5 2RI 43 Sy (AR A1 B 455 A4 R I B AL G . X FARSMERE | B F1F
FEITE R R I Z R e, A AMB A A DCRYHRGE . T TR N A% #% , 7E Charles R. Darwin IYEL % The
Origin of Species( 1859 ) —4 R e T Y A I LIE AR R 2k, B 1902 4F , Von Marilaun B ¥X
TESE T AR R LAE S S T B S A% . I % 3 The Dispersal of Plant Throughout the World (1931)
(Tl QI T B - R BAE A S 2ER ST R S R ST Sh R Y Al AL T Y — R RS
SR KTEMP T Sh Y TE AT AL R S R T S I B S A R E gy R T S KR T
(Bl S N S AL R T & AL R U 58, HAT, ¢ TEEM 1 R WF 58t 2202 IR 1 14 T AL 18 14 4%
T, ARSCEZAA T I 7 ERIE SR ABS B e T R IR T A ST RE R LA R I
PR 7 2R TR AR ST L, DA TGRSR TR B IS 2% I IR Z0 B S -t BAE L]
PR AR

1 ZEMFERAEEMESEM

1.1 ZEFpF IR

FEPI e AA T AR B BE UG, AR A B D8 T 0 2 (08 54 0 N FR 30 (AR ZE R ) e s 31 A 4
E (A RIRFD ) o JCHEN TSR R CGRED) BUARY B, BBV 5200 78 % a3 O s T A R L
P XX SRR — AR, O S S ARBEIIL SR BB R R EE N EY . TS R s (n
FREHE) R R T AR S B R SR S AR R ZU A YRR AT N, X REY
PP I AL B AL 1% A2 7R R AT, BRRh R sh W R &, 55— T, P Wy B AR 4 8 24 33 o o] o
Pusi VR BT, R RS YIRS, AR 2 B B4 4 MELE AR P A AE R AR 1R D S R A A L (R
H TR0 9 B BT AT 16 S0 S8 BT R 32 7, 3653 BES A HE R RSN R T AT TG T . XS R AETE
S P A TS TR A T R B SR R S R S R R TR B T Ak R AR
WA PUPE R FEFF T U B4 . M Bh W f B SR, sh ) B SR 2 R (il 1, (E AT A3 o £ 4% ol
TR T M2 s WA A R UL A AR A BB FR a8 B AR, 15 B s 9 S B AR A4 4% 5 it fk A
JE SR, 2RI T BT AR S SR DRI RS SR DR, R RN Bl ) 5 2R 3 i R A5 i
R,
1.2 R FEIE sy B LAl

R AR SR RAR 0T LAAY R R TR AR R AR IR DA R AE R A R ) Al PR o S (s 2R
PR JER R ARUSCE SRR . AR R ANE R R A N R TR AL, PR R
(SR R SR S ) B SR B B AR, W5 | Sh ok £ SR S, INTT SE 3D 7 1 T AL T AL 4% . B0 IR B SR 2 ) SR
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PSR 1 A R b A ) B — o BEARE T, XAl PSR (It b (0 FEAS AL ) T, SR SR 5
A X I3 I AEAR A% X IR I BA AR HAE IR A2 B SR A, AR MES S 00 A SR B0 B2 A 38 3l g ot
FhFEAT R A R AR O, JE P BURAE Y (9 SR 52 (R ) A DL R 2R 4548 95 4 B (e 25 1)
LR, SR RS IR E I U & R AR, BRI A FCRAE P R R 5 Y BOR A SR R 5|
SR B D7 T B AT AR AR AR RAE AR B O 1AL AR 5 AT AL A — o SEFE SR, X IR 3 44 B LR
i, DA AR LT DARRARR SRy i AR SRR R ] T R S R B S S AL 1Y
PIBOoRAE RIH Jr ZEAT A58 0 d B RO TR B AN, Xt it ik 1 AR PR BR R AR W A1 T A0 T A 1 O BRI Ak
B ARSI T 45 RS S XU F BT X — B, A Mouissie %1 BIF 5T & BURP T 285 b AR B R
(Dama dama) WEAE J5 RIS 38 S AP ] &0 G (HIE AR U0 6 & A AR W b 5 A9 1% 76 %) R B 5
Wy 040 A A ] AR B UL 2 D R P A 32 1Y
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¢ AURE b I S 1] i S SV g o P 1 Y L = TR K 7/ P TR 1 B e S = (T ) P 11K S0 1 L RPN AN
FEARFFN Bz (F°) 454, T 20 SR 128 A% O JE R, b J2 T A A 3% 2 B2 e Rl 1 B o A s A
15, S EEAR SRS AR R AR A3 A sh Y R et sh P R R S5 A R ARSI 3
YrAe A BRES Y FISR B AT N O TS AT 26 5%, BETTRE W 260 1 R O A M AL A, A S 3R 055 I3 T 32 B AL 3R oK L
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Fig.1 Formation process and influence factors of dung seed bank
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X, R X, 43 B R R B BE | 5 B AN R (V&S ) BE, BRPFIRRAE O R T B | S8 B RS BE ) =4y 22120 0
I<1,1=0 FIRFIFIRARAERIE |1 1= 1 FmFhFIRARTE 2 CF ) sihi K (&%) . 288581, 4 0
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VER™, FhFRRAEAE AR S A ) B s AR A R B 2, R M ) I LA A7 B85 346 1y 25 58, D
e [R]— 400 P, b PRt 25 A AT BERZ M R a2 ) R I8 R BE 3 B A 08460 Rtk B AR (Rl S
HhHRANIREE (4 25 52 56T R WX SE R AE AT BY T Aol I R BB IREE O 9 A 7 T G v R AR b e 9
i), K (18 o) IR ME R, i TAMRRE R A A , (13 Fh 7 B B e VA /K7 g™
211 FhFR/N

TED) P IAT AR A LRI S i, bR/ N A R e — 5 B Fh R 0 B B i S i T H ok
R EA AR A B AN B, PR A B 0% VR PR 4 A4 U SR s A AR R AIE 5 il A 7= A /N T 22 i T
BN S — b R AR RS 14 ST S s (r— SR ) DR SA i oy 2T LRy X o S8 P i (4 A A7 2R b il
H5RF A SREIERE ST R Ay RN TSR Y W R R e T DL R R A BT
RO I R, FpF RN A S B 7 A ISR 5 BRS040 A1 1) SE BT RERAR

R R INERZ I B Bt s ki 5 R BA W M R ER ) R KN 38R 1 e £ R
PRAE A ] RSE RS b 1285 sh 4 T4 4638 5 (0 v as A TR, B Rl 7R/ de g b g mscR (| 2) . — ek
Wi, K0T 32 B2 N (52 ) 1 AR IR, /Nl D0 5 A2 0 A B RS I, 7 V5 PR 2 b i
X, FEFPF BG40 2 200 v 22 B & BB 6 1Y) TR 35 S il ( Retama sphaerocarpa , SR TR 77 mg) HEA
Pt RIS IR K P10 i A R R B RHEME ISR A, VR 7 DR

KT RN ST AAE B R, D7 RAEBAFAE AN R B s, . WS DK, /N T S A T A AL
& , R KA T/ F 545 1 e I Sl LS o A P kst | O ELAE Sh Ok Y A0 £ B e ) g Je 00 (B Ay
SR /INFI T R RR A4 I L VR a2 R R A ), 76 2 32 TH AR W AR iy TR R e D BN an Kb, IR Ry
[vi] 71 Ak T8 HP ™ R P SRR EL , MRV A4 B VR T LA Z A3 3 LR 7 /N RN iz J5E B D % % 1 R -
PR LL e BE AR DG, KR T L4 9 S I ol Bz DA R 4 /Ny L 3 T Aol A5 AR IR T A TR AR i 1 B Ll 34
F9 b B RN A TE R0 A B 2 A7 A — R | B 45 R/ N Al 7 B S AR T AL % Al
NGRS DA AEAI I L R 1 i FERE R R AU B TR E SR Ey A L A 2
FREMAT T, 25 SRR /N (10—30 mg) BRI BEWE A 3 A S B HE . 7EVEIEF g b X, 4 2
(Ao VL S 6 6 I, e A5 RN B P IR R RO 10%—12% , HL 8 R RS /N B BT 5 38 R (16%—23%)
fIR1 . AR HRFE R, Fh—F K /INRIRIS 738 R T AL £ 35 5 A7 — A I S ] (10—30 mg) , 7813 Fl
(b 205 Sh I ALIE S5 BAA SR IAETE R 22 A BIF 9 A4S A 1 3 T AR T A SR 22 B LA
FEUNE K 25 5 5 4, FLJR PR 32 B2 b7 5 i IS A 2 I 574 Bl vy e — o)

Pl R/INBR T 52 [ B axk I A8 D2 LIS iR 2520 5 IR 2ERh 1 1 & 2840 AR K DL SO ik Ay 2
o S I SRR ) AR 0 S AR TP R MG 55 I B B, IR S R ) 43 A i R R R R S R R S AR, Aol
F RN I IR 2 B A A IS A R R Ve R BRI A i, 15, SRl — A =, A K/NVR A
FHCEZ M EA FMISEC R P 7 B, R8O W BEgE R, R D 10 %, AR PR
AR L L2 B R AR S N 10 £50Y s Sk ANRh e AR B AR S T R B S —Tr
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SER P Y5 5 4 RE 0 LA RORT 3 BE () R A2 I AT o BRI, R ke B 2 xR SRR i SR R LA
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SR AT FPIRAR SRR RE S B VIARCY I ELS e R AR R R T N
LT ERAE Y R A R T B AR AR | RS i R R RO A, 9 H A K X AR A R T £ )
FE AR TR R T sARAFAE 38 rp 22 3% 0 i R i R AR R (R 1 o P MR K R B D, LA B T 25 S A8
TR, P & R A AR

Pl TR AR 32 252 e Fh 78 2 W 1 9 ) £ B8 B[]
FhF-TE A A 9 PR B I TR | T AR AR P X b B s (a)
VIR A AR, URYE S o 1 7 L0 ) g N \
G, AHRLAY 2670 P8 1) 45 F R0 2H it il B B — . — %
N DR HE ARSI X o B T 1 T8 A% 48 2 A R 3%
FERT LAE 2 20 1 16 T8 N T A0 42 1k L K s 4 (A
IZ 248 BT A T (16 2) TR TR r
A2 0 A 0 B B 9] B 38 5 7747 _R ®
SEIOHITITR PR Z L3t H R BRE T, — % P
IR EA — Rl AR DE RS R IA N,
BROE R TE IR N i O B s e) 500, BLHE HVARSMS 1)
PR IR o B, W RS IR T ISR o entage after passage through animals gut
R, GERHEYHIE T (1=0.02) BYIICR (12.6%— (o) S A (b) B TIAR M B T8 KON K i S B Tl
17.6%) W38 TARARBHEY B AEBRIE R F (1=0.16)  TARIGHUL ] ; R A F-HOR FI3E F
(0.8%—3.2%) , 3 HARBKIE Tl 28 3 I A0 5 0 & R B
A BRIE A0 7 I3 020 7 A iy FE R ), 58 A= A 4 2 14 o~ ] R 5 6 22 WY BTS2 5 33 4 6 5% 8 T
ARJ5 5 BA B A AR 0 i A 4R i A k) S PR S B T b 7 RE 5 Bl sl A D HE AR A
PRI , A TR ARG 2 2 90 52 i) 3 2 308 o 52 Wi o~ 78 S 10 4 P %) (8% A8 s T i i) 422 B2 4 T Y

FhFTESH Y AR N IR B I B T 2 A IR ARBYSZ At s B B 0 A BRES A7 — @ R B AR BIAR K AR
H o AES A5G (Sus scrofa) BIAR BB E] (>36 h) FL LA S F ( Capreolus capreolus) (18—36 h) Fl5h i
( Cervus elaphus) (3—36 h) 6T R TRMAHRY R /N () St 4 HE b 74 B B )t S AR ] 00 an b 176 5 4 F R4
P LR BRI 300 36—41 W' 74 M7 1 24—40 B
2.1.3 PR (TF) At

T B2 AP Rh 5 H1 2 BRI PR S A ZH N [R) it 2 b1~ 55 SN R EA T8 37 W) o s 48 1) B T, e B IROK A
SIUIBE, TR BTHE S A5 A REEAEAR KRR B L s B D6 AN AR B i HEHU R T A5 S5 o DRI, A B2 RR AR X
FhF-TH AL B A% AT A R sem o 3 — Ay, A 1% ol J 7 ST 0 4 MEL VR N AR A= ok T T LA Sy o
AR R R X SR AE S I A TE ARGy T SRR E  n R A Ah  HA S SARRAE
L ) o 7 T s A LR A b R B A SR B2 SRR S e R A AR A T AT Bk K AT Y
PRAR , $R s 2 R PR B U ( Prosopis juliflora , EFHTA) P45 HLIESE ( Camelus dromedarius ) R &
Ji R T R R (48%—T75% ) 3 B TIRIAFF (15%) 7 fE b i X 45 ( Seriphidium transiliense ) 3¢ {5
1 ,80% I T RHEYI P 7248 R SR W R R R P . FERE AR 22 - U LA K L B A I AR AR D R
PR GRS E K (Acacia tortilis) FIBIHIAA 4 A 3K (A. nilotica ) Fh 8% K F & & sh¥) R & FHEM 5 85 &
S IE HKRA B R S U EA% R m A R B ORI B ) X (A IR sE e A IR =
BRI AT AR SR B Al 1) o 0 ) S T A I o B 8 A S A 0 o 1 19 2 ) LR DR R 7 ) LA R A
Toft B DR B b 5~ AH LU, R 30CRP Bz AEARPTIH ARV P 7 T B9 BCRAE BAS A SRR 2 o Fh iRl R S5 6 B 2048
BRZ% (Sphaeralcea coccinea ) ZFEUNEF 4 (Bison bison) KB 5 B (34.9% ) Ik, T L2 A Z W Fpfp 7 Fh i 2
B, ANRE AT RO BT A RO T e A Y IR Y LR HE AN F (T FAEF) Brassicaceae, 4 il B

Fh K/ Seed mas
FhFJAR Seed shape
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Fig.2 Relationship between seed mass, shape, and seed recovery
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Plantaninaceae , J§JEF} Labiatae FI45F} Compositae ) 38 @A 7] LL4r WK VR, 761K HT 39 49 N VES F1 9 £6 VA= ok 7 1
AL F AR RO 2SR P dE A T ALE R, 2R ( Chenopodiaceae ) FELH)H A H €2 1 5 el A1
PURRE ST TR B LR S R R BT SR ISR 3 ( Salsola affinis ) AR
B (S. brachiata) 3% PPl ISR B 40 3 5 MRS A8 PR 2 s 72 R I AU 28 8 Sre T R b v | 3k A e 1
Bl A A SR A T HEM S 7T e 2 A v il mT LUK B E 288 R A ) W1, 3R W1 AR W Fh 78 3 1A 9 B gk
B2k RABHYIF T (FiR Caryopsis ) Z5 M HR 0K, R BORJE (Poa) W5 & ( Elymus) 46 % )8
(Bromus) KEWLELJE ( Roegneria) LA L UK % J& ( Agropyron ) &5, iX S6 1 I IR IL-T- A FR 1Y, 22 3 W) K B R AR %
Do WA T AR e, TG 2R 3 P . R B TH AR SE S0 3R W], RSB Bh 1 2 0 40 2 TH AL Wi % i 2 %
%, FErpa] e BB (Elymus kamoji) B T-1HAL 6 h 81 42 3 AE R 017
2.2 Rk

SRR R R ST L i e e sh W (B sh ) BEREhY)) (AEYEsh Y (BA B 3h) e ek
W, AR AR T IR AR W o IR AT AR B BRI DL K 3h W B B B SRR 2 S R DR
HOR SRR B YR L MR BAT MR TESR & & I 25 et i & i i rER okng . RIS A H 3h
P (INEERL Ursidae ) 7EHELENE B0 T 0 20K AR 57 5 USRS ARG B s Ml /R R B B AT
o HEXRT RSB S, EATE ISR R 3 IF AR, A B A Rz 5 3 82
BN 38 R BTHALRE T M B RS A 2z A 2R O A s R Re . PRI Fesh ) b i T
ANFIZEHE S 0 1 20 SO A2 2 B RIS HE MR IS B S35 (R 1) o IF AR SRR %557
T B D REPE B AN, 91 ANAE B 2 TR0 I8 A ve A2 S A i s 7 T B Ll ok v LR AR e, 22/ 13 Fh 5268 (RR
WS Turdus philomelos M T. pilaris 55 ) F1 3 g ZL3h Y0 (KR RE Ursus arctos IR Vulpes vulpes F15H Martes
spp- ) 2 R 87 ( Vaccinium myrtillus)ﬁﬁ%( Berry) HA LG X e sh Y R B L M e oE S s A S R
GifhkaceE SRR ™ AE b E P AL X YD Hippophae rhamnoides sinensis) BEN , /0 18 Tl S 35 VD iR
SR AL E

T B B A PSS S Tl 1 AL 55 7 XA 02 i 47, A Bl 1) o 70 A 8 A 7 2 B2 v FT g
B, ISR 45 . S BRURH ( Sciuridae ) B % H8 I ( Pinus ) R BRAL (Cone ) 1 53 1R IR 14 5
XFLRE 7 XA SR+ I AE G4 T B S IR SRE AR R AR TR, 2 — iRk e 46 7 X, th Tzt
R 07 XA EER 71, A TE BT B
221 EFEMERERZR

¥ HA WY R E G A RGBSR, (H2, Sh W RA S EER 84T 8, A FEMSEN s Y &
PET- 2277 5], BMEE (Rl — 8 o TR 22 S R X IR & WA R LS . 76 FARIREE Y, s A= A7 BT i
I 1) B 0 e PR e BE A 25 S Bk . S B B R 1PN AR AL B R T S LA G N A SR S A TE LR
B H S 1B ( Preference ) B HHIE 1% (Palatability ) LA K 8 9 58 U5 A9 1T K754 ( Availability ) 55 22 Ff
PR AL T WA ZFR BUCA A1) R £ SR W A B X B 9 R I AR 16O R T A2 1 B 1) 4% AR G 2
TEPEM: R (2 Sl W 0 X £ 40 B U A A I il >R B e AR £ 5 g

TERMAES RG A TG E REMN RN (RKE SR 3hY) 76 R LA KR EE
FrFw RS R RZ A T B MR R B G R 22 WTH B AEHE IS N OMAE ) SR % E 2 Y A2
HEVERIY A TSk VG Y #5457 ( Dipterocarpus turbinatus ) FRARH €5 Sh ¥ 2 AR AR Y0 B 10 B R
AR R I A AR ( Trachycarpus fortunei ) MRA 8 s & AR MO i A4 BUR B ZL IR 3 1Y

TERHL B S R GE 49 4 v [ 2R b DX B D, 240 A 2 2 1 2 1 e 19 Tk LU B2 S ( Lathyrus
quinquenervius ) " | L B B ER2E M) RS A0 19 2 A6 BE ( Apocynum. venetum ) ' X EHBEVE oA FE 1Y
“E¥E (Leymus chinensis ) F1 4= >4 (Aster pekinensis) B | 4 =F 58 40 522 MEEE A £ 5 69 1 k1L 2R
LN E 2 AN E RN T2 SRR AR R LT LI X A AR BOR I EEARA R fE
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TG i, H I A R R SR AT O SR BLAS R O 0k A, R B TR ) R b i IR R R
( Cyperaceae) *E%m o E{E%‘E’\J% s H Eﬁ?&?ﬁﬁ%% E‘Jlﬁ*%@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%% *Eﬁﬂﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁ%7ﬁ¥i ,
FIER B XA BRERDL . (ER, 58T 58 MO e — s WAL (AN 28T i 7 B2 AR B A K ol
T REMPIFAN B Z . HAATERESAAL (P BURS0) SR & R B AL E AL R Ui A 2 A R .
b, RS TR R ER PR R B R O 1T A A4 R 2 b 28 (8 S WA O IF 5 10 122 T A 5 SE K 38 M)
APEEIRA LR BRI

R1 TR ED T FHIHLEEE

Table 1 Endozoochory seed dispersal by different animals

Al Familys

YFiZE Animal species

B} Bovidae

JER} Cervidae

R} Equidae

JEE} Rhinocerotidae
%%} Elephantidae

I IEAl Camelidae
1B} Leporidae
RF} Canidae

AER} Ursidae

Rl Mustelidae
JEFF Suidae
KA Hylobatidae
MR} Cercopithecidae

A AL Macropididae

IERL Preropodidae
BEFEEL Gekkonidae
#3E} Cyprinidae
IESIEL Lumbricidae
IEIE Slugidae
#FL Pycnonotidae
P} Turdidae

P57} Anatidae

#5%} Ciconiidae
W5F} Laridae
FtifaFt Testudinidae

4= Bos taurust 4 48, 82—83] ; YE4 Bos grunniens[z' 5, 4647, 84] H RN B 4 Bison bonasus' 5 ; FIMEF4 Bison
bison ™) 5 4R Ovis ariest ! 4 204752801 . |3 Capra hircus' - 72 301 . WK Ansidorcas marsupialis[n] s B
¥ Aepyceros melampus'™) ; T[S Tragelaphus angasii' ™) ; FLFAMKIE Tragelaphus strepsiceros' ™) ; KA
Taurotragus oryx[n] ;5 /NEFS Raphicerus campcstris[n] 3 WE/INA 2 Sylvicapra grimmia[n]

P RREE Dama dama!™ 5 T Capreolus capreolmyr661 ; KHUE Giraffe camelopardalis”ﬂ s BRE Odocoileus
hemionus'® ; DL Cervus elaphus'® %1, FHEJE Odocoileus virginianus!®> *7]

oy Equus caballus™ * =21 B Equus asinus'*!

R Ceratotherium simum!™

MRS Loxodonia Africana africana'™ °")

BAIELE Camelus dromedarius™" 5 B AVEF I Vicugna vicugna mensalis' >

B 4 Oryctolagus cuniculus'*)

i AEIR Vulpes chama®* ; KEIR Otocyon megalotis'g4J ; MAE5E Canis mesomelas'** ;
FIR Vudpes vulpes' > %=1, %% Nyctereutes procyonoides'®)

K288 Ursus arctos!™) ; P BBEE Ursus thibetanus'®)

HASA Martes melampusLgSJ s f158 Martes ﬁ)inaL%J ; FRE Meles melest®!

B4 Sus scrofaiﬁﬁ‘ 96]

B R SE Nomascus concolor! ')

) 42286 Rhinopithecus roxellana*®)

HRIRIK AR, Macropus gig(mzeus[gg] s ZLBR RS L Thylogale stigmaticaigg] ;
B34 B\ Hypsiprymnodon moschatus'*)

BERATHE Preropus dasymallus!'®! ; KAKEE Preropus giganteus ")

WERRSEE Teratoscincus roborowskii’ %)

W18 Cyprinus carpio ']

Kt IE 45 Lumbricus terrestris''®)
WEUE Agriolimax agrestis''%%)

LI Pycnonotus jocosus[ 106]

RS Turdus philomelos”” s Turdus pilaris”ﬂ
5%3M8 Anas platyrhynchos''%7)

M Ciconia Ciconia''%®

INBASRE Larus fuscust'%

SA0JB & T Geochelone! ')

222 ARSI

A

ANFEFZE S T O A BEAS A A7 AR 22 5 | B[] — b A R M2 sl e AR S, 20 71935
WA, PAARF AL 61, B R =38 [R] i A4 BL 3L AR ( Caprinae ) AL B, 56 2 8 U, (HE AT 176 i )
5 AR FR AT N TS B 255 . A5 RIS, 40 F R R W), 2 10 D R s R O 1
WPEMHEh Y, SR AEZ A X R AR A, HEEMOEE ME REMAE) Ja R o
JE F A E R LRI A A e n] I 0 25 5 ik B S BT AT TR 4 R B AN AL BE S O TR
FERW], EYAE IR b i R BRSO 2 Y AR SR B L SR SR R A A AR A
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4376 xR 43 %

PR IR (48—96 h) AHELZ T, Bl 3 ad 1l 2 3 AL T8 B8 B S (24—72 h) |, Fp A MRS 56 e B, o
o LB B b - B A S Ao 48 S T A TE , E0RT LA L2 S A 250 7 G e I A I oy ) 4
A RN 288 — IR A U, SRRl iR MR S0 56 3R I B A 25 A Fh - [T % (0.4%—58.4% ) L =36 (0—
28.1%) f& , XS T H AN E R 2Z 3 SEW [ 484 (243£10.0) kg, B (55+2.7) kgl FER 4HHHE
AR AT 8 /N o T, R ) B AT AT AR b~ 6 52 RELI A9 453, O ELAE A D A B 285 LU= 978, X
SEAEAE A A F TR R At B sl ka7 e AERR B R B KR S AR E N, & AR T
FEBI W) 2 A v ]S SR ARG T o A R A AR T ICR S 0.5%—42.0% s SEI BT A 0.2%—
85.5% 7 ik B 2s 7 FEALSE TSRS R SR Y ,
2.3 MRS

ANTF XS S AR S5 1 25 S K, DR I S sh W HE B AR A1 5 PR3 2 0 26 0 19 2 DB AL 5 AN AH
[], BAS [R] A= 35 v 20— R X b AR i s ke85 S o B A THE SR 3 B P S 1 G T35 b R I i 52, LT
W THFAESRGHIA(K2),

VIS TSRO L LA AL S R e (7 e vy U A e B e 4 - T B S M B B 3 7 s
Pl & LA S 40 i A A R AR S [R5 A T R AR A e 2 A R SR 435 40, 3% 40 A4 2 4 i 1 e
FEARIE T ZEAd 70, X P2 AR LA 0 |, L [R] 58 S Ap 7 0 AR B ThRE

x2 HEABEEFRRE

Table 2 Study areas of endozoochory seed dispersal

WFFE X I, Study sites 2% K References WF5E X35, Study sites 27 3Lk References
FElE Semi desert [3, 20, 52] 1 Island [100]

EFEELE Alpine steppe [3] 4% M Farmland [108]

B B Savanna [72] ML JE Typical grassland [1, 4]

FRMR Forest [16, 85, 87, 90, 98, 113—114] M\ Shrubs [80]

w1l Alpine mountains [79] ) Glacier [92—93]

i ZELI ) Alpine meadow (2,5, 46—47, 84] VPR Desert [102]

T Fens [89] {9 River [103]

2.3.1  BEIKRTR ) 52

AR 2R AR AL L R 28 M i FROC E BOIE . BEAh, Bt BE A KEMUE S 5, K &R
A S HT S, D BE R K T 2S5 10 o ff A o & MR EAE T . AE N PR L S S8 it A S R G, B K = I
D E BRI AR SR A M R P R S 22 LS A 28 SR L X WA K A R R A 2 2 A A3 i N 3 R R
(N) B (P) B (K) FIEE (M) RiE Y L 2RI AR H I VB [ K4 S A0 A B s s IR 26012 U TR 2
A Bt B A 225 WAl . A R DR R B KR /D AR R K B <350 mm, ZAEHFE 6 H—9 A IR Z
(6 H—9 H)MEEFEo R 50% 7 Z20 25 A H BB (11 A—12 H) M2 30 A~ AU gsh, Ko
SERP T R RN AR B TEBTARAE R T R M X, 4 A S5OK o BRI ) & S 30 S A T A
P. caldenia Burk. (—Fp ZRIFE M ARAKIY) ) S KEIET-

YL X S 5 M) R AL AR IR R R R SRR A AP R RIS A A K SR A R R
S5 R I 5 S AR A T 2 I R e 3 05 A3 AN SRR IGE R AR AR AL R FE )
JERFTIE 1°C  HRA- 2 A g i 1891,

TR 20 = AN ST A A B AR S TR R R R A 1) RN W AR I, BR AR AR IR K 2 15 )
LSBT, HAR T R T 5 AR ANRE 5 2) R 2800 el Ak T IR BRCRAS A X TR Fh 7 DL
TR BE A O I B 2 8 ARG 3) — E AP TR ORI, AT & 28 3 (& ZF i [a] (31550 s 5 R Al
(PRI AR TR IR B 2 2R3 28 ) Al B8 (PRI B B & 2 R i oK) Z [ IE 4 5C &R LA M e {1
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JEERN b BRI BE (R B K D iR AR ) Z I T ek O R | Horh ke 2 A e AR IR B R TR IR
BB 708 S5t i ol e v 3k 31 5 K& 28 1 43 HE B (RS

TR XS A 4 B AT R A S5 A R, TR A rh AR 1 5 X, SR T e B BB S R A
I FET I R A P A S G K A FE VS VD L - TR TH i BRI T OR R A X AR
#hFE T
232 HHESWIRE

TSP AR A PRI R AL S Y E P A AR R A A S ) B R, LA Y IREh Y (R LT [ % b
FEH H WRIE AN A 45 P - Rk DL R R A9 T LIRS ) RS S (e 512 ) R — s/ N TR A Bl ) (R
AR 55 . LHETCAHESh W2 R 25 R G A E S (AT SE2ERE T 240 ) , ) B A 21 R Y fie ik
YER . HHEsh Wi shae 250 E % (il Ak, $12 e 28 0 Ak 2% 250 S T it v2 S50 1 I B IR R . FE B
HEBRGD , Z B I FR o LAY AP A4 i i A 56 % 31 + 38 b A RERORL ) (W) A6 1
Wt SR IR S I S SR AR KRR b o A DG o i AR A R A AN 1—4 AR
ST TR A SRR K S S SR 3 el Y BEEh R i R - ) B
WA RIS e A R R R R e S RS . DFC R IS YT ShRE 68 o 2 e S O
fift A R SE P B FEY T 3T )2 (0—10 em) FoR 10,

TE 3 Sh PSR 1T ) ( Arthropod ) % I # S& 5 43 i FE FEAE IR (1 STRR IR0 RS2 38 Y ol
(#4f0F} Geotrupidae ME 4 HBl Aphodiidae F14: i 1 S B} Scarabaeoidae ) , F1 TE I T K B A L K B, £ il
SUELT M BN T 3B E A S SR A e A IR SR LSRR RO B SR B AT
B E S A T BRI . M e AT STEAEm  FE I n] 43y = Rh D RESSHE . N IR R A AR S (AT
H Dweller) F&F 3825 A4 258 (B3 1 Tunneler ) MR FEBRASHE (TRER L Ball roller) "™ PR 25 28 2 7E
FEME PN AR TR 0P 26T 1A A SERFEZEBE T Y L LA R PSS RE TR O g SR 2 TR ISk
LS DAZE BRI AR 21 B 2S5 TR b — BE R B i b 7y, SR MRk LR 7 7= BRI F Ak, 2 LS ) 2
PIFRIRBE A N A P 2 b, DN A1 0 28 008 55 20 A A Y ko, 28 F A 336 Bl ik mT A= & oAl 35 1 3
YIREE , ilE— A IS A R A

TS R A T R M X SRR AR B B e M X S s T i R A 3
TR Sl 0 A SR 2SR R A e 2 e T o3 WP UG Sh 2808 | HLAR 800 i R I e P 2 519 3 9850 it
FEAEPRVEVEURET 4 | P IR DR IR AT 4 | 4B A A 3800 B 5 17.54% (13.41% 20.91%H01 5.3% ; 3% ik
FrF AR 43 4 72 28.66% .63.34% 17.67% F1 9.89% " FE N 52 1t S AL 513 ( Stipa breviflora ) T3¢ 15 5 1l
PR K 2R 8 0 s AR R A ML) R R (A A R Y G S P AR I A v e ) 2 PR ke
KA R BAR R B TTRR R AR 7% M 4% eAh, 76 )1 PGk s JE R ) AR AR Fe o i S 3 b i
M ) ELE AR G OC R AR R N e e AR 3 e R R S 3R B R S (WS B
Coleoptera W50 Fl Arachnoidea 53 J& H Collembola FIMt 45|12 Earthworm ) Z2FEPEF1% B 5 5. FIEARLR )
IAh P HUER T B B S e i SR R 3 A A | S A A S T SO B 2 N S e 2 4
S R RS E AL | B S R

TIESYIR T RENS O I FEE I3 S SR T ARG AR A 36 T LGE i i A TR R T AL R
FIAFEC S AEVEIEA b e b X, S5 OB 252 e 4 S 3R -t T LMY R 2 R R S R
ZIA R GFARSEOC RN o AR R Ll 28 38 37 B b v DL S B0 3R B, AR 36 v 80% (1 38 P14 3 Y ol 1 8¢ 7
FRFEHEKFIEES 20 em DA SFEBET 0—10 cm By 20, HLEEE T I/ N3G I 38 3 b i b 1) B 9]
TRUTREAR T e BF 0T 2 B Ak R R 40 S X 9 AR R RO T S B B 1 ( Enterolobium
cyclocarpum,*ﬁéﬂ’%j(ﬁ*) B 10 B AL RR Ay, (E 2 I 38 v 1 7 285 Wk 145 3 4 B DO/ 3 R
( Liomys salvini) iz Mg
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233 JHHYEZ R

R R I E AT T SO ETE, FLR A R SR, SR AN Y Ak (AR AR K X R
TR O A 2 22 g8, BARB AR o AR 2 T, OB 28 R B sh W) (K &) e R B AT
SO R IR GE A% O T PN R R — B AR L 5 e o e 1 5 i A R R RO R
B DL K HEMEA) (387 DR ) 3R = J5 T, HEME) R I A A ) JB 07 P 0 B 2t U 3 9 D SR B Y, X i 4R e b 2
BREMFRE gL A T2 E L,

RS RGN OR A E 2R PR AR B A ZE R B Y, — A i R A 2 A 5% 1 TH
B R ERMEE R e —E R E LW IREE R & R T RN SR, 5, BUR ST e
FEFP ¥ PER B BE RIS o AN [R]TCH ZR 1 AE) B BB AS [m] , — s, | 7o U= il e, 21 PR 2 R 3k 3
R, B A R 1 A BA 8 3SRt R T BB . 75 KA = JE i fa) PB4 250 TR ETE 3 A i
(32F) 1 AfrdR (22 F) o (A7 H R € 5] HEZR B AE R ZE (11 H—4 H,15.16 3%/g) Mg 2
(5 A—10 H,17.15 2/) R TR R A 257 . 8w R MR SR %% (6 H—9 H) U ¢
(Ovis aries) JERN TR E F R M EREMER & TRER (11 A—12 A)" . R, 2R RO BT 4R 5e
PRI R ARAGYE LA S 3 X W58 4 JIANTR], 58 38 2601 E R 45 A A2 s AN A ] o 70 ey J AR L e 2
(11 H—4 H) &85 52 B | v B2 A 32 0 0RE 3 B e 20 250 1 X % BE i vy, B T 5e 2800 0 &5
121,127 F1 187 Rifp—F1*  (HFEHE 4 o A i RO T8 Ah TR R R R A s
501 i R Z A A — € W AH DG 2 & T sl T AR 3E 03, 4 S ZE Mt REGHE R . 7R = I AR ALK,
W 25 JCACTR P 084 T, B 2 8 0 R AR > 5 R B S PR Ay o AP SR B A TR B, 5% 7 s T LA
R4 S0 A B A IR T 2% e o e AR 5 el R 2 ) LA R B IR AR OGS R ™Y

USRS R0 1 RGO 38 2% ) ¥ 5 A T5 AR ™ A e, (H i T0F 58 IX Sl 3 4
TR G, BOBOMAE Y D 8 AR R SE AN . AR Z TS RBH | TR T P00 R 2l vt R AN A R 4 B
BORAY A L AR b O Ma 55 B, 7E 5% [ R AR DU RS R, AR S Y 4 ( Oophana heudei ) I
Uiy (Agriolimax agrestis) WOE BB R 4 1 3 BE AN T2 ™Y e AR 22 A AR A R I v o B , TR
R AR AR I X — 00 2 BB (IR ) SRR R ROR Y e L@ S i X 2R 5%
SEHURC(0.71 Sk /hm* [ SEETARER ( Quercus ithaburensis) ST (FFE R 0—0.15 m) FMZH (EE N 0.15—1 m) %
JE 3 I AR TR AL B AR 61% AT 67% ) 7235 [ L ) 28 37 Ll — i mp g 1y IX 586 AR AR 2 87 25 28 (Bos
tawrus ) BB D T BUE (Acer) K X JE (Fagus) . % H & (llex) A8 )& ( Pinus) . 2% )& ( Prunus ) FER &
( Quercus) BIGIA %5 BE DL S U & ( Fraxinus ) FIAEMKJE ( Sorbus ) W41 18 %6 BE | AT AR Az st DX B AR V& 2 1)
WeRREIE IR 1 BTARGE R ARSI R A, FF (4 S SRR R ) RO A RS O
5 A ( Polylepis australis) 5 F) 3¢5 K ( Maytenus boaria ) F1Fg 3¢ U ( Escallonia cordobensis ) 41 T 15 B FIAE 16
B IPAE R P 1 X AR AR 3 A R L R AR S T I R LR ( Quercus
semecarpifolia) R BUBCFEAR 2 909% LA _F BB A Sy i 8 52 7™ o A I 1, L Rl da X da gl 7 BT 23 2 i o IX
B 3 A R R X SR A 2 3% DA EUBOE e i X AR R E R R Y LS B TR
AR HERR 40 2R 2 OB T AR SR, B O RO S SO g i s T i R A U ZE R AR AR
BB B W B s A F & ( Combretum) 4 5 W& (Vachellia) F1)LZS & ( Senegalia ) 25 BEASHI Y 4
P g AR FPLE T 3k SEAE 4 76 12 M DX A o AR o O R A IR ST SR B TR R A A v R R
{510, 7 e 5 R M ST Ji 2 32 0 RO o 386 T 4 <2 4 5P T R A 1 2 T 4 v 55 AR S 28 ( Danthonia
montevidensis ) FIWii15 34 ( Leontodon taraxacoides ) %11 HIEEAE R AR BT AR 4 o 3 Hil A 48 BE AL B kb, 40 ik
BHR R ARAAEY) P. caldenia SRR, X224 1 & POl A 7= 7= AR R F R 78 0 5 b, 45 5
BRESIE AR A PTRE  ERPRIRAEL AN TR, BEA S AR 3.5 A5 L AENSE I RHRID YD AR (1
i Ulmus pumila) -4, TS558 BE UM F (1.88 =F/hm®) S5 N H MR V% 4 1 2% B R =F 8 B , BE VR R

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



11 48 TR 5 28R RIS R S E A SR X 4379

Pedea , I EL A AEHUBOR AT 0 X B s
3 EWMTEMESEY

3.1 FhFmRE R

THACE G R Z A A1 e L FE AL R Y 2 X St PSS BN 29 — 2B 8 b T IR EE S )
PR ARG BT F T I FAERRIE B S 2 IR KON Z I R EA OGS R Y . TG PR M i b X 7
[ 3 A ¥ ( Lavandula stoechas) FEXIERRIE B AT 1 mM"* 4816 ( Cytisus scoparius ) #F XU 5 4% 5 B
N 1—8 m"' AR P AR T L AR R BT PR E REIORS 8, AR BE R PT 3k 40 k' AT M
HE LS ( Ciconia ciconia) FI/NERTFRE (Larus fuscus) AT DOEEKT 055 ( Juncus bufonius ) F1 AL UE ( Amaranthus
retroflexus ) BT~ I 22 #5422 PG HE A 1) 22 J2 0 44 11 5 0 4t 2 [V 78 % i F B RC 1 S A IR
( Pleiogynium timoriense ) 52 B BRINIE ( Preropus dasymallus) KB S5 & 2515 10 km £, IF H o] IZERE S
P B W5 1] 38 AR A A 22 LRV ] -l B A2 0T o | 840 ( Cyprinus carpio ) P LIEAE #4555 ( Carex
acuta ) FIPFEAEZ R (C. riparia) FRFAEREE 16 km 24l | IR Wi 24 K A AR S R G0 S s 0 R RS
fEEFEMAAL , B ALRE T TAE Y AE A BR R L 43 A A Jm R Bl ¥ B D AN AT I
32 FEITRIRIE

FA R E R IORE R EE T, T2 A SR BES M ANTH AR R, SR B R B A
A RE A TR DI AL IR, 75 0 A= 25 R G 23 PR ) B b v A v T i 15 . R AT A i) 158 LA A i JE U HE
RSN X JE R G RIS E IR )], DR HMA S RGN 6], UK B AR 75%—90% L HE it H
M ORI B B R S EE AR R OCER RS R G TG SR AL (£ 3) .
ARV, S FE TR & = 5 WA S RN Z B BA — @ O ER . BN, 7Em IR AL i, =2 5 4 (4 Al
R/NFIZEE AP R L (N/P) BIEAISE R (At A HFFE R W, i TR 98 I AR R, sl 4 L A/ 2
ICE TR Z SR TTIHE ASEET N, PN IEST AR 7 92 [ [ 5ORE % B e TI) L 1 AT T — 3
e,

*3 AEHMEETESE

Table 3 Elemental content of different animal feces

EIE/EGES TR i WFFEIX 3 EZ PN
Animal species Feces elemental content Study areas References
4 Bos taurus TC: 234.57 g/kg; TN: 22.28 g/kg; TP: 4.69 g/kg KLY 25 e [136]

TN: 20.8 g/kg; ON: 20.7 g/kg; NH,-N; 0.12 g/kg; S A 2 4 ok

4 Bos taurus P,05:19.5 g/kg; K,0: 4.76 g/kg; S: 3.06 g/kg; C W [135]
20.8 g/kg
TN: 17.11 g/kg; NH,-N; 18.5 mg/kg; NO;-N; 4.29 mg/ et e

#F Bos taurus ’ PR T R PR S 3T T 3 144

o8 s ke: TP: 3.40 g/kg; TP: 2.01 g/kg; OP: 1.39 g/ke = TP [144]

4 Bos taurus TC: 415 g/kg; TN: 15.5 g/kg 15 JE M HHT H [172]
TN: 17.30 g/kg; TP: 2.56 g/kg; OP: 1.08 g/kg;

W4 Bos taurus ' &/ke; : #/kes : &/kes PN 52 ol B PR A st 7 2 [173]
IP: 1.42 g/kg

TR 22 N

73% “,Lq: TN: 45.9 g/kg; TK: 47.7 g/kg; TP: 8.18 g/kg LRI 3200 [174]

Scottish Highlanders

\ TN: 21.59 g/kg; TP: 3.35 g/kg; OP: 1.16 g/kg; » )

?r'?'ﬁlé Ovis aries ' &/ke; : &/kes ) &/ke; W%W%MQ%WJﬁMEJﬁ [173]
IP: 2.22 g/kg

Z32E Ovis aries TC: 361.3 g/kg; TN: 27.1 g/kg 8 P B J5 [172]

FEF Ovis aries 0C: 293 g/kg; TN: 17.4 g/kg; TP: 3.7 g/kg T HR L. o5 € R A [175]

MEZE Ovis aries TC. 448.18 g/kg; TN: 13.67 g/kg; TP: 2.59 g/kg [, 4 % - v L AR i [176]
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EIEZELES FCRGE fIF5E X 3k
Animal species Feces elemental content Study areas References
1I2E Capra hircus TC: 403 g/kg; TN: 19.6 g/kg 15 e WG R R [172]

TC: 434.49 g/kg; TN: 18.42 g/kg; K: 4.30 g/kg;

¥EF Bos grunniens P 3.80 g/ke; Me: 3.11 g/ke M 3 i i S ] [153]
¥E4: Bos grunniens TN: 13.3 g/kg; TP: 1.59 g/kg; K: 6.26 g/kg KA o FERL A [46]
¥E4F Bos grunniens TN: 20. 4 g/kg; TP: 3. 4 g/kg N PGIL R FE A [120]
Y&t Bos grunniens TN: 27.70 g/kg; AK: 0.285 g/kg; OM: 181.34 g/kg T U v R 1 S ) [177]
¥E4F Bos grunniens 0C: 321 g/kg; TN: 26.6 g/kg; TP: 4.4 g/kg P g H L L ) ) [175]
Iy Equus caballus TC: 292.57 g/kg; TN: 19.21 g/kg; TP 5.44 g/kg PRIIE|#: 2S5 w1 [136]
e

th{ﬂ;ﬁﬁiq iﬁ S jt: PR ke HCRII 00 [ 174]
[ Je+ L Konik horses ii\j 3172 gll::’ TK: 78.3 ¢/kes LU A B R VD [174]
KR Giraffa camelopardalis TN: 26.3 g/kg; TP: 4.1 g/kg 12 WA R [178]
CIBERE Asis axis EN " fﬁ; Tf]’wg“gi/ ;‘f;gK’ 04 e/kes Nas Ol erkes oo e i [179]
BERE Alces alces TN: 28.7 g/kg PR AR [180]
SFRBED Equus quagga TN: 9.7 g/kg; TP: 2.8 g/kg 152 W FR A R [178]
AEMAK L Syncerus caffer TN: 14.3 g/kg; TP: 2.4 g/kg [E[Zin e [181]
PN HEF S Loxodonta africana TN: 16.7 g/kg; TP 1.4 g/kg [E|R A [181]
INEB 2 Sylvicapra grimmia TN: 29.1 g/kg; TP: 3.8 g/kg B AR B B [181]
KHRE Giraffa camelopardalis TN. 33.8 g/kg; TP: 3.4 g/kg B AR R A L [181]
HABEF Aepyceros melampus TN: 19.0 g/kg; TP: 4.4 g/kg EIRE T [181]
59 Tragelaphus strepsiceros TN: 30.0 g/kg; TP: 2.7 g/kg T AR R A LR [181]
LI Tragelaphus angasii TN: 27.0 g/kg; TP: 3.1 g/kg EIRE T [181]
¥ Phacochoerus africanus TN. 16.8 g/kg; TP: 2.5 g/kg g A A R [181]
RiF1BR Ceratotherium simum TN: 18.2 g/kg; TP: 3.0 g/kg EIRE T [181]
BELLFA T Connochaetes taurinus TN: 6.5 g/kg; TP: 2.5 g/kg EIRE T [181]
WEBED Equus burchellii TN: 15.1 g/kg; TP 5.2 g/kg [EIR i [181]
B Tragelaphus scriptus TC: 417 g/kg; TN: 18.9 g/kg; TP: 3.32 g/kg IH 5 Je AR 7 i [182]
KR Giraffa camelopardalis TC: 449 g/kg; TN: 29.3 g/kg; TP: 3.34 g/kg I WA [182]
INZE Sylvicapra grimmia TC: 433 g/kg; TN: 23.9 g/kg; TP: 3.87 g/kg 2R JE AR 5 [182]
W e Philantomba monticola TC. 427 g/kg; TN: 18.1 g/kg; TP: 2.95 g/kg $H Z& JE WV A B L [182]
Z I8 /NB Neotragus moschatus TC: 420 g/kg; TN: 21.9 g/kg; TP 1.63 g/kg H 35 2 AV b [182]
AR E Syncerus caffer TC; 348 g/kg; TN: 10.9 g/kg; TP: 2.36 g/kg R JE W AR L [182]
PG BEEY Alcelaphus lichtensteinii TC: 403 g/kg; TN: 8.6 g/kg; TP: 3.00 g/kg b EY A & i N [182]
¥ Redunca redunca TC: 389 g/kg; TN: 17.1 g/kg; TP: 3.70 g/kg 2R AR [182]
IK¥& Kobus ellipsiprymnus TC: 379 g/kg; TN: 14.5 g/kg; TP: 2.92 g/kg SR AR [182]
438 Connochaetes taurinus TC: 358 g/kg; TN: 13.5 g/kg; TP: 3.47 g/kg 2R JE WA 5 [182]
BERL Thryonomys sp. TC: 423 g/kg; TN: 7.5 g/kg; TP: 1.02 g/kg 2 JE AR 5 [182]
ity Lepus saxailis TC: 408 g/kg; TN: 14.2 g/kg; TP: 1.53 g/kg TH S8 J W AR A B [182]
YW Phacochoerus africanus TC: 368 g/kg; TN: 13.4 g/kg; TP: 2.7 g/kg IH S5 8 WP AR A R R [182]
WEBEL Equus burchellii TC: 414 g/kg; TN 12.2 g/kg; TP; 3.54 g/kg IH S5 8 WP AR A R R [182]
M EHS Loxodonta africana TC: 447 g/kg; TN: 13.5 g/kg; TP; 1.84 g/kg TH 22 J8 AR B [182]

TC ; 4Hk Total carbon; TN ; &% Total nitrogen ; TP ; 41 Total phosphorous ; ON : 7 H/L & Organic nitrogen; IP TALE Inorganic phosphorus ; OP ;: 5
HU#E Organic phosphorus ; TK ; &8 Total kalium; OC ; # ALK Organic carbon; AK: HALAH Available kalium; OM ;A #LJE Organic matter
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