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Composicion de la dieta del guajolote silvestre (Meleagris
gallopavo mexicana, Gould, 1856) reintroducido en “Sierra Fria”,
Aguascalientes, México

Diet composition of reintroduced wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo
mexicana, Gould, 1856) in “Sierra Fria”, Aguascalientes, Mexico

Marcelo Marquez Olivas* Edmundo Garcia Moya*™  Carlos Gonzéalez-Rebeles Islas***
Luis Antonio Tarango Arambulat

Abstract

Wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo L.) was extirpated from “Sierra Fria”, Aguascalientes, Mexico,
around the 50°s, but was reestablished in the area between 1992 and 1994. At present, the
species is abundant in “Sierra Fria”; however, little is known about its food habits, reason which
motivated the present study. The objective of this study was to document the diet composition
of wild turkey through the analysis of crops (n = 28) and gizzards (n = 24) collected from 40
wild turkeys, which were hunted during April and May in the years 2001 and 2002. Twenty-six
plants, seven insects and one snail were identified as diet components. The plant species with
highest percentage of occurrence (PO) during 2001 were: Trifolium amabile (85%), Piptochae-
tium fimbriatum (62%) and Eryngium cardinale (54%), whereas the species which contributed
most of the total dry weight (TDW = 601.71 g) were: Zea mays (478 g) and Oxalis decaphylla
(24 g). In 2002 Arctostaphylos pungens and Zea mays were the most frequent species (PO =
90% and 70%) and contributing with 19% and 76% of TDW (TDW = 329.19 g), respectively.
Plant and animal species found in the diet indicate that wild turkey is an opportunistic omnivo-
rous whose diet composition depends on the abundance, diversity and availability of food. An
explanation for the recurrent presence of corn in the diet is due to the use of this grain as bait
during wild turkey hunting season, and possibly because the food is scarce in its habitat in this
season of the year (April and May).

Key words: WILD TURKEY, MELEAGRIS GALLOPAVO MEXICANA, DIET, AGUAS-
CALIENTES, MEXICO.

Resumen

El guajolote silvestre (Meleagris gallopavo L.) se extinguié de “Sierra Fria”, Aguascalientes,
México, en la década de 1950 y de 1992 a 1994 se le reintrodujo en la regién. En la actualidad
dicha especie es abundante en “Sierra Fria”; sin embargo, se sabe poco sobre sus habitos
alimentarios, lo que motivé la realizacion del presente estudio. Para documentar la dieta se
colectaron buches (n = 28) y mollejas (n = 24) de 40 guajolotes cazados durante abril y mayo
de 2001 y 2002. En la dieta se identificaron 26 taxa vegetales, siete insectos y un molusco. Las
especies con mayor ocurrencia (PO) en 2001 fueron: Trifolium amabile (85%), Piptochaetium
fimbriatum (62%) y Eryngium cardinale (54%), mientras que las especies que aportaron el
mayor peso seco total (PST = 601.71 g) fueron: Zea mays (478 g) y Oxalis decaphylla (24 qg).
En 2002 Arctostaphylos pungens y Zea mays tuvieron los mayores PO (90% y 70%) y fueron
las especies que contribuyeron con 19% y 76% del PST (PST = 329.19 g), respectivamente.
Los taxa de plantas y animales encontrados en la dieta indican que el guajolote silvestre es un
omnivoro oportunista que basa su alimentacién de acuerdo con la abundancia, diversidad y
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disponibilidad del alimento. Por tanto, la aparicion recurrente del maiz en la dieta se debe a
que este tipo de grano se usa para atraer a los guajolotes durante la época de caza y tal vez
porque el alimento es escaso en su habitat durante esa temporada del afio (abril y mayo).

Palabras clave: GUAJOLOTE SILVESTRE, MELEAGRIS GALLOPAVO MEXICANA,

DIETA, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO.

Introduction

ild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo L.) is one of

the most important game bird species in

North America"? and is the common ances-
tor from which all domestic turkey varieties in the
world were developed.” Wild turkey is also considered
a valued food resource™ in rural communities of
Mexico,” where it is hunted as a subsistence activity,
and occasionally its eggs are collected, incubated and
the chicks are raised as part of the family backyard
livestock. However, the destruction and fragmentation
of its habitat mainly through land use change (con-
version to cropland, livestock grazing, and forestry),
as well as intensive hunting, have severely affected its
populations’ and reduced its area of distribution,’ to
such degree that it has been included in the Mexican
list of protected species known as the “Norma Oficial
Mexicana” (NOM-059-ECOL-2001)."

Pine oak forests are typical habitat for wild turkey,
but it can be also found in pine forest, xerophitic
shrub land and cloud forest (“bosque mesdfilo”),’
where it easily adapts.'” Wild turkey, as most Gallina-
ceous, is mainly a grain eater but may consume any
kind of food (from plant or animal origin) depend-
ing on the season of the year," nutritional status,'*"
and according to the food diversity, amount or its avail-
ability;'* as well as on specific requirements for certain
nutrients.”” Wild turkey feeds mainly on insects during
its initial growth stages; however, plants constitute its
main diet as an adult.'® Food from animal sources
provides protein for growth and development while
plants are the carbohydrates for maintenance.”” When
the habitat provides sufficient amount of food, it has
been observed that wild turkey does not prefer grain
crops such as oats, corn or sorghum; and will only
consume them (from agricultural fields and when
offered as bait) when the other food sources are
scarce. More than 300 plant species and 300 inver-
tebrates have been identified in the wild turkey’s
diet;'"® quantity varies from one region to another
according to sample size, climate, habitat (plant
community an its condition), and season of the year,"
as well as the physiological condition of the specimen
and depending on the identification method applied
during the study.*”*' It should be mentioned that even
though wild turkey is not an obligate herbivorous,
micro histological analysis of feces is the technique
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Introduccion

1 guajolote silvestre (Meleagris gallopavo L.) es

una de las especies cinegéticas mds importan-

tes de Norteamérica'® y es el ancestro del cual
se derivaron las principales variedades de guajolote
doméstico que se conocen en el mundo.” Ademds, en
México el guajolote silvestre es un recurso alimen-
tario”® muy apreciado en las comunidades rurales,’
donde se caza como medio de subsistencia de manera
tradicional y de forma eventual se colectan sus huevos,
se incuban y el producto se cria como parte de la
ganaderia familiar de traspatio. Sin embargo, las alte-
raciones de su habitat, en el mayor de los casos, para
agricultura, ganaderia y dasonomia, y su caceria exce-
siva, han afectado de manera notable a su poblacién’
y reducido el drea de su distribucién,’ a tal grado que
ha sido incluido en el listado de especies protegidas
por la Norma Oficial Mexicana (NOM-059-ECOL-
2001)."

El habitat tipico del guajolote silvestre son los
bosques de pino-encino, pero se le puede encontrar
también en bosques de coniferas, bosques de encino,
matorral xer6filo y en bosques meséfilos,” debido
a que se adapta con facilidad a esos ambientes." El
guajolote silvestre, igual que la mayoria de las gallina-
ceas, es un excelente granivoro y consume cualquier
tipo de alimento (vegetal o animal) segin la época
del afno," requerimientos nutricionales,'*"” y segin la
diversidad, abundancia, disponibilidad" y apetencia
de los nutrimentos."” Durante la primera etapa de cre-
cimiento, el guajolote silvestre se alimenta en su mayor
parte de insectos y de otros animales pequenos, pero
cuando es adulto los vegetales cubren casi la totalidad
de su dieta;'® del alimento de origen animal obtienen
proteinas que necesitan para su rapido crecimiento y
desarrollo, y de los vegetales carbohidratos para man-
tenimiento."” Se ha observado que el guajolote silves-
tre no prefiere los granos cultivados como la avena, el
maiz o el sorgo, cuando hay alimento suficiente en su
habitat natural, y que s6lo consumen estos alimentos
(de milpas o cebaderos) cuando la comida es escasa.
En la dieta del guajolote silvestre se han identificado
mas de 300 especies vegetales y 300 de invertebrados,'
esa cantidad varia de una regién a otra de acuerdo
con el tamano de la muestra, clima, habitat (tipo y
condicién de la vegetacion), época del afo," estado



commonly applied to study its diet;*** however, the
analysis of crop contents and sometimes including the
gizzard to complete the sample, are better options to
identify food items and their proportions in a simpler
and trustworthy manner.** Both of these methods have
advantages and disadvantages; therefore, their selec-
tion will be according to the specific circumstances at
the time present.”

Two of the five subspecies of wild turkey that
inhabit North America are present in Mexico, and
are recognized by the National Wild Turkey Federa-
tion (NWTF).* One of them, the subspecies mexi-
cana, was extirpated from “Sierra Fria” in the State
of Aguascalientes by the, 50’s*” of the past century.
Members of this subspecies were captured in Chihua-
hua, Durango and Zacatecas States, and reintroduced
in the region during the years 1992, 1993 and 1994.
At present, the wild turkey (M. g. mexicana) is subject
to sport hunting at “Sierra Fria” because its popula-
tion is considered abundant; however, little is known
about its ecology, and particularly about its food
habits, reason which motivated the development of
the present study.

Study area

“Sierra Fria” is a protected area, under the category of
“Zona sujeta a Conservacion Ecolégica”. It is located
to the northwest of the State of Aguascalientes,
within the counties of: San José de Gracia, Calvillo,
Jestis Maria, Rincon de Romos, and Pabellon de
Arteaga (Figure 1). It covers an area of 112, 090 ha
and its geographic location lies within 21° 52’ 50”
and 22° 19’ 46 North latitude, and 102° 22’ 50" y
102° 51" 26’ West longuitude.® “Sierra Fria” presents
a rugged physiography, with rocky canyons, ravines,
hills and plateaus; and elevation ranges which go
from approximately 1 800 to 3 050 m above sea level.
Lithology is conformed of sandstone, igneous rock,

fisiologico de los guajolotes y procedimiento utilizado
para su identificacién.””®' Cabe senalar que aunque el
guajolote silvestre no es un herbivoro obligado, el anali-
sis microhistolégico de sus heces es muy utilizado para
inferir acerca de su dieta;*** sin embargo, en los buches
y de manera complementaria en las mollejas, se iden-
tifican con facilidad y confiabilidad los componentes
alimentarios y se calcula su proporcionalidad.** Ambos
métodos tienen ventajas y desventajas, de tal suerte que
la eleccion del procedimiento a utilizar dependerd en
buena medida de las facilidades disponibles.*

México alberga a dos de cinco subespecies de gua-
jolote silvestre que en la actualidad existen en Nor-
teamérica, que son reconocidas por la National Wild
Turkey Federation (NWTF).*® Una de ellas, la sub-
especie mexicana, se extinguié de “Sierra Fria” en
Aguascalientes, México, en la década de 1950% pero
de 1992 a 1994, se capturaron guajolotes de esta sub-
especie en Chihuahua, Durango y Zacatecas, y fueron
reintroducidos en la regién. Se considera que, en la
actualidad, el guajolote silvestre de Gould (M. g mexi-
cana) es abundante en “Sierra Fria” y por ello es sujeto
de aprovechamiento cinegético; sin embargo, se sabe
poco sobre su ecologia, y en particular sobre sus habi-
tos alimentarios, lo que motivé a la realizacion del
presente estudio.

Area de estudio

El drea natural protegida “Sierra Fria”, con el carac-
ter de zona sujeta a conservaciéon ecologica, se loca-
liza en el noroeste de Aguascalientes, dentro de los
municipios de San José de Gracia, Calvillo, Jesus
Maria, Rincén de Romos y Pabellén de Arteaga
(Figura 1). Tiene una superficie de 112 090 ha y se
ubica entre los paralelos 21° 52’ 507 y 22° 19’ 46”
Norte y los meridianos 102° 22’ 50" y 102° 51’ 26”
Oeste.”

Figura 1. Localizacion del area
de estudio y de las unidades de
manejo para la conservacion de
vida silvestre (UMA), de donde
se obtuvieron los guajolotes para
este estudio.

Figure 1. Location of the study
area and management units
for the conservation of wild life
(UMA), from which turkeys were
obtained.
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acidic extrusions, alluvial deposits, calcareous tuffs,
basalt and “riolita”. Predominant climate in the
region are: moderately warm and half-dry, temper-
ate half-dryand temperate half-humid. Annual mean
precipitation is 600 mm, which is mainly distributed
from June to October and annual mean temperature
is 17°C.* Temperate oak forests cover near 72% of
the region and include species as: Quercus potosina
Trel., Q. eduardii Trel., Q. grisea Liebm. and Q. rugosa
Nee.; and are associated with other species such as:
(Juniperus deppeana Steud., J. flacida Schlecht and J.
durangensis Martinez) and pines (Pinus durangensis
Martinez, P. leiophylla Schl. and Cham., and P. cem-
broides Zucc.), which approximately cover 25%. One
of the most conspicuous shrub species in “Sierra Fria”
is the “manzanita” (Arctostaphylos pungens HBK), and
is associated to different types of disturbance preva-
lent in this region.” Most common grasses found as
forest undergrowth and openings are: Aristida adscen-
stonis L, A. divaricata Humb. and Bonpl., Bouteloua
hirsutalLag., B. curtipendula (M) Torr., B. gracilis HBK,
Muhlenbergia rigida HBK, M. emersley: Vas., M. virescens
HBK, Lycurus phleoides HBK, Panicum bulbosum HBK
and Piptochaetium fimbriatum HBK. Characteristic soil
types in the region, are: “planosol”, “litosol”, “cam-
bisol”, “luvixol”, “xerosol” and “fluvisol”.?

Materials and methods

Crops and gizzards from 40 hunted wild turkeys were
collected during hunting season in Aguascalientes
(between April and May of 2001 and 2002). These
were obtained from three ranches in the “Sierra Fria”
(Table 1), registered as special wildlife management
units known in México as “Unidades para la Conser-
vacién de Vida Silvestre” (UMA). Crop and gizzard
contents where extracted ¢n situ and kept separated in
different receptacles; they were air dried and depos-
ited in labeled paper bags to eliminate remaining

La fisiografia de “Sierra Fria” es escarpada, con
canones rocosos, barrancas, lomerios y mesetas; con
1 800 a 3 050 msnm. Su litologia se caracteriza por
areniscas, rocas igneas extrusivas dcidas, aluvion,
tobas, riolitas y basaltos. Los climas que predominan
en esta regién son: semiseco-semicalido, semiseco-
templado y templado-subhiimedo. La precipitaciéon
media anual es de 600 mm, distribuida en mayor pro-
porcién de junio a octubre, la temperatura promedio
es de 17°C.*

La vegetacion de encino, con especies como:
Quercus potosina, Trel.; Q. eduardii, Trel.; Q. grisea
Liebm.; y Q. rugosa Nee., constituye cerca de 72% de
los bosques templados de la region y su asociaciéon
con otras especies, como tascates ( Juniperus deppeana,
Steud.; J. flacida, Schlecht.; y J. durangensis, Martinez)
y pinos (Pinus durangensis, Martinez; P. leiophylla,
Schl. et Cham.; y P. cembroides, Zucc.), cubren 25%,
aproximadamente. Una de las especies arbustivas
mds conspicuas en “Sierra Fria” es la manzanita
(Arctostaphylos pungens, HBK), que se asocia con los
diferentes disturbios que se han presentado en la
region.” Las gramineas mds comunes en los claros
y en el sotobosque son: Aristida adscensionis L, A.
divaricata, Humb. et Bonpl.; Bouteloua hirsuta, Lag.; B.
curtipendula, (M) Torr.; B. gracilis, HBK, Muhlenbergia
rigida HBK; M. emersleyi, Vas.; M. virescens, HBK; Lycurus
phleoides, HBK; Panicum bulbosum, HBK;y Piptochaetium
fimbriatum, HBK; los suelos que caracterizan a esta
region son: planosol, litosol, cambisol, luvixol, xerosol
y fluvisol.”

Material y métodos

Durante la temporada de caza del guajolote silves-
tre en Aguascalientes (entre abril y mayo de 2001 y
2002), se colectaron buches y mollejas de 40 guajolo-
tes cazados en tres ranchos (Cuadro 1), registrados
como “Unidades de Manejo para la Conservaciéon de

Cuadro 1

UMA DE “SIERRA FRIA”, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO, DE DONDE SE OBTUVIERON LOS
GUAJOLOTES UTILIZADOS EN ESTE ESTUDIO
UMA AT “SIERRA FRIA”, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO, FROM WHERE TURKEYS WERE
OBTAINED FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

UMA
Year Antrialgo El Gauro Torrecillas Wild turkeys
2001 16 4 10 30
2002 0 10 0 10
Total 16 14 10 40
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moisture and prevent their contamination by fungus.
Diet components (seeds, stems, roots, leaves, fruits,
insects and other elements) or their fragments, were
separated in the laboratory according to their taxo-
nomic classification with the aid of forceps and dis-
section needles; and were weighed (g) with a balance
“balanza granataria” of 300 g capacity. Vegetal mate-
rial was identified with the family and genus level,
and in some cases up to species. For this last purpose,
some of the vegetative and reproductive portions as:
bulbs, tubers, and seeds were germinated. Experts
from “College of Postgraduates” (CP) herbarium and
the “Universidad Auténoma Chapingo” (UACh) pro-
vided assistance to identify botanical material.

All the components of animal origin, mainly
insects, were identified at the family level with the aid
of a microscope,* the support of specialized guides®
and by comparison to reference material at the Ento-
mology Laboratory of the CP. Quantification was
based on the number of heads, feet pairs, mandibles
and other evidence such as: number of wings and
elytrous .

Plant material found in the diet was grouped
based on its life form (grasses, herbs, shrubs, and
trees), and together with the insects and other ani-
mals (mollusks), were registered individually and by
groups according to percentage of occurrence (PO)
and their contribution (%) as dry weight (DW) in
grams (g). PO of the diet components was estimated
with the following formula:

PO = (ai/n) (100)

where:

ai = occurrence of the “ith” component

n = sample size (number of turkeys used in this
study).

While DW percentage of the diet components was
obtained in the following manner: DW of each diet
component “7” divided by total dry weight (TDW) of
all the components multiplied by 100.

Species richness and diversity in the diet were
analyzed with the Shannon-Wlener ((H ——lezlnpz))
and Simpson [D= —2(pz) ] indexes.?? In both of them
pi represents the proportlonal part of the food
component (g de DW) provided by the “ith” species in
the diet relative to the TDW. To estimate most common
species, or those consumed in larger quantities,
the reciprocal of Simpson index was applied (1/D).
Sgrensen (Ss) coefficient of similarity was used to
qualitatively analyze the degree of similarity of turkey’s
diet between the two years of study, while Horn
index (Ro) was applied for a quantitative analysis;
both estimates were calculated with the software
SIMILAR.” Sgrensen coefficient of similarity is based

Vida Silvestre” (UMA), en “Sierra Fria”. El contenido
de los buches y las mollejas se extrajo in situ y se
deposito en recipientes separados; se puso a secar
a temperatura ambiente y se almacené en bolsas de
papel para eliminar los remanentes de humedad y
evitar su contaminacion por hongos. Los componentes
alimentarios (semillas, tallos, raices, hojas, frutos,
insectos y otros elementos) o fragmentos de ellos, se
separaron en el laboratorio con ayuda de pinzas y
agujas de diseccion de acuerdo con su taxonomia y se
pesaron (g) en una balanza granataria con capaci-
dad de 300 g. El material vegetal se identificé a nivel
de familia, género y en algunos casos hasta especie.
Para ello, partes vegetativas y reproductivas, como
bulbos, tubérculos y semillas, se pusieron a germi-
nar. La identificaciéon del material botanico se hizo
con el apoyo de personal especializado del Herbario del
Colegio de Postgraduados (CP) y de la Universidad
Autonoma Chapingo (UACh).

Los componentes de origen animal, en su mayor
parte insectos, se identificaron a nivel de familia
con el apoyo de un microscopio* y se cotejaron
con especimenes de referencia del Laboratorio de
Entomologia del CP y con guias especializadas.”
Su cuantificacién se hizo con base en el numero de
cabezas, pares de patas, mandibulas y de otras evi-
dencias, como numero de alas, pronotos y élitros.

Las especies vegetales encontradas en la dieta
se agruparon con base en su forma vital (grami-
neas, herbaceas, arbustivas y arbéreas), y junto con
los insectos y otros animales pequenos (moluscos),
se presentan de manera individual y en grupo de
acuerdo con su porcentaje de ocurrencia (PO) y con-
tribucién (%) de peso seco (PS) en gramos (g). El
PO de los componentes alimentarios se calculé6 de la
siguiente manera:

O = (ai/n) (100)

Donde'

= aparicion del componente
n = tamano de la muestra (numero de guajolotes
utilizados en este estudio).

El porcentaje del PS de los componentes dietarios
se obtuvo como sigue: PS del componente “;” entre el
peso seco total (PST), de todos los componentes, por
100.

La riqueza y diversidad de especies encontradas
en la dieta se analiz6 mediante el indice de
Shannon-Wiener (H'’= —lezlnpz) y el indice de Simpson
[D ——Z(pz) 1. En ambos, las pi representan la parte
proporc10nal del alimento (g de PS) que aporta la

« ”

*Estereoscopio Zeiss W10X/25.
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on the presence and absence of information; in our
case, this corresponds to different food components
found in turkey diets from both years. This coefficient
is estimated by:

Ss=__ 20
(2a +b+c)

where:
a = number of common species, or those which
appeared in 2001 as well as in 2002
b= species only found during 2001
¢ = species which only appeared in 2002.

Horn index was estimated directly from each of
the food component proportions, the procedure is
explained as follows:

R 2L+ Xik) log (Xij+ Xik) ] -X(Xijlog Xif) ~S(Xiklog Xik)
" T TINFNRTog (N NB) - (Njlog Nj) ~ (Nklog NE)

where:

Ro = Horn similarity index for j= 2001 y k= 2002
Xij and Xik = proportional part of food ¢in jand &
Nj = 2Xij = total food components of j

Nk = XXik = total food components of k

The values of Ss and Ro fluctuate between 0 y 1
(from less to most similitude); it can be expressed as
percentage and results can be significant if they reach
over 0.6 (60%).

To estimate these diversity and similarity indexes,
proportional portions of unidentified vegetal material
were also included in the data analysis as an additional
species.

Finally, 95% confidence limits were considered to
establish significant differences among the proportion
of grasses, herbs, shrubs, arboreal items, and animal
origin food in the turkey diet between both years,34
and is explained as follows:

Ny

, Pra-Py+ Poa - Py
P-P-Z., \/1’1+:I’1)+M <P-PsP P, Z,, \/ " "

where:

Py and P, = PO estimated from each of the food groups
during years 2001 and 2002

n; and ne = sample size or the number of turkeys used
per year

Results

About 30% of the crops and gizzards sampled from
hunted turkeys (n = 40) were found empty, destroyed
by the actual shot, or their contents were extremely
macerated. Therefore, turkey’s diet was determined
from only 28 crops and 24 gizzards out of 36 turkeys;
26 obtained during 2001 and 10 in 2002. An average
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especie “i “en relaciéon con el PST. Para estimar las
especies mas comunes, o que fueron consumidas en
mayor cantidad, se utilizé el inverso del indice de
Simpson (1/D). La semejanza en la dieta del guajo-
lote silvestre en los dos anos de estudio se analizé de
manera cualitativa por medio del coeficiente de seme-
janza de Sgrensen (Ss) y de forma cuantitativa a través
el indice de Horn (Ro); ambos procedimientos se cal-
cularon con el programa SIMILAR.* El coeficiente
de semejanza de Sgrensen se basa en la presencia o
ausencia de la informacién; en este trabajo, corres-
ponde a los distintos componentes alimentarios que
se encontraron en la dieta del guajolote silvestre en
ambos anos. Este coeficiente esta dado por:

Ss=__2a
(2a +b+c)

Donde:
a = numero de especies comunes, 0 que aparecieron
tanto en 2001 como en 2002
b= especies que se encontraron sélo en 2001
¢ = especies registradas s6lo en 2002

El indice de Horn se calcul6 directamente de la
parte proporcional de cada uno de los componentes
alimentarios y el procedimiento se explica asi:

oy LK+ Xilk)log (Xij+Xik) |=X(Xijlog Xij) - Z(Xiklog Xik)
= [(Nj+Nk)log (Nj+ Nk) - (NjlogNj) ~ (NKlog Nk)

Donde:

Ro = indice de semejanza de Horn para j= 2001y k=
2002

Xijy Xik = parte proporcional del alimento ¢en jy k
Nj=2Xij, o total de componentes alimentarios de j
Nk = XXjj, o total de componentes alimentarios de k

El valor del Ssy de Ro fluctia entre 0y 1 (menor a
mayor semejanza); se puede expresar en porcentaje y
es significativo si supera el 0.6 (60%).

Para el cdlculo de los indices de diversidad y
el porcentaje de semejanza, la parte proporcional
del material vegetal no identificado se incluy6 en el
analisis de los datos como una especie adicional.

Por dltimo, para establecer si hubo diferencias
significativas en la proporciéon de gramineas,
herbaceas, arbustivas, arboéreas, y en el consumo de
alimento de origen animal, en la dieta del guajolote
silvestre entre ambos anos, se obtuvo un intervalo de
confianza aproximado de 95% en la diferencia de dos
proporciones;* que se explica como sigue:

P -P-Z,, \/M*M <P -PsP-P.7,, \/%TPIHPMT?
, " g

n

Donde:
P,y P,= PO estimado de cada una de los grupos ali-
mentarios en 2001 y 2002



of 25.86 + 38.29 g (SD, n = 36) dry weight food mate-
rial was collected from each turkey; 27.45 + 41.51 g
(SD, n = 28) from crops and 6.76 = 6.77 g (SD, n = 24)
from gizzards in average, respectively.

Vegetal components conformed 99.5% of the diet
and the rest (0.5%) was complemented by insects and
other small animals (mollusks). A total of 26 different
vegetation taxa, seven insects and one mollusk were
identified in the turkey’s diet (Table 2); 35% (12) of
these species were found during both years 2001 and
2002, 50% (17) exclusively from 2001 and 15% (5)
from 2002.

Diet species richness varied from 29 species during
2001 to 17 in 2002, representing 85% and 50%
respectively from the total diet consumed (N = 34).
Species richness obtained in 2001 was larger than
that of 2002 (H’ = 1.04 vs. 0.77); however, just one
or two species (approximately a 4.5% of the diet
components) covered most of the diet during both
years. Similarity among turkey’s diet in 2001 and 2002
was up to 85% according to Horn index and 54% with
Sgrensen similarity coefficient (Table 3).

Herbs were the most diverse food group in 2001,
representing 41% of all species consumed by the wild
turkey in that year, followed by grass species (31%),
insects (14%), arboreal items (10%) and shrubs (7%).
During 2002, most consumed species were grasses
(35%), followed by insects (23%), herbs together with
arboreal items (11%) and shrubs (4%). Species with
the largest percentage of occurrence (PO) during 2001
were: Trifolium amabile HBK (84.61%), Piptochaetium
Simbriatum (61.53%) and Eryngium cardinale Delar.
(53.85%), while species contributing with largest
amount of the total dry weight (PST = 601.71 g) were:
Zea mays L. (478 g) and Oxalis decaphylla HBK (24 g).
During 2002, Arctostaphylos pungens and Zea mays were
the most frequent species (PO = 90 and 70%) and
each one contributed with 19.23 and 75.84% of TDW
(TDW = 329.19 g).

Discussion

Food is an essential element of the habitat, its quan-
tity and quality influences the survival and repro-
duction of organisms. An understanding of food
habits of wildlife and other animals in particular,
is fundamental for their management. Korschgen®
mentions that diet determination from crop and giz-
zard contents in turkey, as with other game birds,
may be troublesome because hunters usually aim to
this organs, and because during the hunting season
(March, April and May) turkey is more involved in
reproductive activities than feeding and thus, the
amount feasible of contents to collect is usually not
enough. On the other hand, due to climate condition

71y ne = tamano de muestra o nimero de guajolotes
utilizados por ano

Resultados

Cerca de 30% de los buches y las mollejas de los
guajolotes cazados (n = 40) se encontraron vacios,
destrozados por arma de fuego, o con el contenido
demasiado molido, por lo que sé6lo fueron ttiles 28
buches y 24 mollejas de donde se identific6 la dieta de
36 guajolotes; 26 en 2001 y diez en 2002. Se colectaron
en promedio 25.86 + 38.29 g (DE, n = 36) de alimento
en base seca por guajolote; de los buches se extrajo en
promedio 27.45 + 41.51 g (DE, n = 28) y de las mollejas
6.76 + 6.77 g (DE, n = 24).

Los componentes vegetales constituyeron 99.5%
de la dieta de los guajolotes y el resto (0.5%) se
complement6 de insectosy de otros animales pequenos
(moluscos). En la dieta del guajolote silvestre se
identificaron 26 taxa vegetales, siete insectos y un
molusco (Cuadro 2); 35% (12) de estas especies se
encontraron tanto en 2001 como en 2002, 50% (17)
fueron exclusivas de 2001 y 5% (5) de 2002.

La riqueza de especies en la dieta del guajolote
silvestre varié de 29 especies en 2001 a 17 en 2002, lo
que representa 85% y 50%, respectivamente, del total
de especies consumidas (n = 34). La diversidad de
especies obtenida en 2001 fue mayor que la de 2002
(H’ = 1.04 contra 0.77); sin embargo, entre una y dos
especies (4.5%, de manera aproximada, de todas las
especies consumidas) cubrieron casi la totalidad de su
dieta en ambos anos. La dieta del guajolote silvestre
durante 2001 y 2002, de manera respectiva, tuvo una
semejanza de 85% con base en el indice de Horn
y 54% con el coeficiente de semejanza de Sgrensen
(Cuadro 3)

Las herbdaceas fueron el grupo alimentario mas
diverso en 2001, ya que representaron 41% de todas
las especies consumidas por el guajolote silvestre
durante el ano, seguidas por las gramineas (31%),
insectos (14%), arbéreas (10%) y arbustivas (7%). En
2002 las especies de mayor consumo fueron las gra-
mineas (35%), después los insectos (23%), las her-
baceas y arbéreas (11%) y las arbustivas (4%). Las
especies con mayor ocurrencia (PO) en 2001 fueron:
Trifolium amabile HBK (84.61%), Piptochaetivm fimbria-
tum (61.53%) y Eryngium cardinale, Delar. (53.85%);
mientras que las especies que aportaron la mayor
cantidad del peso seco total (PST = 601.71 g) fueron:
Zea mays L (478 @) vy Oxalis decaphylia, HBK (24 g).
En 2002 Arctostaphylos pungensy Zea mays fueron las
especies mas frecuentes (PO =90% y 70%) y las que
contribuyeron con 19.23% y 75.84% del PST (PST =
329.19 g), respectivamente.
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Cuadro 2
PORCENTAJE DE OCURRENCIA (PO) Y PESO SECO (PS) DE LOS COMPONENTES DE LA
DIETA DEL GUAJOLOTE SILVESTRE EN “SIERRA FRIA”, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO

PERCENTAGE OF OCCURRENCE (PO) AND DRY WEIGHT (DW) OF WILD TURKEY DIET
COMPONENTS AT “SIERRA FRIA, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO

2001 2002
PO (%) DW (%) PO (%) DW (%)

Components (n=26) (601.71 g) (m=10) (329.19g)
Plants 100 99.56 100 99.59
Grasses 92.30 82.03 70 78.06
Piptochaetium fimbriatum 61.53 0.24 - a—
Zea mays 46.15 79.50 70 75.84
Muhlenbergia spp 23.08 122 - a—
Aristida spp 11.54 0.26 10 0.06
Avena sativa 3.85 0.38 40 1.72
Bouteloua spp - - 10 0.06
Lolium spp - - 30 0.18
Bromus spp 7.69 0.28 20 0.20
Panicum spp 3.85 015 - —-
Herbs 88.46 13.09 40 0.69
Oxalis decaphylla (Oxalidaceae) 7.69 3.98 - -
Oxalis albican (Oxalidaceae) 11.54 0.64 —— —
Trifolium amabile (Leguminosae) 84.62 3.28 30 0.25
Castilleja tenuiflora (Scrophulariaceae) 19.23 1.87 - —-
Eryngium cardinale (Umbeliferae) 53.85 1.75 20 0.30
Bulbostylis spp (Cyperaceae) 3.85 0.38 —— —
Hieracium spp (Compositae) 15.38 0.36 - -
Bidens spp (Compositae) 50.00 0.34 10 0.14
Acourtia arachnolepis (Compositae) 3.85 0.33 - -
Taraxacum officinale (Compositae) 7.69 0.15 - -
Galium mexicanum (Rubiaceae) 11.54 <0.01 ——-- —
Alchemilla velutin (Rosaceae) 3.85 <0.01 - -
Shrubs 23.08 0.81 90 19.23
Arctostaphylos pungens (Ericaceae) 23.08 0.58 90 19.23
Comarostaphylis polifolia (Ericaceae) 7.69 0.23 - -
Trees 15.38 0.79 40 0.11
Juniperus spp (Cupressaceae) 15.38 0.54 40 0.10
Quercus spp (Fagaceae) 15.38 0.25 10 <0.01
Pinus spp (Pinaceae) 3.85 <0.01 30 <0.01
Unidentified plant material 53.85 2.84 40 1.50
Animals 30.77 0.44 50 0.41
Arthropods 26.92 0.37 40 0.41
Acrididae (Orthoptera) 19.23 0.24 40 0.25
Cicadidae (Homoptera) 11.54 0.03 - -
Chrysomelidae (Coleoptera) 3.85 0.09 e -
Lygaeidae (Hemiptera) 3.85 <0.01 —— —
Formicidae (Hymenoptera) — — 10 <0.01
Tenebrionidae (Coleoptera) - - 20 <0.01
Scarabacidae (Coleoptera) - - 30 0.15
Mollusks: Snails 7.69 0.07 —— —
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Cuadro 3
RIQUEZA, DIVERSIDAD Y SEMEJANZA DE ESPECIES EN LA DIETA DEL GUAJOLOTE
SILVESTRE EN “SIERRA FRIA”, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO
RICHNESS, DIVERSITY AND SIMILARITY AMONG SPECIES IN THE WILD TURKEY’S DIET
AT THE “SIERRA FRIA”, AGUASCALIENTESMEXICO

Year
2001 2002 Total
Richness (S) 29 (85%) 17 (50%) 34
Shannon-Wiener (H’) 1.04 0.77
Simpson (D) 0.64 0.61

Simpson index reciprocal (1/D)
Serensen Similarity (Ss)

Horn Similarity (Ro)

1.57 (4.6%)

1.63 (4.8%)
54%

85%

(low temperatures and drought), food availability in
this habitat is low during the first months of the year;
at this time turkey and other wild and domestic spe-
cies feast in grain crops (corn, oat, sorghum, among
others), found in feeders (as bait) or in agricultural
fields; during this time of the year it is common to
find crops and gizzards full of grain. For example,
corn grain conformed about 80% of the turkey’s
diet during both years in this study; this food item is
used to attract turkey in most of the UMA at “Sierra
Fria” during hunting season (from January or Febru-
ary and up to June). Corn as other grain crops,” are
very important for turkey maintenance when food is
scarce’®¥ and, as a bait, it does improve feasibility for
hunting success.*® However, the form and timing as it
is provided in many UMA at “Sierra Fria”, may bring
negative effects: a) promotion of turkey’s depend-
ence in a type of food which do not cover nutritional
requirements; b) favoring the generation of tame tur-
keys accustomed to human presence; ¢) induction to
an uneven use of the habitat; and d) risk of contract-
ing diseases,” as well as parasitism, predation'® and
higher mortality from poachers and sport hunting."
The proportion of plant material registered in the
diet of wild turkey in this study was similar to that
reported by Morales e/ al.’ and Lafén,” and matches
that reported by Latham,” Gabrey et al.'® Korsch-
gen*” and Hurst.'® These authors report that plant
material covers between 75y 98% of turkey’s annual
diet. There were no significant differences (oc = 0.05)
between both years in the consumption of grasses,
arboreal items and animal origin food, while there
were between herbs and shrubs (Table 4). Total herbs

Discusion

Elalimento es un componente esencial de los ambien-
tes naturales que influye, por su cantidad y calidad,
en la sobrevivencia y reproduccién de los organis-
mos. Por tanto, conocer los habitos alimentarios de la
fauna silvestre, y de otros animales en particular, es
fundamental para su manejo. Determinar la dieta del
guajolote silvestre y de otras aves cinegéticas como lo
cita Korschgen,* a partir de restos alimentarios obte-
nidos de buches y mollejas de guajolotes cazados,
puede ser azaroso, ya que los cazadores generalmente
atinan en estos 6rganos, y los guajolotes durante la
época de caza (marzo, abril y mayo) se dedican mas
a actividades reproductivas que alimentarias, de tal
suerte que el material de colecta muchas veces no es
suficiente.

Por otra parte, en los primeros meses del ano,
debido alas condiciones del clima (bajas temperaturas
y sequia), el alimento es escaso para el guajolote
silvestre en su entorno natural, de manara que ellos y
otras especies silvestres y domésticas, aprovechan los
granos cultivados (maiz, avena y sorgo, entre otros)
que encuentran en los comederos o cebaderos y de
sembradios de milpas aledanas para alimentarse, por
lo que es muy comin encontrar buches y mollejas
llenos de estos alimentos, durante esa época del ano.

Como ejemplo, en este estudio cerca de 80% de
la dieta del guajolote silvestre en ambos anos fueron
granos de maiz, alimento que se usa (a partir de enero
o febrero, hasta junio), en la mayoria de las UMA de
“Sierra Fria” para atraer a los guajolotes durante la
cacerfa. El1 maiz, como otros granos cultivados,®
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consumed in 2001 were more than those in 2002,
while shrubs were more consumed in 2002 than in
2001. Proportions of these two food sources are dif-
ferent from those obtained by Lafon® and Morales
et al’ in the States of Chihuahua and Durango,
where they found a larger amount of shrubs than
herbs. This is an indication of the variability that
occurs in the consumption of these types of food;
especially for herbs due to their seasonal short life
cycle and sensitivity to variations of temperature
and humidity."

The scarce amount of animal origin findings
in the diet, in general terms correspond to the
diet of an adult turkey in spring;**** time at which
the present study was carried out. Grasshoppers
(Orthoptera) were the most abundant group of all
insects identified in the diet. Williams and Austin®
report that grasshoppers represent up to 25% of
turkey’s diet and Leopold 1 mentions that these
insects, when abundant, are wild turkey’s favorite
food. Regarding other insect groups, Hurst'® men-
tioned that Coleoptera is the most important order
in turkey diet, followed by Hemiptera, Orthoptera
and Homoptera; taxonomy which approximates the
registered quantities of this study. Regarding the
presence of mollusks (snails), Beasom and Pattee
* mentioned that this invertebrate group contrib-

es de gran importancia para el mantenimiento del
guajolote silvestre cuando hay escasez de alimento®®*’
y como cebo aumenta las posibilidades de éxito del
cazador;™ sin embargo, la forma como se proporciona
y el tiempo que se suministra, en algunas UMA de
“Sierra Fria”, podria traer consecuencias negativas
como: a) hacer que el guajolote silvestre dependa de
un tipo de alimento que no cumple con los requeri-
mientos nutricionales; b) propiciar la generacién de
guajolotes mansos que se acostumbren a la presencia
humana; ¢) inducir al guajolote silvestre, debido a sus
hébitos gregarios, a hacer un uso desproporcionado
del habitat, ya que se concentran y permanecen la
mayor parte del tiempo en sitios cercanos a los come-
deros; y d) aumentan sus posibilidades de contagio a
enfermedades,™ parasitismo, depredacién'® y muerte
por caceria furtiva o controlada."

El porcentaje del material vegetal registrado en la
dieta del guajolote silvestre en este estudio es semejante
al consignado por Morales et al.’ y Lafon,”y coincide
con los de Latham,” Gabrey et al."” Korschgen® vy
Hurst,'® quienes citan que los vegetales cubren entre
75% y 98% de la dieta anual del guajolote.

No se encontraron diferencias significativas (oc =
0.05) en el consumo de gramineas, arbéreas y de ali-
mento de origen animal entre ambos anos, pero si
en el de herbdceas y arbustivas (Cuadro 4). El total

Cuadro 4

INTERVALOS DE CONFIANZA OBTENIDOS PARA CONOCER LAS DIFERENCIAS EN LA
PROPORCION DE GRAMINEAS, HERBACEAS, ARBUSTIVAS, ARBOREAS Y DE ALIMENTO
DE ORIGEN ANIMAL, EN LA DIETA DEL GUAJOLOTE SILVESTRE EN “SIERRA FRIA”,
AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO, EN 2001 Y 2002

CONFIDENCE LIMITS CALCULATED TO IDENTIFY DIFFERENCES IN GRASSES, HERBS,
SHRUBS, TREES ITEMS AND ANIMAL ORIGIN FOOD, IN WILD TURKEY’S DIET AT “SIERRA
FRIA”, AGUASCALIENTES, MEXICO, DURING YEARS 2001 AND 2002

Diet components

Confidence limits

Grasses
Herbs
Shrubs
Arboreal

Animals

-0.088 p; —p,40.52
0.518p;—-p,E0.99 *
-0.928 p,; —p,[F-0.42 *
-0.58dp;—p,E0.08
-0.55dp,-p,E0.17

The decision rule indicates that if confidence limits include zero, there are probably no differences [Jo=0.05) in the consumption of

these food groups between years.

* Groups with differences.
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utes with an important source of calcium to the
wild turkey’s diet and other fowl during laying.
This statement makes sense, since calcium is essen-
tial for eggshell formation.'? Snails, although in
less proportion, have also been found in the diet
of male turkey,"*® specially during spring and
summer, which indicates that these small animals
not only cover calcium requirements but also con-
tribute with other diet nutrients.

Species number (taxonomic groups) identified
in the wild turkey’s diet from this study are also dif-
ferent of those identified by Lafén® and Morales et
al.’ during spring (34 vs 15 and 41, respectively),
and other studies carried out in other seasons. For
example, Mosby and Handley" examined crops
and gizzards of 524 turkeys and found more than
300 plant species and 300 invertebrates; Scott and
Muller-Using® identified 10 taxa in total, Williams
and Austin® 25 species of plant, and Korschgen®
101 of vegetals. As we can see, turkey diet varies
widely and its food components may change locally
and seasonally according to availability. Hoffman
et al." report that when acorn and pine seeds are
abundant they cover between 80 and 90% of annual
wild turkey diet. Potter’” and York™ stated that Juni-
perus spp and Arctostaphylos spp fruits are the most
important wild turkey food during spring in Ari-
zona and New Mexico. Willging™ found that Euphor-
bia spp stems and flowers of Senecio spp, as well as
beetles (ladybugs), were the most consumed spe-
cies. These previous findings show that in spite of
the great diversity of plant and animal species con-
sumed by the wild turkey, a larger proportion of its
diet is conformed by few species, which indicates its
opportunistic behavior and a preference for some
types of food. Previous information was consist-
ent with our results, where 1/D value convincingly
shows that in addition to the considerable number
of species found in the diet, the most consumed in
proportion and importance were between one or
two species. This behavior was also demonstrated
by contrasting Horn index vs Sgrensen index (Ho >
Ss) and Simpson index vs Shannon index (D value
did not changed between years but H’ did), both
indexes (Horn and Simpson) are more sensitive to
abundant species than to rare species, while Shan-
non index is sensitive to both amount (richness) as
well as to species proportional distribution (equity
or inequity).

Arctostaphylos pungens fruits were one of habitat
components more consumed as food by the wild tur-
keys; this species is widely distributed in the study
area and apparently produces fruit at different peri-
ods;® therefore, is available almost year-long. Wood-
sorrel bulbs (Oxalis spp) were also noticeable in the

de herbaceas en 2001 fue mayor que en 2002 y las
arbustivas fueron mas consumidas en 2002 que en
2001. La proporcién de estas dos categorias de ali-
mento no coincide con las obtenidas por Lafén’y
Morales et al.® en Chihuahua y Durango, México,
donde encontraron mayor cantidad de arbustos
que de herbaceas, lo que indica variabilidad en
el consumo de estos nutrimentos; sobre todo en
el de herbdceas, ya que son de ciclos fenolégicos
cortos y sensibles a los cambios de temperaturay
humedad.*

La poca cantidad de restos de origen animal que
se encontré en la dieta se ajusta en términos genera-
les a los hdbitos alimentarios del guajolote silvestre
adulto, durante la primavera,'*** periodo en que se
hizo esta investigacion.

De los insectos identificados en la dieta, los
Ortopteros (“chapulines”) fueron el grupo mas
abundante. A este respecto, Williams y Austin® citan
que los chapulines llegan a constituir hasta 25%
del contenido estomacal de los guajolotes y Leopold
menciona que dichosinsectos son el alimento favorito
del guajolote silvestre cuando son abundantes. En
relacién con los otros grupos de insectos, Hurst'"
refiere que los Coledpteros son los insectos mas
importantes en la dieta del guajolote silvestre,
seguidos por Hemipteros, Ortépteros y Homépteros,
orden taxonémico que se aproxima a las cantidades
registradas en este estudio. Respecto de la presencia
de los moluscos (“caracoles”), Beasomy Pattee*® citan
que este grupo de invertebrados aporta una cantidad
importante de calcio al guajolote silvestre y a otras
aves durante la postura, que es elemental para la
formacion del cascaron del huevo y su produccién.'
Aunque en menor proporcion, los caracoles también
se han encontrado en la dieta de los guajolotes
machos,"”* sobre todo, durante la primavera y
el verano; de manera que estos invertebrados no
s6lo cubren los requerimientos de calcio, sino que
también aportan otros nutrimentos a la dieta.

El nimero de especies (taxa) identificadas en la
dieta del guajolote silvestre en este estudio difiere
también del obtenido por Lafén’ y Morales et al.’
(34 contra 15y 41, respectivamente), en primavera,
y de investigaciones mds amplias o hechas en otras
épocas del ano. Por ejemplo, Mosby y Handley"
examinaron buches y mollejas de 524 guajolotes y
encontraron mds de 300 taxa vegetales y 300 de inver-
tebrados; Scott y Muller-Using"’ identificaron diez,
Williams y Austin, 25" y Korschgen, 101.** En este
contexto, la dieta del guajolote silvestre es amplia
y variada y sus componentes alimentarios pueden
cambiar de manera local y estacional de acuerdo
con su disponibilidad. Hoffman et al'* dicen que
cuando las bellotas y las semillas de pino son abun-
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diet; although in lesser degree. This species and other
plants of similar characteristics' have been described
as consumed in large amounts by wild turkey™ and
other game birds,”* during drought; since they substi-
tute water scarcity in great part and contribute with
essential elements to the diet.”” The tender leaves of
Trifolium amabile, Oxalis spp. and Eryngium cardinale,
as well as forage in general (including inflorescences
and leaves of several grasses) formed an important
contribution in volume and frequency of occurrence
in the diet. However, they contributed with lesser dry
weight, as other herbs and grasses. The sparse occur-
rence of oak acorns (Quercus spp) in the wild turkey
diet during the present study was due to the absence
of this food item in spring, since it is mainly pro-
duced in summer and fall. Same explanation may be
applied for Juniperus spp fruits and pine (Pinus spp)
seed; however, these species are actually less abun-
dant than oaks and have a restricted distribution in
the study area. Scott and Boeker,* report that wild
turkey consumes a great amount of Junisperus spp
fruit during drought and when acorn and pine seeds
are scarce; but Martinez®® and Morales et al® did not
found this type of food item in the wild turkey’s diet
at any time of the year.

Finally, we can conclude that an important por-
tion of the wild turkey population inhabiting the
UMA of “Sierra Fria” in Aguascalientes, Mexico, feeds
mainly on corn grain deposited as bait in feeders to
attract them during spring hunting season . As a diet
complement the wild turkey consumes: seeds, fruits,
tubercles, roots, buds, leaves, stems of grasses, herbs,
shrubs and trees items, as well as insects and other
invertebrates. In such a way it behaves as a very selec-
tive opportunistic and omnivorous species, conform-
ing its diet according to the diversity, abundance and
food availability.

The continuity of these studies is recommended
because they are essential for the biology of con-
servation, since they support site selection for the
reintroduction of species, whenever one of them
locally disappears for any specific reason. They may
also indicate habitat condition, as well as a contri-
bution and guide for wild population management
and husbandry of captive and semicaptive species.
A specific management recommendation for this
study site, is to modify procedures and time periods
for baiting wild turkey during the hunting season at
“Sierra Fria”, since it might alter behavior and feeding
habits of the species, and consequently affecting the
population; making it more vulnerable and abating
defense capacity against predators and diseases. The
quantification of food resources within wild turkey
distribution area is fundamental, in order to know
the function of its different diet components and to
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dantes, cubren entre 80% y 90% de la dieta anual
del guajolote silvestre; Potter™ y York® citan que los
frutos de Juniperus spp y la manzanita (Arctostaphylos
spp) son el alimento mas importante del guajolote
silvestre durante primavera, en Arizona y Nuevo
México, mientras que Willging™ encontré que los
tallos de Euphorbia spp, las flores de Senecio spp y los
escarabajos (mariquitas) fueron las especies mas con-
sumidas. Estos antecedentes muestran que, aunque el
guajolote silvestre consume gran diversidad de espe-
cies vegetales y animales, son pocas las especies que
cubren la mayor parte de su dieta, lo cual confirma su
condicion oportunista e indica preferencia por deter-
minado tipo de alimentos; esta informacién coincide
con los resultados obtenidos en este estudio, en donde
el valor de 1/D muestra de manera contundente que
a pesar de haber encontrado un nimero considerable
de especies en la dieta, fueron entre unay dos las mas
consumidas, particularidad que se demostré a través
del indice de Horn wvs. el indice de Sgrensen (Ho >
Ss), y el indice de Simpson vs. el indice de Shannon
(no hubo diferencias en D en ambos anos y en H’
si), ya que estos indices (el de Horn y Simpson) son
mas perceptibles a las especies abundantes que a las
especies raras, mientras que el de Shannon es sensible
tanto a la abundancia (riqueza) como a la reparticion
de las especies.

Uno de los componentes del héabitat de “Sierra
Fria” mas utilizado como alimento por el guajolote
silvestre fueron los frutos de Arctostaphylos pungens,
especie que se distribuye de manera amplia en el area
de estudio y que al parecer tiene varios periodos de
fructificacion,® por lo que es un nutrimento disponible
casi durante todo el ano. Aunque en menor frecuen-
cia, los bulbos de Oxalis spp también destacaron en la
dieta y se ha descrito que esta especie y otros vegeta-
les de caracteristicas semejantes' son consumidos en
grandes cantidades por el guajolote silvestre™ y otras
aves cinegéticas’ durante la sequia, ya que sustituyen
en gran parte la falta de agua y aportan otros nutri-
mentos esenciales a la dieta.” Las hojas tiernas de Tvi-
Sfolium amabile, Oxalis spp, Eryngium cardinaley el forraje
(espiguillas y hojas) de algunas gramineas fueron muy
voluminosas y frecuentes; sin embargo, contribuyeron
con menos peso seco, igual que otras herbaceas y zaca-
tes. La escasa aparicion de bellotas de encino (Quercus
spp) en la dieta del guajolote silvestre en este estudio
se debe a que este tipo de alimento no se encuentra
disponible durante la primavera, ya que su produccion
€s en verano y otono; esta razéon también se le atribuye
a los frutos de Juniperus spp y a las semillas de pino
(Pinus spp), aunque estas especies son menos abun-
dantes que los encinares y tienen una distribucién mds
restringida dentro del drea de estudio. Scott y Boeker"
mencionan que el guajolote silvestre consume mucho



develop appropriate programs of conservation and
management for the vegetation communities from
where it obtains its food. In order to evaluate with
more precision its food preferences, this type of stud-
ies should be systematically programmed each year
during the wild turkey hunting season and, if pos-
sible, continued along the whole year. Finally, the
knowledge of the nutritional value and digestibility
of the diet’s principal components will allow us to
have a better understanding about the wild turkey
nutritional requirements and food habits.
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