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INTRODUCTION

The wild turkey, the largeet and grandest of the Amer-
fioan geme birds, is a very hardy speocies whioh originally
bred from southern Ymine to central South Dakcota and gouth-
ward through Colorade, New Hexico, Arisona apd into ¥exioco.
It was aleo sbundant in the ecuthern pinery and in the
costal swaxps, as well as the Piedmont Plateau and the
Appalachians northweard to the lieit of ite northern range.
Today, lumbering, agriculture, bhunting and nuverous other
faotors have restricted this original distribution so that
the wild turkey breeds throughout not more than two-thirds
of ite original range,

The plage of the wild turkey in the history of the
United States is well known and reference to any general
history of the colonisation and development of the United
States will illuatrate its importsnoe to the early settlers.
This bird served as a valuable source of food for these
colonists and ma such it was taken 2z a symbol of the land
of plenty. As ths symbol of the Thanksgiving season the
turkey has entered the customs and traditions of the Aser-
foen people to auvch &an extent that it ias an inseparsable
part of this land of vastness, freedom and pleaty.

Although the native wild turkey s8till werves as a
desirable source of food, its main wvalue lies in its incea-



tive to the genuine sportsman to partiocipate in one of

the avet thrilling of all cutdoor sports. Of all the

gams birds of Ameriom thers is no other bird which offers
the satisfagtion to big game hunters as does the wild ture
key. Today the number of devotees of turkey hunting is
inoreasing and there is no question as to the demand for
the wild turkey as & game bird. The turkey restoration
program of the several States in whioch the turkey now
oocurs attest this feot. In fact, the demand hae been so
Zreat that several states hawve attespted to introduoe the
speoies in a hadbitat which was rRpparently out of line with
its requirements. lNany orgenizations sre attempting to
encourage the turkey in order to =meet the demand of the
hunters but as yet the preoblems of wild turkey propogh-
tion and management have not been satisfaolorily worked
out.

The writer has had the pleasure of hunting the wild
turkey for eight or ten years in several seoti:ns of Vir-
ginia and bas bhad the additionsl opportunity of following
in the fiald a liberation of young wild turkeye during
the summer of 1936. It was possidble while following this
turkey liberation to frequently obserwve flooks of native
wild turkeys. This experience has oconvinoed me that the
wild turkey does have certain recuiresents trhat wust be
mot if the management of the speoies isg to be successful.
It is thought that theme requirements sy be better under~



stood after a briel coneideration of the history and ecol-
ogy of the species. Therefore, this paper purports to
disouss briefly the history, ocharaoteristics, present
distribution, status and the environmentel faotors affeqt-
ing the wild turkey and to follow this consideration with
a diecussion of those ecclogioal factors which appear to
be of most importance in managing and encoursging the
species,

The dhjeotive of suoh a consideration is to indioate
the requirements of the species. Particular refesrence
will be amde to the Eastern ¥ild Turkey for this subepeoies,
having the widest distribution of all the native forms,
has been subjected to the greatest shrinkage of its orige
inal range. It is also the subspecies occurring in that
part of the United States where the hunting demand is
greatest and where, oonsequently, the race is in most
urgent need of mmnsgesent. Thie paper is ooncerned only
with the wild turkeys of the United States and does not

consider the subspeocies of Hexioo.



COMMON AND SQIENTIFIC NAUE

Saoonon Namg

The origin of the cowson name of the ganus Maeleagris
has offered a wery fertile source of conjseture for many
writers. In reality, no one apnpears to have definitely
shown just how or why the meabers of thia genus should
have beesn assigned the name "furkey”. Various writers
have adyenoced theories as to its poesible origin and the
prinaipel theories may be colassed as: (1) the mispronunci-
ation of the Indian name, (2) trhat the turkey named itsslf
by its onll note of "turk, turk® and (3) the confusion of
the turkey with other exotic birde, partioularly the muines-
fowl, which came froam the reyion around Turkey.

toIlbenny (1912) is of the opinion that the English
word *turkey* may have originated from the aboriginsl
Indimn word whioh, as far ae he oould determine, was pro-
nounced *furkes® or *"firkee®. Thie opinion is opposed by
the sugirestion that the English or Spanislk oould have ine
troduced the word to the Indians.

Shufeldt (1212) quotes Newton (one of the wery early
writers of the history of the turkey) to the effegt that
the turkey, dy its o0all note of *turk, turk®, namecd itself,
In this connection it is interesting that most of the corni-



thologioal bLooks listing the oell note of the turkey spell
this o0all note of the turkey ms “keow, keow" rather than
"turk, turk® ead thia spelling appears to reseasdle more
alosely the sctual note of the turkey than does the word
*turk”.*

During the very early history of the turkey in Europe,
the name "turkey” was often applied to the guinea- fowl
(Mupida meleagrig) dut this mistake was soon recognized
and each bird was assigned the oommon name which it now
bears. Ag the guinea~fowl is supposed to have oome frowm
the region arcund Turkey, many writers believe that the
confusion of the two birds resulted in the misoconception
that the turkey came from thie region and ss a consemience
of this confusion it waas assigned the oommon name *turkey*.
O0f all the poseibles theories as o the origin of the ocoe-
mon name of the Meleagrig, it would sappear that this latter
theory ies the most logioal.

It 18 to ke expectsd that mAny purely loosl names
mizht originate for any species whioch Las such an exceed-
ingly wide distribtution and this is true of the turkey. As
An example, Blakey (1937) liets the various nawes assiyned
the turkey in MHissouri as follows!: "moss head", "blue head®,
“awamp®, "little bLlaok® and “hill*, Frecuentily turkeys are

* gee Aududon (18%0)



gardlese of the subapeoific differences) as, for example;
*the Pennaylvanis turkey®, the "South Caroline turkey®,
¥*the Florida turkey*, or the *"Texaes turkey*, In a few
oages, due to what 20me hunters oona'if!er local variatione
sush as the sise or other oharacterietice, a turkey is
designated by & more looczl name suock ag *The Bragoe Piver
turkey* (uvollhenny, 1912), Pennsylvanian "blaok foot tur-
key* (Ohristy and Sutton, 1529) etc.

It apnears that these loosl names have arisen fros
two general souroes; (1) an obeserved difference in size
or coloration and (2) the dlfference in the reaotion of
turkeys in verious regions. As an example of (1), im
Pennaylvenia the lighter framed, lankier dbird in the east-
orn part of the State is xnown by & partioular naee which
differs from thet sssigned to the “chunkier', heavier~
freamed Lird found in the western part of the 8tate. Ag an
example of (2), in certain seotions of Virginia any tur-
key or flock of turkeys which has agquired the charactere
istic of raraly answering to the yelping of the hunter is
glven the name of "moss head” to distinguiab it from the
turkeys which do "yelp"* or ozll and, caoosalonally &t least,
cose to the “yelping® hunter,

Soientific Nema
Concerning the soientific nomenclature of the turkey,

Srufeldt (1912, pages 35,30 and ¥1) finds thatt *The word



Yeleayprig is Greek as well as Latlin and, meins a gulnec~
fowl (eee the soientiific nawme of the dird as given on
page 5 ) the word gallaneye ie from the Latin, gallus
a cwk,'auﬂ pave & peafowl, while the meaning of the sev-
eral worde gilveatris, mer:iaul asgecls, and intermedia
are sell evident and regquire no definition.”

There are {ive subspecies of }gleagris gallopavo:
¥eleagrda gellongyo gallopavo, the iexican turkey; Yaleagris
Kallopeyg silvestris, the Rastern turkey; Kalesgris gallo-
naye serxisml, the Yerriams turkey; Meleagzrig gelloneve
gs8geola, the Florida turkey and Melenzxis gallapave jnter
Bedia the Hio Grande turkey.

Barrow (1912, pages 236-237) rives the following

synonyms for this genue: "American turkey, Eastern Turkey

and Northern Turkey; Keleugris gollopiye, Limn., 1758,
and most of the early writers; Yslesugris fmerigane, Pariras,
1791; Melsagxie ail¥esirig, Vieill., 18517; gallonave ail-
vestris, Catesby, 1730, LeConte, 1857; Mesleazris fezrs,
Vieill., 1824.¢

It 18 to be expeoted that subepeoific differences
would cocur in any epecies oaoupying such a wide range;
these differences will be susrarized later in this Paper.
For the distribvution of the four sub-species ocourring
in the Unitsd States, see Figure G,

7-



THE HISTORY OF THEY TUHEEY

After meny years of confusion, it is now socepted by
21l authorities (Judd , 1905) that the domestic turkey of
today originally came from Hexico (mee Keleon, 1500) and
i1t has been shown that thie domsetiocated bird was taken to
Europe and later returned to the United States from there.
The domeatic turkey has become 8o closely asaociated with
the native wild turkey of the United Statee that a brief
agcount of the literature of the domestic bLird mizht be
of intercst.,*

Kextco was disoovered by the Spaniards (Oordove rnd
Grijelva) in 1517 and in 1519 Cortes left Cuba to oconquer
this newly diecovered country. After landing and conguer-
ing the natives of Tebasoo (now Vera Oruz), he heard of
the Emperor Montegsums and immedittely prooceeded to what is
now Hexico City. Ae he desoribed the country in sowe de~
tailes*® and, in particuliar, the menegerie of the Eampsror
N¥ontezuea, he may Lave been the first to bring out of
Yexioo the domestic turkey which wis reported in Spain in

The fucte presented here are those apgoepted by most
authorities; the majority of them are presented in deteil
by Shufledt (1912) and Wright (1918 and 1915)

Harpers EZno. of U.S.History, 1905, Vol.2, pp 386-393.



states that the birds and beasta of prey were fed huge
quantities of *"live fowl® anl, as later 3Jpanish writers®
state that the turkey was among tlose *live foal® fad %o
the heast of the wmnaparie, this would imdicate that the
turkey in all probability had been under domertication
for somptime before ths Opaniards congquered the country.®*
The turkey native to Hexioco 1is Xalespris gallopsve gallo-
R2yg =nd this sub-apeoiea is not found, as a native, with-
in the United CY¥ates. This fact should de olearly borne
'in mind for it was the ouuss of much debate regarding the
history of the dowestic turkey(and also of the wild turkey)® **
The douestio turkey amust have been in Spain shortly
afier Cortez congquered Yexioo, for it wae reported amd
firgt desoribed by Oweido in & pudlication printed in
Toledo about 1527. Oveldo's interesting description is
given by Tright (1918, Yol. 31, page 350) as followss
They (the turkeys) have tho neck and head covored with a
cernogity without feathers, which niten changes to diverse

‘I.-ntonioi De Herrars, 1725~1727

¥elson (1500) etates,: ®The part of the country ocoud
pied by the Spaniards during the first few years of the oon-
mmeat in vhioh the wild turkeys ococur is the eestern slope
of the Cordillexa in Vera Cru:, and there ie every resson
to suppose that this must have deen the originrd home of
the birds doxestioated by the nativea of the region.*

[ X ]
res oBEHLISSRRE R AL, 10, 15 SERRENSS, o VL SUEL DA
:r a“&'ﬁ%}?ﬁ.’l’%ﬁ&'ﬁé‘u?m any aégg:c a cnzgtorlxgtﬁg
definately states that the turkey was not domestiozted by
the “generality” of the trides b» visiSod.
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wheel (atrut) it becomes vory red, 2nd when they stop make
ing the turn sosetlimen yellow and other colors, and some~
times blaockened, chengling color drrk and white, many times;
end on ite free above the berk the percock Les a short

test (verzonocorto (the oere) shiok, when he mskes the wheel
is enlarged or grows tore then a pelm; and from the centre
of the breast springe and ie worn a lock of coarse lair as
thick &e¢ & finger, and these hairs neither more or less
than those ¢f the tzuil of 2 korse, very black and wore than
9 palm long.”

The drmentio Yurkey epread froa Spain to England where
1t waa reportad by Pennsnt (1781) in 1525 althomgh the ex~
sot date is dadbatable and varioms othar writera have placed
this introduction as having ocourred somewhere between 1525
2nd 1532. Shufeldt (1914) guotes Pennant {vho is conside
ersd one of the beat early historizns) stating: *Fe (in
London?) probably reseived them (the turkeys) from Spain,
with which =e had great intercourse until &bout thet timeees,
They prew common in every farm yard, and became even a
diek in ocur rurnl feaat by the year 1585.-~ Put at this
very time they were so rere in France that, we are told,
‘the very first ever to enter in that Kingdom appeared at
the nupital feast of Ciarlees IX in 1570.°

In 2]l probtability the turkey wis found in limited
nusbers ir Franoe before 1570 for Wright (1915) nctes that
Pierre 011les wmentione the turkey in Franos in 1535. Otber



Zurgpean records show that the turkey, as 2 luxury was
represaed in Venice in 1557 epd the bird was reported ia
Germany in 15320 by MNeresbuck.

Apparently Barrington, writing in 1751, ie the last
of the early historians of the turkey to contend that it
wag not an Amaerloan epscies. e attespied, &t great length,
to show thet the turkey wes loumd in Zurope long before
Amerios was discovered. Hevertheless, Peanant, who 2lso
wrote in 1781, bag apparently demonstrated to the satiefao
tise of £l11 future atudents of this queatiun that there
vere no reeords of the turkey in Turope Lefore 1520 nor
had any of the explorers discovered this Lird eloeviere
than in Aserios.

Srufeldt (1912) states: "In other words, it wes the
Speniards who first reducged the bird to & stete cf domee~
tication and wery esoon thereafter it was introduoed into
England, Spain aml ¥ngland were the great wmritise nsations
of those times and thia fzot will amply esoocount for the
rarly introduoticn of the bhird into the latter couniry,—-
It was Oviedo who firsi publisled an acourate desoription

of the wild turkey at Toledo in about the year 1526, nt

which tine the turkey hed already becowe donestionted.”




by the very first discoverers. TRhen Rene de Landonniere,
patronized by Admiral Coligni, attempted to form a settle-
ment near where Charleston (South Oarolina?) now stands,

he met with them on his first landing in 1564, and by his
historian has presented them with great fidelity in the
fifth plate of the reoital of his voysge (Debry); from his
time the witnesses to their being natives of the ocontinent
are innmumerable. They have been seen in flocks of bhundreds
in all parts from Loulisian2a even to Canada; Lut at thie
tive are extremsly rare in 8 wild stats, except in the

more distant parte where they ars still found in vast abunde-
anoe,."

The part played by the turkey in the establishment of
the Pilgrim Colony at Plymouth Rook is well known and the
establishment of & three day feast, inm 1621, in whigh the
turkey played so prominent part has becoome so firamly entran-
ched in the minde and ocustoms of the United 8tatsa that this
bird is taken as the symbol of the Thankagiving season.
8t111 another example of the plaoe of the turkey in the
history of the United States is found in the suggestion of
Benjamin Franklin that, in his opinion, it would have been
mioch better to have cbosen the wild turkey as the National
Emblex for it more nearly approximates the idetls of the
Amerionn people than doeslthe soavangeous Bald Eagle.

Omne of the very earliest writers to mention the tur-
ey is Thomas Horton of New England who, in 1637, wrote:

12
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*Tarkies there are, whioh divers tices in great flocks
have sallied by our doora; and then a guane, being ocommon-
1y in rediness, arlutes them with such ourtesis, as to
unke them take a turne in the Qooke roome. They daunce by
the doore so well.** A resumd of this auspioious begine
ning of the recorded history of ths turkey there in New
England shows that they begen to decrease in numbers dur~
ing the latter part of the seventeenth nentury (Jomselyn,
1672). Turkeys suppcsedly made their last stand in ¥age-
achusetta, according to Bent {1932, page 327), in the
Eolyoke range where the last one was killed in 1851. The
last turkey was sesen in 1813 in Connegticut although sonme
remmined in the Vermont hills until 18hk2,

Early travelers in other gsectione of the United States,
who mention the turkey inolude: Joutel's work of 1714 in
whiol he relates the travels of Kde L2 8alle to the Culf
of Mexico, Kalm®s travels in North Ameriea in 1770; Parking=-
son in 179¢ and 1800: Col. James Smith's travels in the
latter part of the 18tk ocentury: Campbell's travels in the
interior of Amerioa (arcund the Hiagara Falls region) in
1791=1792: Armusmaont, in his travels of 1818-1819; ¥Weston,
who traveled in the United States and Cansda, in 1833;
Cooper in 1828; lLady Emmereline Stuart Wortley and her

RS p—

Bent, 1932, page 327.
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travels in 1849 and 1850 and pumerous others.*

One of the most interesting of the early references
to the wild turkey in Florida was zade by Bartram (1791
page 81) who states: “~—— I wag awekened in the sorning
early by the cherry converse of the wild turkey (lelesurie
ogcidentalis)saluting each other from the sun~brightened
tops of the lofty Cuppreagus dietiohs and Magnolis grandi-
flora. They begin at early dewn and ocontinue till sunriee,
from Herok to the last of April.---— 2 little after sunrise,
their orowing graduslly ceases, they quit their highk lodg-
ing places and alight on the eerth.*

In numerous instanoces, gocording to Wright, the esrly
travelere, many of whom ofgne from Europe to explore and
hunt in Amerioa, did so with the expeotanocy of trying their

111 in hunting the wild turkey. The journals of these
z:uvelore from Europe, as well ag the native Azerican ox-
plorera, has given us a2 literature which is full of the
various methods employed by these early travelers and
settlers in hunting this npooies.**

The more common methods of taking this bird are: (1)
Pluehing the flook and forecing the turkey into the trees

from whioh they are easily shot (desorided Ly Campbell,
[]

See Wrightis quotation of the journal of these aarly
truvu}:rs.

Tright devotes an entire seoction of his paper to the
various methods of hunting the wild turkey; the reader is
referred to this socount. Aleo see Sandys and Van Dyke(192})
and Turpia (1928)
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1793 in the Niagars Falls Region)t (2) Indians hunted
them by putting on the akin of a turkey, loonting the
flook of turkeys, and, after seoreting himself bhehind &
log, yelped up the membars of the flock one by one and
dispatched them as they oczme to the yelper, Nevertheless
John Hunter (1824) statea that the Indians seldos killed
the turkey unless they wers bhard pressed for food. (3)
HoKinney, in 1846, desoribes the hunting of the turkey by
the (Florida 1) Indians by means of a blow gun. (3) Al-
most universal througbhout the entire range of the turkey,
the roost of turkeys were looated and the turkeys were
either killed from the roost &t might or the hunter waited
until just before daybresk and then dispatohed them. This
method ie mentioned by numerous writers, (5) Van der Doneh
(quoted in the Kew York His. Soc. Colle., New Series,Vol.l,
1841, page 172) states that the Indians around New York
snered the turkey*-—-by laying bulbour roots, which the
turkeys mre fond of, in the small rille an! streams of
water, whioch the turkeys take up, then they are ensnared
~and held until the artful Indian takes the turkey a&s his
prize.* (6) Tibbets desoribes, in Michigen in 187%, the
praotice of soattering the flook of turkeys either by dog
or horse and then waiting for them to reassemble, killing
then as they return to the spot where they were flushed,
(7) Codley, (18h4) tells of hunting the turkey in Can-
ade by tracking it in the cnoi, much &8 the desr is hunted



under similar cirousstances.® (8) Trarping of the turkey
by mezns of the pen irap built like & pig pen but having
2 tunnel at the place of entranoce wae almoat 2 universal
pregtice. The turkey wag baited into the pen throwgh
this trenoh and when onoe inside they seldom found their
neans of entrance, Thig =8thod of trapping the turkey is
described by Brucs, Teverley &nd sany others and it was
recoinized as & very efficient method of oetohing large
nusbers of turkeye &t one time., Acocording to several
zuthore, this wholesale method of trapping turkeys has
alded in the extermination of this bird in many recions.
{9) mMaroy, 1850, is one of the meny writers to tell of the
running of the turkey, in ths plains region {Yowa) by mesns
of s horse. Yhen a turkey was put to wing, the horseman
took out after hinm and reflushed the turkey as goon as

it 11t on the ground after its flight. If the turkey is
followed in this manner, it is reported that it is seldom
that the turkey is able to wmake more than one or two ad-
diticnal flight~ after the first one. 7When it is too
faticaed to further take wing, the turkey is easily oape
turad on the ground., In more recent timas dops have

been usad for the same vuarpose, and from 2ll ascounts,

very efficiently so.'”*
F

Also referrsd to by W.A.Kent (1929) in Hew Mexico.
[ ]
Alao referred to by Sendyw end Vun Dyke (19214)

»

16
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As wag to be expsoted, the turkey began to make way
before the advance of civilization and this strenuous
huhting. Tt apparently beoame extinot more rapidly in its
northern extent of the range than elsewhere, although it
did disappasr loeally from all sestions of the range.

THE TURKEY PAKILY

*The turkeys are distinotively Amerioan bLirds. Former-
1y ranked &8 & separate family, they are now regerded as
the only nstive Amerionn repressntatives of the Phersant
Family.* ® There are only six native representatives of
the femily Neleagrididee in Azerioa; the four subspeocies
of the turkey found in the United 8tates, the Mexioan tur-
Rey (a1l of the gonue Hgleagris), and the Yuostan Ocellated

Turkey (Agriocharig posllsta).

Yosail Members of the Family
Ttat these birds lhave long bDeen members of the Amer-
ioan feuna is shown by the foeail reoords of this genmuas,
The foseils of ihe geaus Melesgrim, &8 given in the 1931
A. 0. U. Cheok List of North Ameriosn Birde, are shown in
Table 1. This table is of Snterest in that, besides illus-
trating the age of the gonus, 1t furnished soms idea of

-

Pearson, T.0., et al., 1935, Birds of Arzerios, II, 31l.
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TABLE I.-~Fossil Birds cof the Family Meleazrididae -~

Turkeys
Scientifio Coll.and Date Age Logality
~A200 -
Meleagris ¥areh, 1871 Cligoosne White River,
antima Colorado
¥elearria celer iarch, 1872 Pleistocene ¥Monmouth Co.,
New Jersey
Yeleagrise Shufeldt, 1915 * San Jose,Cal.
riohmond}
Veleagrin Cope, 1870 ¥ Nonsouth Co., X.Y.,
superba Frankstosn and
Port Xeunnedy
Caves, Penn.
Yeleagrie Yetmore , 1831 " 9eminole Field
tridens Pinellas Co., Fla,

¥odern fors (Yeleagrie grllopavo) reported froa Pleistooenet

Hardman, or C§ystal Hill Caves and Durham Cave, Buck County,
and oavee near Oarlisle, Pennsylvania; oaves of Tonnessee;
fissare beda, Arkenses; Seminole Field, Saragota, Bradenton,
I tohtucknee River, Veroj kelbourne, and cover deposits at
Ocola apnd Leconte, Vlerida,

the former distribution of the bird. In this regard, note
that the species Heleagris xiohmondi weas found in Galifor-
nia. There sre no reocords of the turkey oocurring in this
state during historical times.

For & very interesting digsonssion of the foeails of
thie genus, refersnce is oede to the work of Shufeldt (191.2)
in which he digousaes in detail the foseils whioh had been
reported prior to 1912.
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General Desoription of the Meleagrididae

Sinoce the teohnierl oraracteristios of the order subd-
order, etec. may be gotien fror any standard reference, it
is unnecessary to present them bere.® Feverthaleeso, it
i1a of interest to note the oharaoteristics of the family
Melearrididas. Coues {1887) has desoribed the Yeleagrid-
jlse as follows: “Head end upper neock naked, oarunculated;
in our speoiss with a dewlip and erectile progess. Taral
naked, ecutallate before amd behind, spurr<d in the rale.
(There ia evidenoe that this is not entirely = wmale chere
aoteristic; see the discussion of the oharacteristios of
the mals snd female turkey ms given later in this paper.)
Tail broad, rounded, of li-18 festhers. Plumage compsot,
lustrous; in our epecies with a tuft of hair-like feathers
on the breagte——=",

Dr. 8hufeldt has given the following general chere
agters of the familys *Heoently I examined & mounted skele~
ton of a femele wild turkey 4in the collection of the United
Stetes Wetional Muscum, sad apart frem the skull 1t pres-
ented the following charzoters: There wore fifteen verte-
bree, the last one having o peir of free ribs, before we
arrived at the fused vertebrae of the doreum. Of these
latter there were three ossified into ome piece.

"The g!xteentl: ve: tebra eupports a pair of free ride

9

]
See deacriptions given by Oharles B.Cory (1909)
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that fail to meet the sternum, there being no sostal ribs
for them. They bear uniocinate processes.

"Hext we find four pairs of ridbe that artioulate with
haemapophyses, and through them with the sternum. There
are two free vertebfae between the consolidated dorsal
onee end the pelvis; and the pelvis bears & pair of free
Tibe, the costal ridbs of which articulate by their anter-
for ends with the posterior border of the pair of costal
ribe {n front of thenm,

“A kind of long nabutment existe at the middle point
on each, there to mocommodate the articulation. There are
six fres tail vertebrae plus & long pointed pygostyle. The
oe forcule is vather slender, being of & typiosrl Veghaped
pattern, with & emall and straight hypooleidium. With a
form much as we find {% in the fowl, the nelvis (s ohare
soterized by not having the ilia meet the sacral orista in
front. The prepubie ig short and stumpy. The external pair
of xiphoidal prooesses of the sternum &ra peculiar in that
their posterior ends are strongly Lifuroated.

“In the gkeleton ¢f the mamus, the pollex metaosrpal
projesote forward and upward as 2 rather conepiocuous pProcess,
Yts ptalanx does not bear a olaw, and on the indeéx metaoar-
pel the {ndicial prooess is present and overlaps the shaft
of the next metacarpal bahind it. In the leg the fidbula is
free, and sxtends halfway down the tibiotarsal shaft,
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*The hypotarsus of the tarzo-metatarsus is grooved
mesially for the passage of tendona behind, snd is also
one perforated near ite middle for the same purpose. As
I have already steted, the remiinder of the skeleton of
this bird is characterietiocelly gallinacecus and need not
detail us longer here. I would add, howsver, that the
¥tarsal cartilages" in the turkey extensively ossify.*

The turkey is olassified as follows:

Cder-alliformes
Suborder~Galli
Superfanily-Phagsanocidas
Faally-Meleagrididae
Cenus~teleagrin
Speocies~gallopavo
Subsnpecies~silvestirias; ooeolay
merrinmi; intersodia and

gallopavo.

As vreviously etated, the Ooellnted turkey of Yuos~
tan snd adjnoent parts of Guatemala and British Fondura
is sleo inoluded in thie family (Coves, 1887) z2lthough it
is now placed in a different genue (Argiooharis).® The
Coellated Turkey differas from the other Americen apecies

Xnowlton, (1909) Birds of the ¥orld.

* %

A.0.U.Check List.193].



22

pluvege. In passing, it might Le mentioned that, sccording
to Chapman®, this spescies is the only msnber of the Turkey
fTamily whioh has not, at some time or another, besn success-
fully domestionted.

Knowlton (1909 has desoribsd the Ocellated Turkey as
followa: *In this speciss the bare head and neck are deesp
blue, covered with bright orange or orange~-red worts and the
eractile wattle between tha eyes is &lso desn bDlue tipped
with yellow. The feathers of the lower brok and rump are
rich steel blue, those of the lower parts dronizy bdlack,anll
tipped with intensely rioch wetallic golden and coppery bronse,
and the tail and its overts light gray sottled with blaok,
followed Ly A broad spot of deep blue mmrgined on both
sides with bleok, thea 2 line of yellow, an' fipally they
are tipped with deep reddish, all the bright colors being
netallijo.”

Besides the color characteristios fs given by Knowlton,
Evans (1299) states that the Ocellated Turkey, is contre=
distinotion to the linleagxia, possesaecs no "pectorsl tuff.*®

Desaoription of the Subspecies of the Osnus ¥Yelsagris
As thie paper is principally oonocersed with the wild
turkeys of the United States and particularly the Eastern
wild tarkey, the Mexioan turkey (i.z, geallopavo) will not

be de~oribed at this time., Nevertheless, this subspeoies

'
Chapman, F.¥., Autobiography of a Bird Lover




is included in the generalized key given in Table II and
this turkey, as the ancestor of our domestic turkey, is
desoribed sad discussed under the comments on the desir-
able charantaristics of the wild turkey.

As mentioned earlier, there appears to be oonsider-
able variation in the sise and shape of turkeys even in the
eame subspecies of the same State. For this reason, the
following brief desoriptions, as given by various authore
ities,* will e lisited to the more prominent charaotere
jstioe of the four subspecies found in the Un'ted States.

The Zastern Wild Turkey (Wsleagris gullopavo silvestrie)

The type speoimen of this subspecies was taken in
Pennsylvenia and was described by Vieillot in 1817. This
is the eubspecies Laving the widest distribution of all the
wild turkeys and is the one usumlly desoribed in the liter~
sture.

Sandys and Van Dyke (192%) have given an exoellent des-
oription of this bird. They desoribe it as followet “"Adult
Yale~plumage of body, glistening with metallio lustre,sbow
ing bronsy gold, green, and red, in ohanging lights, esch
feather banded at tip with velvety black; secondaries bronsy
green, barred with grayish or buffy white; primaries, black,

conspioucusly bexr:d with white; rump, blakkish, with pur-

s

For obvious rearons, those partions of the quoted des-
sriptions which have been shown to De erroneous are omitted.




plish gloss; upper tail-coverts, rioch ohestnut, shot with
motallic red and barred with bleck; tail, cheestmut, bar-
red and vermiculeted with black, & brosd dlaock bend near
tip, 211 of the feathers tipped witk buff; head and mneck;
red almost naked, there being some goattared blaok drist-
les; from the center of the breast hangs & tuft of stiff
black bristle of varying lengthe; legs, red; spurs, derk
~horn; bill reddish horm. Total length adout four feet;
wing, 21 inchee; tail 19; weight, varying from about fif-
teen to forty pounds. Yhe female~-plumsge is subduoed in
tone with but 1little wetzllio lustre.—-- The downy young
are pretty delioate little thinge, yellowish tuff with
darker markings on the upper parts-—-gxactly like tha
young of the domestic bronze turkey.®

Bee Figures 1 and 2,

The type speciment wes deseribed by Scott in 1&99
and was oollscoted near Tarpom Bprings, Florida, Beat
(1932) gquotes Scott as stating that; "——wit is similar
to the northern wild turkey, 'but is preoeptidly darker

in general tone. Quloring.of fall and ypoox fall goverts
sinilar 1o otk formg. The white on the primary amd
outer sesondary quills restrioted, and tha dark color
(browmish hhok)pridonimtm, the wshite deing pza;ont
only s detaohed, narrow, broken bars pot zesohing the
Shafls of the feather. The inner secondaries of a gener~

25
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ally dirty greyish brown wjthout apparent bars, but with
brownish vermicalations on the inney wedf® {(1talice by
Bent).

Bowell (1932) finde that the Tlorida turkey is ssaller
than the northern raoe; the wing of a male Florida turkey
is listed by hinm as wsasuring about 17-1% inohes while the
femnle ceasures about 14«16 inches along the wing. He finds
that the average weight of the males vary from 12 to 22
pounds snd averages sbout 16 pounis; the female wary in
weight from 4 four and three gquarters pounds to nine and
one-half pounds. All of thess weasuvremsnts and weights as
given by Howell ere presumsbly for mature birde.

The type specimen of the Rio Orande turkey was a0le
lected in Limita, Texas and was desoridbed by Sennett in
1879. Re first desoridbed this reaos as a variety of the
Nexiomn fors (M,z.gallopAya) and he proposed to so pame it
{X.g, interwsdis). Later he desoribed and named this
.min £lligki in honor of D.G,Z1liott, dut Ris earlier
name, beosuse of priority was retsined,

Bant (1932) guotes Sennett, who states this sud-
species is "~-~w=distinguished from the other forus LY ite
dark buffesdgings on tsil and upper and lower tail-covarts,
in contrast with the white ocolor on the same parts of mexi-
sapa (now gallopaws), and the deep-dark-reddish chestmat






0f the dame parts in M, gnllonpayp the eastern United States
bird (now called H,g, gilvestris). The Jower back is deep
bluseback aad is wanting in those brilliant metallic tints
80 prevalent in the eastern bird and in the type of mgexi~
cans. The prisaries of the wing are black with white bars
in oontraat with X, gellopave the primaries of whioh are
white with black bders. The range of habitat of this

race, 0 far 23 is known at the present time is restricted

1o the lowlands of eastern Mexioo and soutrern TexaAS,.cc..*

E. W. Nelson, in 1900, deasscribed and named the last
subspecies of the turkey in honor of Dr.C.Hart Herriam
and in the same paper showed that the dowestic turkey (M.g.
gallopavg) was of the striotly Nexioan form. His type
specizmen was collected &7 miles southwest of Winslow,

Agisona
He has dintinguished 1t ae follows (Bent, 1932):

*Distinguished frow R.g.f{oxa (now known ae Y.g.silveatzis)
by the whitish tipa to femthers of lower rusmp, tall-goverts,

end tail; from Y.g.mazicans (now known as ¥.g.gellopavo)
by its velvetly black rump and the greater smommt of rusty
refous suooceeding the white tips on tail-coverts and teil,
and the distinot blaok and cheetnut barringe of middle
tail feathers,*

Sec Pigures 3 and 4.

28
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Summary of the Outetanding Differcnoes of the Subapecies

The outatanding charaoteristios of the five subspeociss
of turkeys have beon suvamrised in ey for=m as given in
Table II. This ey is purely ocomparative snd by no means
pretends to bs striotly acourate; it is, as labeled, gon-
eralized.

Within the United States, no key should bes necegsary
for the four indigenous speoies could readily be separated
by distribution alone (28 shown in Figure 9.This, of aourse,
agsunes that there hed been no contesination by orossing of
the wild species with the domestio furkey. Hollhemny (1912)
has pointed out that such orossings of domestic and wild
turkeys lead to musercus variations which in smny oamses,
would present diffiounlt identifications even for the ex-

perin,
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TABLE 2 QGeneraliged Yey to the Subspecies of the Gemis

Heleagrin® (Compiled from various souroces)

1 Plumsge has a mstallic lustre, tail-coverts and
tail either dark chestnut or whitish
tLon8Geesesecsvcnsrrresococsoseronsencasnosaell
b Plusage without metallioc lustre,tail coverts and
tail feathers buff ocolored &t Uipfececscocsee¥

II Tail and upper and lower t2il ooverts deep, dark
ghestnut tippelevasveconnvsecanconcsscnnencaelll
I1 Tail and upper 2nd lower tall-coverts not dark
chegtnut tippedecescesccsvecoccsssccnccosnesel¥

I1I ¥hite bare on primaries and outer secondaries are
a ocontinuous bar and reaches the feather

shaft. Rangs-Eastern United States..... N.Z8ilxostizis
TIIT ¥hite bars on primaries and outer seconiaries

continuous and do each the shaft,
Sealler than K (averaging from
2«li=1be, lighter, and from 2-3 inohes less

wings spread” Range-confined to peninsula
Of FloTidR cececncecoscsccncacascnssonne W

IV. Upper tail=coverts, tall and lower rump feathers
have whitish tips; with velwvety black rump.
Range=5% Colo., New Mexico,Fastern Arizona
and Weatern Texans (soaroe) and into nmorthern
Hexioo=- In the Upper Austral Zon..... M re
IV Upper tail ocoverts, teil and lower rump featlsrs have
witish tips. No velvety rump. Range-oconfined
to Mexico at the higher elesvations of froa

3'000 to I0.0M fe0tusccccsnssccccncnes W

Vv Primeries of wings (rather
then white with bia rs). Range-Ceatral
and southern Texms and in the lowlands of

“ex*m..itﬂtﬂi.‘........Q'.l..ll.‘..... W

*For a key to the genus, referenge is made to Blanchard,
Prenk ¥., 1933. *A laboratory Ouide and Notedook for
Ornithology; Lithoprint Anmn Arber, pp.l3-2h,
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CHARAGTERTSTICS OF THT TURKEY
Charaoteristios of the Male and the Femals Turkey

The writer is of the opinion that many turkeys are
Hlled annuelly and are erroneously sexed by the hunter.Xt
is a oomn belief that the hen has mneither fasicle(beard)
nor spurs dut it is now known that thie bzlief is entire-
1y erroneous. Sinoe ttese two characteristics are, though
erronecus, 80 oormonly aoceoted, it is essential to set up
definite and recogniszable charaoteristios by whioch the
hunter may be able %0 identify the bird in the fi1214 {f
the game offiocliale hope to have the law enforced in those
states that ellow only the samle to be killed.

In the propogation of the wild turkey, it sppeers that
{f it were possible to sex the young turkeys very sportly
after they have hatohed & considerable saving should be
realtzed by disposing of the surplus males that were not
needed in the mtocking vrogram. By disposing of this sur~
plus it would be poseible to avold the cost of holding,feed-
inz and houming thoge turkeys thet would be of little or
no velue to the proposed procrmm. Although a system of
'nexing young peults Ly examinftion has been developed by

two Japanege,® this method hae not been attempted on any

a )
See H.M.Wight, 1936, Field and Lab. Tech.Mim cgraphed.
Univ. Richigsn.




geme faras so far as the writer oould determine. To use
this m@thod of sexing requires that the poults be examined
by trained experts within several days after hatahing.‘ As
far as the writer has been able tc determine, there is no
wethod of sexing live turkeys that is effeotive with poults
that are under thres or four months of age.

There are three general ways of ssxing birds; (1) by
disseotion (2) by the differences in the call note and
(3) by sexual differences of the coloration or other
secondary sexual oreracteristica. The first method is
definitely out with turkey to be used in any restocking
program., Any propagetion method calliag for the libere
ation of the turkeys that ars under nine months of age
asould not use the seoond methods to any pariicular ade
vantage although it is tree that the c2ll note, or gobbl-
ing, of the ton tarkey is of definite sexing value. If
the turkeys ares held until spring when they berin gobdling
the cost of holding and feeding them over the winter has
aiready been inveated in thew. YFor this reason, the sex-
ing of young turkeys by differemoes in coloretion and
other more smrcut characteristics which may be used at
t1l mensons, &z well 28 not Femiring sotual hendling of
the bird, is likely to be of more practicel value to the

fane mmro

weiant (1917) has made the following obssrvations
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on the differences and ways of indiocating the sex and age
of domestic turkeys; the ohsareoteristiocs as given probably
2pply to the wild turkey with very few, if any, limitations:
*At the age of four weeks there is no trsos of red on the
heads and neocks of the puults but at five wseks the ocaruncle
or comb begins to foram, and when 8ix weeks of age & trace
of the red can be eeen forming in the ocaruncles under the
feathery down of the neck; this down ie gradumlly shed from
the upder part of the neck. At seven weeks the red can

be seon &t soxze distance on the under parts of the neck of
the males but is not plainly wvisible on the femnles until
about the eighth week. It i¢ only by oareful comparison,
however, that the sex of young turkeys oan be distinzulished
before they are three months of age at vhich time a wvery
snall, fleshy protuberance appears on the breset of the
male, emerging froz= which the beard, or tassesl, can be
seen about two weeks later, At the age of about threes and
one-half months the beard begins to &ppear from the breast
of the male turkey and at one year of age it is from three
to five inches long, decoming longer each year. When &bout
a year old turkey hens begin %o grow beards. The beard of
the tom is much longer and coarser than that of the hen,
however, and his feathers stop faor down on the neok,while
in the oase of the hen there is a light growth extending
in & rether narrow strip azloug the baok of the neak to the
top of the head. The “dew bill®, or fleshy appendage just



above the beak {e longer and more elastic in the male than
in the female; young tonms under one yesar of age have only
& short knob, on the inside of the shank, which, as the
bird grows older, develops into & stout spur while in the
hen only a rudisentary spur or smsll button is fouml.®

In general, the tom turkey daff%ra from the hen in
baving (1) a longer cere, (2) greater development of the
wattles,(3) e much longer spur, (5) longer and more luxur-
ant beard and {5) is generally larger of body. All of
these charecoteriatics zre gensral -but, though of sowme
diagnostic value, could hardly be used for field identi-
fioetion exoept when plaged on & comparative basise
shecked by sxperience.

(1) and (2) may be of some value in separating the
sexes particularly in the spring but the writer feels that
1t would be very diffioult to sattempt to set the limits
of each sex by sotusl measurement. For instanos there
are five confinad wild strain brood turkeys deing held
at the Virginia Wild Lifs Research Station, Blaocksburg,
¥irginia, that, although all are ysarling pobblers, there
is a very great differenge in the degree of development
of btoth the oesre and the watile; only one godtler of the
five has the charnoteristios of 2 breeding tom. It 4o en~
tirely poseible that if theas five birds weore observed in






the field, it would be very &ifficult to correctly sex the
group by the development of these hosd prooesses 2lone,

Por 8 long time it was & common error to asseume that
the spur was characteristic of the male alone; it is now
known that in eome instances the spur does develop on the
female. The development of a spur on the female i{s not
oonsidered a rare ococurrenoce but, agoording to M.D.Pirnie
it is not likely to appear on hens under twe years of age,
At least this has besn trus of the turkeys &t the Kellogg
Sanotuary; in seny instances the hens at the Sanctusry
are from three to four years of age bafore the apur ap-
pears. Of oourse, wmany hens never develop a spur or button.
Note the well developed spur of the gobbler shown in Fig-
ure. 5.

Many people have stated in the early literature that
the hen is also deamtitute of any peotoral appendate or

beard. This, too, is an erxrroneous delief. It is true, howe

ever, that the beard of & hen is rarely over four inches
in length &s shown in Table IIT. Note Pigure 6 in which
the gobbler shown bas & beard of approximitsly nine inches
in length.

36



TABLE 3 Age snd the Length of the Beard in the Uale
and Fewnle Turkeys. {Compiled from wveriocus

sources)
Age ~ Development of the Peotoral Anpendare
. Jiale Lezale

18t Year alight (1-3*) None

2nd Yeny ™ft about 4 Fardly spoarent

3rd Year May be from l-3*

hth Year ' ¥ay be about 4v
in hens not varxr-
ren; moh thinner
than in the gob-
blers.

Yaxinum Up to 12¢ Rarely over 3¢

The gobbler is generally heavier and of a larger
tuild than is the hen. As the weizht of an individual ture-
key varies greetly with its ege and other faotors it 1is |
A1ffioult to sex birds by these two fzotors alone. How-
ever, men with considerable experienoce in handling and
rajsing these Bipds heve an uncanny ability to tell the
gsex of turkeys by their build and general shape, Pirnie
bas found (umpudblished) that, after the turkeys are over
one ysar #f age, the tarsus of the gobbler may be &a auoh
a8 one=half an inch longer than that of the hem. He hu
2lso noted that the cemtral rectrices, or tail feathers

of the yearling tom may be nctioceably longer than the
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tail feathers. This 18 usually not trus of the hen. Just
bow long this ctarscteristic holds true is not known to
the writer, but on 2ll speoimens examined this notioesble
differenge in length of the central tzil featlers of the
young tom ie not appareant after several years and the tajil
of both the hen and the tom becomes rounded as shown in
Figure 7.

¥, O. Pirnie alec onlled the writer's attention to the
fagt that the flank or side contour feathaers of the hens
at Kellogz Sanctuary were tipped with 8 light whitsishebrown
while thome of the gobbler were not so marked. Bee Figures
T and 8. This characteristic was so apnarant that %the
writer was abls to sex the turkeys on {ree range by this
characterigtic alone sven at a dietance of about fifty feet.
When this was checked on several sounted specimens of wild
turkeys at Blaoksiurg this oharacteristic did not hold and
the hens and gobbler apparsntly showed no difference in the
coloring of the tips of these flank feathers. KNevertheless,
this oharacteristic 18 wery apoarrnt in domsstis turkeys
and this sugpests that the lignt tips of the flank feathers
of the hens may be an indioation of domeatic dlood. It would
be of muck value to che~k this on & large number of turkeys,
both domesatic and wild turkeyn.fffhia octaraoteristic should
prove to be appliocable to domestic turkeys only, 1t would
serve &s & very wvaluable aid to the breeder of wild turkeys
in culling out those turkeys which may bs oontaminated with



domestio blood. This would be of particunlar valus sinoce
all autbhorities now agree that the use of pure etrain of
wild turkeys is the only stook worthy of liberation.

Welant mentions that there ias a light growth of
feathers extending in & narrow strip along the back of the
neok to the top of the head in the turkey hens btut the
neck feathers of the gobbler stop far down on the neck,
This charasteristic is noticeable but it has been impos-
sible for the writar to ocheok this to see if it would de
possible to use this oharacteristio in eexing turkeys. It
war pointed out that the turkey hene of the Xellogg San-
ctiuary had a greater degree of brownish coloring on the
feathery growth on the back of the neck than 4id the
gobblers.

It is sleso a general belief that only the gobbLler
struts but this, too is known to be erronescun; the writer
hag seen hens strut on soveral cocasions. It is known that'
turkeys begin to strut at a very early age; the writer be-
lioves 1t would b9 worth while to mark thespe strutting
turkeys when they are first observed (say from two to tem
weeka of age) and determine 1f this early strutiing iw
correlat: d with sex. 80 far &e it 18 known thia has never
been atiempted.

In summry, 1t would appear that the wild gobblex
differs from the hen in (1) haviang & large, longer and
more flexible oere as well 2s a better developed wattle:

ho



{(2) 2 bDeard that is thicker, apveare earlier (first yeer in
podblers) and is longer (rarely over four inches in hens);
(3) 192 of heavier frame and greater weight., Other charsot-
aristics have been sirmiested but the writer is not satis~
fied that they hawe hean shown to De constant encugh to be
acoepted at the present time,

Differ~noes Between Domextic and ¥ild Turkeys

Qsnsxal Diffsrcnges

Ag this guestion has been debated Dy so many anthore
ities 1t seems inadvissble to do more than mention those
more prominent oharecteristios whioh hawve Bean sugfented.
The charaoteristics given below refer espeacially to the
eastern wild turkey;

1 = The tailecoveris and tail feathers of the ematern
wild turkey are chestnmut tipped as opposed to the white
tips of the domestic turkey.

2 -~ The toea and tarsus of the wild turkey arc glender
(and over sixz inoches) whereag the tarsus and feet of dow-
estic turkeyn are short and stout.

3 « %hen the wild turkey struts there ie a notioeably
bluer oolor of the wattles on the side of the head and the
bluish white spot on the top of the head is muokh more pro-
ninent than in domestic turkeys. Thia, however, is pure~
1y a matter of degree rather than an sotoal difference 4in

coloration,

n



§ - The size of the body and the weight of the doumestio
turkeya is much greater than that of ite wild cousin.

Ax yet it bas bean 1mpossible to estadlish definite
standarde for the wild turkey(see Pirnie 1535 on ¥ild Tur~
key Standards) and 1t is doubted thet euch standards oan be
eatabluhndv until extensive researoh has besn carried out on
this subjeot. There are several faotore which make it dif~
fioult to establish suok standards. Pirst, there appears to
be some variation in coloring ami size in the wild turkey
in verious sections of its range. Becondly, ths "wild tur-
keys® thet are and have supplied the brood stock for turkey
restoration progrems have undoudtedly been agontaminated with
domestioc blood. Third, it is slmost imposeible to secure

specisente (alive or mcunted) of the pure wvild atonk.

gShufeldt has given 8 very gconoise surzmary of the osteol~
ogioal differences between the dozestic and »ild turkey, As
this 18 begic information his samemry of these differonces
ig given below?
1 - "As a rule, in adult specimena of }.Q,serrisal, the pos~-
terior margins of the nasal bones indistinguiehadly fuses
with the frontals; whereas, &as & rule, in domestio turkeys
thess sutural traces perrist with great distinctiness through-

out life.
2 = "As a rule, in wild turkeys we find the erentofrontal
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region more ooncaved and wider agross than it ie in the tame
varieties,

3 « *"The parietal procinences are apt to be more evident in
XYozemaprignl than they are in the vaat majority of donestio
tarkeys; and the =median longlitudina)l line messured from
these %o the nearest point of the ocoipital ridge is longer
in the tame varietien than it is in the wild dirds. Oener-
ally spesking, this latter oharacteristic is very striking
and rarely departed {rou.

k « *The figure formed by the line which bounds the oocipit-
al area is, 8s a rule, roughly seajourcular in a domestic
turkey, wheress in R.g, merrisal it ie nearly always of &
cordate outline, with the apex upward, In the oacrs of the
tame turkeys I have found it to average one excsption to
this in ewvary twelwve bixda; in the axoeption, the bounding
line of the area made a cordate figure s in wild turkeys,
5§ = Among the domestioatad turkeys, the interorbital septum
almost invariabdly is plerced by a large irregular wvaouity;
es & rzle thie osseous plats is entire in wild ones.

€ -~ *The deocending process of the lagrywsl bone ig more apt
to be longer in a wild turkey than in a tame one; and for
the average the greater lsagth is always in favor of the
former species.

7 = *In Yag-m8rrisnl the arch of the superior margin of the
orbit is more decided than it is in tha tame turkey, where
the arch formed by this line is shallowed zZnd not s0 elevated.



& - *We find, 88 & rule, that the pterygold bones are
rather longer and more slendsr in wild turkeys than they
are among the tame ones.
9 -~ ®At the oocipitel region of the skull, the osseous
struoturers are denser and thioker in the tame wvarieties
of turkeys; and as a whole, the skull is smcother, with
its salient apophyses less prosounces in them than in the
wild types. There is a certain delicaoy in lightnese very
diffioult %o desoridbe, that estamps the akull of a wild tur-
key, and at onoe distinguishes it from any typioal skull
of a tame one.
10« "1 have predioted that the averape sige of the bLrain
oavity will be found to bs smaller and of less ompacity in
s tame turkey than 1% is in the wild cne. In the oase of
this class of domesticated birds, 28 pointed out ghove,
this would seem to be no more than natural, for the domes~
tication of the turkey has not besn of such & nature as to
davelop ite brain mase through the influenoces of a speoies
of education; its long contaot with man has taught 4t noth-
ingw== guite the contraryy for the bird has been almost en-
tirely relieved from the reeronsidilities of using ite vi't-s
to obtain its food, or W guard against denger to itself,
Thege faotores Are still im operation in the oase of the
wild types, add the advsnoe of oivilization hme tended
to sharpen them,

*Prom thie point ol view, then, I would say that menw



tally the average wild turkey ie stronger than the average
doxzesticated one, and T believe it will be found that in
al]l themse yeare the above influences have affected the sigze
of the brain-mass of the latter spescies in the wey above
indioated, and perhaps it mey be possible some day to ap~-
preciate this differsnce. Perhaps, too, there may have

been aleo & slight tendenoy on the part of the brain of

the wild turkey to inorease in size due to the influence of
man's nearer approach, and the necessity of greater mental

activity in consequenoces.*

Desixable Charsotexistios of the ¥ild Turkey

The writer oan do no better than qmote one of the out-
standing anthorities as tc those charsoteristics most
desired in wild turkeys. Blakey (1937 page 3) states that
the three most desirable characteristios of the wild tur-
Xey ares *(1) A reaction to environwent that perpetuntes
the race in the wild in good physical condition; (2) a re-
aotion to men and beast that mekes a desirable hunting
resources; and (3) 8 conformity to the physiocal acualities
of tbhe traditicnal trophy type.®

Fe also finds that:

" Thees desirable physioal charaoteristics of the wild

turkey include light duild, fusifora body, and upright
\ c arrisge; slender pink lege and s=all neck and head,the
latter definitely flat; 2 minisun-gised wattle in both male



and female; barred rump and tail feathers with dark browm,
tipe, evenly barred bdblack-and-white primaries with uottleé
black-and~white gecondaries; snd definitely squara—tippedf
body feathers wit: & pronounoed bronze effect, fefleoting,
more of the red rays in their =stnllio illuzination.

"Althougd some excellent birds are being propagated,
breeders are still confronted with the problean of prodnoiﬁg
2 pure strain of the trophy-typs specimen comparable withﬁ
the bird in the wild,*

It might be stressed again &t this point that all authe
orities agres that the liberation of stock whioh is contam=
inated with demestio blood will not provide a satisfaotory
method of rehabilitating or restooking denleated turkey
range. In fact the recommendation has deen repeatedly ade
vanoed not tc liberate under mny oircumstances stook whioh
does not meet the three requirements outlined by PBlekey,

It sight be mentionsd that the greater part of the
work being done on the turkey at the present time is prin-
oipally conoerned with the produstion of breeding stook
vhioh is suitable for propagation purposes. Essentially,
the systems in use consiet of proouring the pureet strain
of wild turkey hens that may be obtained and putiing these
hens in pens whioh are agoeseible to mAtive wild pobblers.
The eggs resulting frém this mating are colleotad and, in
vost ocases, hatched in tnoubators. The use of dozmestioc hens

for insubaticn purposes is now considersd dangsrcus from the




BN
Crosed Season

Fieure 9

Onginaland Present dis-
trbution of the wild turkeys
of The Uairted Stotes. [Fesent

Abundance of The [fasterr: Sre
T G rande Su bspeceS
L =GEND:

————"'ﬁﬁo//ox/rﬁc?t'e’ 6///51//«7:?/ 0752[///19«{‘/0/7
» - - ) = ¢ e A o XIS e reser € v stirbvtoon
. ‘ : B - " P ' . \ ) . //P’/" crmatedrs / Héuf/o,,g/ Sor92 5
g InLery 4 buowrndlant- comswderee 35 a gome b/
o 9 760// Wmsenz‘ﬁ/ﬁ%{COﬂ/‘/@f(a/%o e 7
- 5(//77(’/9/7?[/7(//77&’/:,( Yo .é(’ < 93/726 SRS

N

S Closed Season MIRa e
. \ S e : }7//;/}/// /51/.”5(/%/000/ [::jE‘K 7‘//’1C f
\ ST ‘J"‘;"‘“' N tormation ~ :

clistribuFpon

A/ / IﬂA)/”Md‘l[/Q/? o)C presen Z‘ dﬂo/ egree
cf obundsn ce cs/éﬁ//j/;c//)/ (ro///pjfaﬂo/eﬂ(e

.
LE: 1
SCALE " 5560.000

APPROXIMATELY 80 MILES TO 1 INCH

50 *] 50 100 150 200 250 300 MILES

COUNTY LINES COMPILED BY BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FROM MATERIAL FURNISHED BY U.S. CENSUS BUREAU, ON U. S. BASE COMPILED BY U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY




57

the disesss apreading standpoint apd it is & wuch less ef-
ficlent method than mechmniosl incubation., For deteiled
inforsetion concerning the systems of propagetion, the read-
er is referred to Quarlees (1918), Randall (1930), Steinhart
(1936) and Blakey (1937).

POUKER AKD PRISTNT DIBYTRIBUTION AND ABUZDAKCE OF TRE
ZILD TURKRY

Figure 9 shows the cutline of the former limits of
distribution of the four subspecies of turkey found in the
United States and presente the present distribution in some
detail for the Zastern and Rio Crande turkeys.

Former Tange
The sources of information used in dutliming the range

of the various specics &8 given in Figure 9 inolude L\aob\old
(1931) for the North Central States, BlaXey (1937) for that
ersa east of Wiohigem, snd Bomt (1932) and Blakey for the
western limits of all gpecies. FHowell (1632) ie the auth=
ority for the limits of the Florida Turkey. lore detsilsd
information as to the limits as outlined is given by Leo~
pold, Bent, and Howell and the reader is refsrred to these
sources for swoh informatiom.

In the digtridbution as givem by Mekey (1537, Plate X,
Fig. A), the turkey ie not shown as having oocurred in the
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Stste of Vermont. Fowever, Bent (1932), in speaking of

the disappernrance of this bird in New England, stetes

that %owe a few remained hidden in the Yermont Hille un~
t11 1842.%* From these 4two seemingly contradictory state-
mente oha zight infer that the wap showing the distrivu-
tion of these species is aubjest to nuwerous minor errors
of this type."® It 1ie unfortunste that sush must be the
case, In this partiounlayr instance it 18 my helief that tur-
xeys did¢ originally ccour in Vermomt, but in all probabil-
1ty, oocunied only & very small nart of the southern pore
tion of the State of Verwont. Nevertheless, for the szke
of miformity, Balkey's limits of distribution have been
used on all maps inoorporated with this disgussion.

This wap also shows the limits of distributiom for the
other subspeoies found in the United fStates., In order to
have somé¢ definite ides of the approximate limits of these
various subgpeoies, I have drawn hypothetioal lines, or
limita, for esch subspecies; 1t is recognized that the

linee as drawn sy not be ptriotly accurate for the Rio

#

L)

gtearns (185%) also states that they *Bred in the
mauntaina of the southern nart of Vermont.,®

!n thim regnard see the disouseion of the effect of
weather on the tnrkcy distribution under tbhe so-oalled
*ebd and flow" tr-or¥ (Leopold, 1931).
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Orande turkey snd the Merriam®s turkey tuat it ig believed
they are of sufficient acouracy for all gsneral purposes.
The Bratos River has been taken 2 the dividing line be-
tween the Rio Grande turkey and the Eastern turkey excent
in that portion of north central Texas. I have asgsumed that
the small population found there in the Staked Plaina ia the
Rie Crand subspecies and this nas been verified by corree~
pondence with the game offioials of the state.® The lines
or limite of distridution of the varions subapeciez as
shown merely designetes the ardbitrary limits of the sub-
species as given by wvarions authorities. In the vizintty
of these "distributional limite "boundaries there is, as
18 to be expeoted, an ow:rlaping of the two subspecies;
that ig, therc will be foumd all forma of interaingling
of the typioal speacimens of both subapeoies.**
The originel northern and wostern distributional

limites as shown in Pigure 9 are not entirely acocurate.

It is balisved that the criginal distributional limits
were mach more irregular than thie sap would 1hdioate.

The limits of distribution aw wiven on this map were
derived by connecting the northern-and westernmost

points for whitoh there are definite reocords for the wild
turkey. The writer believes that the voriations in the
several snvironoental faoctors in opsration neaer the oripg-
f;?ctcr, dated FPebruary 19,1937, from Nr.J.C.Burr,
See Howell, (1932)

*
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inal distribution line aay bear out this contention and
reference is wade to the discussion of these frotors given

later in this paper.

Earzer Abuzdange
Am mtated in the discumsion of the early history of the

wild turkey, this bird is mentioned innuuzerable times by the
exrly travelers, Lut unfortunmtely, it is a very rare oronio-
ler who records any definite information which might be used
in determining the relative abmdanoge of the turkey in the
vatious parts of its former range. Apparenily, it did not
require suoh skill to bag & turkey in remote places for one
finds frequent mention of the *sSupidity® of the turkey.
After being flushed and forced into the trees, it was not
at all uvnusunrl for the hunter to kill one turkey after an~
other and frequently the entire group whioh had taken re-
fuge in the trees ocould dbe killed in thie sanner. Heverthe-
lessn, 1t apparently didn't take long for the turksy to adept
itsel? to the new circuastances for, aa more hunters and
settlers poured into these wvwirgin regions, the turkey soon
baoame known as one of the wariest of the forest oreatures.
Today, this ®wildness® has been developed to such an extent
thkat they are considered one of the most desirable trophye
of the hunt., This ochange wmakes & satisfactory comparison
of the former and preeent abundange even more difficult

for it must have heen much easier to observe the "astupid®



turkey of the 16th and 17tk oentury than to enacunter the
wery tird of today.

Under these oonditions, it is indesd difficult to fore
smlate any definate ideaa ag tc what particular seotion of
the country, if any, had the greatest abundance of this
bird. If this iuformation were avsilable, it would be of
much wvelue as an aid in studying the type of country pre=-
ferred by the species, the effeots of lumbering, settle-
went and agrioulture and sany other important factors which
influenced the bird as it existed origimelly. Such studies
would furnish very valuable date that could be used i{n any
formulating managesment practices desigmmted to foster thie
bird as a huntadble mecies.

¥right (1914 and 1915) hae exhmuetively reviewed the
volusinous literature of the early reoords in the wild tur-
kay end he is of the opimion that Ohio Lad, in all probabil-
ity, the mauat abundance of this bird of any section
within the entire rangs of the species. But, afier msaking
thie gtatement, he doean't olfer further oomm:nt to sub-
stantiate his opinion. I could find no data in his work
whioh might allow me to reach the same conoclusion end, there~

fore, osn offer no opinion &s to whether or not this might
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Hioks,L.%£,{1935) briefly discusses the turkey in Ohio
in his publioation *DBreeding Birds of Ohio” &nd in this die~
cussion although referring %o Wright's work, he makee no
reference to Ohio htving heen 8 very deairablc turkey range,



Hotwithetanding the fuot that the early records do
not offer any quentitative date on abundange, it might
be of intereat to note 8 fow of the more specifie early
referennses ¥hich mention the approximats pumbsr of turkeys
obgerved. From thste referenmoes it is posaible to form
sose goneral idea of the former abundence. ¥illiam Wood,
writing in 1629-1634%, (quoted from Forbush,1912) finds
that the turkeys of New ®nrland ocoocurred in flocks of
¢em=forty, three-score, and & hurndred of a flooke some-
timeg more and soaetimes lesa,” John Joseelyn (1672) says
of the turkey in the same seotion "I have also seen three
soore breeds of younsg turkeys on a side of & sarsh sunning
themselves betimes, but this was thirty years eince, the
English and Indiang have now dsstroyed the bLreed so that
'tis very rare to zecet with & Turkie in the woods.® 1In

another seotion of Indianna that the turkeys:® *were in

much numbers that on one day*s hunt there would be seen
wany flooks of==e50 tc 75 eduh.® Judd (1905) refers to

the same general period and sayst "In pionesr days they
(the turkey) were often destruotive %o cornfisldse—"

whioh indloates that they must bave ocourred in muoh large
er pucbers than &t the preseant time. Audubon (1833) finds,
in the southern part of the North Central fStates, Kentucky,

Leopol8,1931 p.190.
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leet in flocks of several hundreds during the *fall mirra=-
ticne*. Even these few references of former abundance
are enough to make the present day turkey hunter yesrn
to have lived and hunted in those "days of plantyl®

In reviewing the early literature of this species it
is the usual thing to find r=ferences to large daily kills
of turkeys. Foraging partiee sapparently found little dif-
fioculty in adding from twoc to ten turkeys to the larder.
In faot, some of these agocounts iwply that the turkey
was such 8 oomzmon artisle of food that these early trave
elers beoams more than tired of the taste of it}

As an {llustration of the kills =ade by these trave
elers, Christy and Sutten (1929)state that Weshington,
on October 20,1770 killed five turkeys near Stubenville
(Ohio?),; Campdbell, in 1791=1792, mentions s=veral kills
of turkeys in large numbers when he was traveliny in the
vicinity of Niagara Falls. Bent guotes Henshaw (1574)
to the effect thet: *As many ax eleven (derrian’s turkeys)
were killed by membars of s party during a2 dey's sarch.”

Thus the ascounts are given, one after the other.
Bespite the feot that this type of oltation doesntt allow
8 quantitative analysis of the abundance . of the turkey, it
iz sefe to oonclude that the turkey existed in an abund~
ance which, in view of the present dey scarcity, seeas &l-
o8t mireculous. To think that such & mmgnificent bird
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should be so plentiful as to sell for*:%—ee the sum of
three pence each, the bird weighing from ten to twelve
pounds. A& first-rate turkey, weighing from twenty-five

to thirty pounds avoidrupols was considered well s0ld when
it brought &8 mmrter of & dollart "

Bresent Distrivution

It beoame apperent soon after starting the study of
the distribution of the warious species of wild turkey
that it wonld be necessary, due to the press of time,to
limit 1t to the Eastern form and to attempt to get only =
very general pioture of the distribution of the other
three subapecies. It was poesible, during the correspond=-
ence with the Texas Game Cosmisaion, to get the distribu-
tion of the Rio Orande turkey in detail. For this reasonm,
this epecies heas been plotted on Figute 9§ along'with' the
distridbution of the Tastern wild turkey.

Although it was impossible to gath~r detailed informa-
tion on the Merriam's turkey and the Florida turkey,it
might be advisable to briefly mention such date &g waa
made aveilable in the correspondence with the game Com-
missions and other authorities as to the present distribu-
tion of theme two very interesting birds. This inforwa-
tion ie¢ extremely sketohy due to the incidental way in

which {t was gainrered,

Bent (1932) auoting Audubon of 18%0.
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Very 1little ianformetien ie eveilable to the relative
shundanoe and distribution of the Floride turkey. ¥r, 1.
E. Kennedy (letter of June 25%,1536) stetes: *{(The Florida)
turkeys are found in &lmoat evsry country of this 3tate.
ﬁe beve no definite cstimaie of %turkeys killeu in Florida,
but there were approximately 2,500 killed the past year
(1936).* Yowell (1632) given & few uore definite fsots
ooncerning the distrilmiion 2s obeerved in the {i+ld but,
a8 he doesn't attempt to record the complets distritmtion
of this bird, it is imnosaible 1o adé much to the &love
‘gensrel statoment,

Yhe outline of the present disiribution of the
Merriaﬁ's turkey &8 shown in Fiyure ¢ has been taken from
Biakey (1537) snd it has been anmmed thet the northesouth
boundary between Texss and liew Hexico iz the zpproximate
dividing line betwesn the Rio Orande turkey and the Yerri-
am'e turkey. The Herriam's turkav in found in Texse (moet~
1y, 1 beliave in southwestern Teres) tnt, ac advised by
Wr. Purr, of Texsm (in & letter deted February 16, 1937)
1t ocours so spersely that 1% is not occueidered & rewl
member of the Texas fsuna. W¥ith the desire of getting et
least some icders of the siztus of this bird, application
for general distributional informmtion was =ade to the
¥ew liexico Game Commimsion. In reply to this request,

Mr. Blliot 8. Barker advised that this interesting bird
was found in twenty-ome of the thirty-one counties of
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New Nexioo. He further edvissd that & systew of trapping
mature wild turksys from the gawe rsiuges in which they
vere plentiful and releasing these Lirds in early spring
before the m=sting se&gon had proved very sucoessful in re-
stocking depleated arcas. It was implied that the turkey
wag fairly evenly cdistrisuted over New Hexico with some
ooncentretion in the pnorthern and ocentral paris,

Although no correspondence wae attempted with the

. fiame Commissions of Arizons or Jolorado, I Lave inferred

from the literature that lew ¥exioco supporis the higreat
populetion cf the Herriam's turkey foun: in the tnited States,.
It is beliewod that the map snowing the distrioution
and relative Evundance of the Lemtern and o Grande tur-
keys is seli-sxplanatory. This information wias gathered
through corresepondence with the varfous game oificials,
or other suthorities, of the several statea. The initial
correspondence remiested, in addition to the distrivation
(1) the stooking pro-ram, (2) the aversye annual kill, (3)
the general history of thias bird, (&) summa:ry of the etatus
of the turkey in that particniar state. As wap expected
the amount of data vhich was availaple from the various
states varied within very wide limite, some had actual data
on the information requested while in other instances actusl
date was not avajilable and it was only posaidble to give an
opinion. It i3 believed that the datea presented for Penn-

aylvanis, Virginia, Missouri and Texas ie as accuraie as
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it 18 possible to show under the limitations of & map of
this eize and under the lagend as shown.*

As the information shown in Figure 9 is not of uni-
form acourzcy, it may not be ressomable to compare the
relative abundanoe of the turkey in the wvarious states
from the data presented 2nd expeot to be entirely as~ur-
ate. Nevertheless, every effort has been made to have
‘this data as agcurate ss possible and after regeiving in-
formation from the wvarious sources, this information as
shown wag resubmnitted to the various authorities of each
state for recheoking. In oertain of the Southeastera
States, these county outline msps with the distribution
of the turkey plotted on it have been submitted for cheok-
ing to other authorities who were known %0 be intimntely

agquainted witk certain sections of this region.

I should like to express zy apprsciation to the fol-
loxing for the iQ,ggzntton and for checking the deté as
presented on lrp I} Richard Gerstell, of Pemnsylvania;
T.¥.Cheek, of West Virginia; ¥.Lee LeCompte, of Hmryland;
C.0.tandley, of Virginim; J.D.Chalk, of North Carclinm;
E.H.Malker, of Tennessee; Harold L.éaukay of Missouris
George W.Bailey of Oklabosa; H.Grady Y¥eCall and D.N.Graves
of Arkansas; ¥a.J.Tucker and J.C.Burr of Texae, W.P.Dear-
man, of Hississippi; I.T.QJuinn of Alsbame; Zack D.COravey
of éeorgia; I.N.Kennedy, of Florids and A.A.Rictardson ef
Soatlk Carolina. All of the abave are aseociated with the
Geame Cowmisntons of the respeotive states.

In addition to the above, Alexander Sprunt,Jr., of
South Carolins offered valuable suggeations concerning the
turkey in Floride and the Carolinae and Herdert L.Stoddard
and C.0.Handley offerad pertinent suggestinne conocern
the distribution of the turkey in Ceorgis and Northera Flor-
ida. L.F.MHioks, E.L.Braun and Gordon Wilaon aided with in-
formation oonceraing the turkey in Xentucky.

It wae imposeidbls %o get gdotadble information as to
the present distridbution in Louisiam,




Present Stams
It wag poseible to oLtein definite deta on the an-

nual kill of wild turkeys from ohly two states; Virginia
end Pennsylvania., Judging from such information as was
made available it would sppear that Texes, Virginia, and
Pennsylvania have the largest turkey population of any of
tho states &t the nressnt time. Pennsylvania and Virginia
bave recordes of the amnual kill of turkeys aver & period
of ten or more years; such inforsation was not available
from the other states.

Figure J0O shows the fluctuation of the znnual kill
of turkeye in Virginia for the nine yeare from 1927 to
1935. Figure 11 gives this information for Pennsylvania
for the period 1925 to 1936. As shown in thrae grephs,
the average annuzl kill for 7Yirginia was 6,896 (the nine
yoar average)and for Pennsylvania 3,431 (eleven year aver
age; season closed in 1926).

¥r, Tucker of Texas states that the average annual
ki1l of turkeys in Texas is 2pproximately 30,000 gobLlers.
Undoudbtedly, &s se~n from Fgure 9 the Fio Grende turkey
probably furnishes the greater part of this kill.

The basis for the Texas annual kill is not known. The
anmnual kill figure for the other two states is gotten from
the ostimates submitted by the county game wardens. It is
the writers opinion that, this estimate by the game warden
is sipnifiocent.



Teble 4§ gives in a very brief amsnner the status of
the turkey in those states whioch have turkeys at the
preesent time or have recently attempted to propogate

or encourgge the speocies.
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THE EASTZRN WILD TURKEY RANCE

Table 5 seeks to summarige dbriefly those rangs fao-
tors which are of the most i=portance to the Eastern wild
turkey. It muat be realized that this bird oocours over a
very large portion of the eastern United States and as a
gonseauence of this, it is found in a large number of for-
o8t types and also in a wide variety of topographio and
climttic conditicns. MNany, if not most, of the wvarious
regions in whioh the wild turkey is now found may not
ocompletely fulfill all of the renge recujrements as stated
in Table 5. This table provides a genernlized stetezent
of the range requirewsente whioh should be met on an ideal
Fastern wild turkey range.

In the following discaseion of the turkey range in
¥iseouri, Ceorgia and Virginia, the reader ahould bear in
mind the faots presented in this tadble and note wherein
the range an described for these threes sections meets, or
fails to meet, the various requirements as stated,

Table 5. GCeneralized Statement of the Hanyge Requirements
of the Eagtern Wild Tarkey.
I. aang:: Compositiont

. Forest = 50% to 75%
B. Openings 25% to 50%
C. Diversity of forest types, ehrubby and groaund
plants
D. Ground cover awli reprocuction for concealment
X. Forest and openings not in large blocks tmt well
diepersed.
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1. Food!

A. Hast, seed and berries reasonably sabundant and
avajlable.

Be Green plants availablse far into the winter and
in the esarly spring.

C. Openings to encouraye inseot life,

De. Litter which offere a derirable habitat for
hibernating lava and the storage of fallen seeds,
acorns and berries.

¥. Range free of heavy grazing pressure,

IIl.¥ater:
A. Source of free water.
B. Water available to roosting, foraging and nest-
ing eites.
C. Succulent vegetation.

IV. Terrain:
A. Swamps which are not subjected to esevere espring
B. Rolling to precipitous terrain for ease of ex-
cape flivhts,

Y. Sanctuary and ilefuge!

A. Sweans, mountainous or very rough couniry which
offers an axoape opportunity to the turkey mmne
der ssvere hunting pressure or other distur-
bances.

B. Bxal1l arees inviolately posted againet any dis-
turbance or huntinge.

"~ V1. Hisgcellaneous:

A. Areas reasonadbly free of heavy rainfall during
the hatching off period.

B. Areas reesonably free from ve:y decp snown and
severe freeges whioh zske the food unavailable

C. Areas of suffioient sise to allor free movement
when foraging (20,000 acres sugg-sted optimum).

D. Ar=as ressonably free from disturdbance by dogs
or bumsan agtivities,

£. Areas shtch do not have an exoesr of predators.

F. Areas reasonsbly free from dowscatic poultry,
particunizryly turkeys.

M. Araas relatively faéce of the wide spresd prace
tioe of setting fire to the renge and partioul-
arly during the spring nesting period of the
turkey.

H. Suitable trees for roosting (conifers?) which
offer proteotion fros both micht predators and
the elements. '



The Turkey TAange in Various Sections ¥ithin the
Present Distribution of the Eastern Wild Turkey

In order to give 8 more definite pioture of the de-
sirable turkey range, it might not be amiss to present
briefly the desirable nointe of the turkey range in see
eral regions of {te present distribution. In the follow-
ing disoussion, those frotors of eack range which appear
to meet the essential requirements of the turkeys will
be dinscussed. It is thought thet & brief outline of the
desirable range conditions in Higsouri, CGeorpgis and Vir-
winia should give as cosplete a ploture of the present
rangs conditions of the species as is poasible in brief

discussi on.

Ine Liss=ouri O:zark lHange is capable of supporting & reason-
adble soncentration of wild turkey, ascording to Blakey

(1637)* end he has found thatt *The topouraphy is ideslly
suited to the adapialtlc oharmoteristios of the birds in
feeding and in acaling-exorpe flight, to thelir reguirementa
for gobhling and roosting grounds, z2nd to their nzede as
regards propearly leoated cover for nesting amd ranging.
Water, as the turkey needs and uses it, is thoroughly ade-

auite, even in the driest snesson. 7The open and cut-over

Bl&kﬁ,,n.L.! 1937. page 2.



condition of the entire Ozerks affords idezl dispersion to'
cover and open areag, with & diversification of food supply
imponsible under neavily forested conditions. The znnual
mast crop far exceeds the possible need, choioe varieties
of fleshy fruits muaoh used by turkeys are abundant, and
repeated firing of the range ras ascisted in developing

en exceediungly rich leguminous flora.®

Xhe Scutkern Georgie Turkey Rapice appears to be almost
tdeal for the wild turkey. Stoddarg (1935, page 330) has

found for this regiom that: "———eeturkeys thrive where up
to half the terrain ie glven over to agriculture 1f suf-
ficiently protected Irom over shooting. They likewise
thrive in the wildest of country, either virgin forest or
cutover landm. Likewise we find them in opem, park-like
tynes of upland pine forest, kept free of undergrowth and
litter by freouent fir~a, and in jungle-like pine or decid-
uous woods with heavy accumulations of litter on the ground,
There is» evidence that interspersion of these various types
1e the most favoradble of all to them.
*eweeethe sost favorable ground for wild turkey manageament
is usutlly that with the greatest variety of trees,shrubs,
rad food preducing planta., Other thinge bzing eguel, less
will have to be artifically produoed to balmnee their diet.*®
On those wild turkey management units whick, for onms

reason or amother, do not satisfy the range requirexzents of
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the turkey, S8toddard (1535 and 193b) has recomzended the
following manapgement practices to overcome or iaprowve the
existing renge defioimsncies:

l=== Proteotion of the range from overshooting and all
disturbance of the range should be kept at & ainimam (euch
disturbance being night hunting, stray dogs, sguirrel
hunting etc.)

2=-= To proteot the raange from overgrazing by dozestic
stook (oattle and bogs) as this stock consumes the much
deaired "mmst®, partiounlarly in timrs of asast scatcity,
snd this stock 18 likely to destroy those Lerbaosous plants
of greatest value to the turksys.

J~== The formation or prepetuation of a limited amount of
fallow ground or cultiveted food patckes in wiich the tare
keys may secure iansect foods and fruite as well as seeds.
fewe To mmke water azvailaeble to turkeye if a natural sup-
»ly 18 not available.®

h-«=To proteet the turkeys from predators (such as wilde

SConceraning the necesaity of water for turkeys and
ths asethods employed to aeet this ocondition, Stoddard(1935,
page 331) states: *7Ualike quail,wtld turkeys water regular~
ly, a8t least at certain seasons and in the avsence of ee~
pecially suoculent plants, 30 & well watered range ig very
deesirable. It is interesting, howsver, K that on & oertain
nreserve, turksys have been miintaingd in large nuzbers
for severa] years by heavy planting of a wide vartety of
foods on & poorly waterad, cut-cver long-}eaf vine area
with only & few osks and oypress bays to diversity the
terrain. Here water Las been gupplied in containers dure
{ng especially dry times, and fall graine planted for
green food.*
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cats, foxee, miunks, siray dogs, ocats, great Lorned owl
and others).

Ge=e He hag found that the proper and ocareful use of fire
on turkey range in the upland pine type may be desirable
as an aid in maintcining proper food and cover comiitions,
in providing fresh green food for the birds &and as 8 par-
t4al oontrol of ticks, ohiggers and other parssites.

7--— %Open renge® plantings (used to overcome or improve a
natural food deficienoy) when fenoed from cattle have provea
to e of great help in providinge adeounte food conditions
for turkeys on varioue ranges. Such plantings have found
their greatest value on those ares having a deficienoy of
the various kinde of food available to the turkey.

The above recommendations are made to jsprove the
naturnl range oconditions for the turkey or to overcome cer-
tein defielecncies of the range. It is the desire of such
management practices to bring about and =maintain the opti-
sz range conditione 80 that various types of countrye-

will support a maxi=zums population sf wild turkeye.

Ihe Yixginis ¥1l14 Iurkey Rengee In discussing the Vir-
ginia wild turkey range & differ-at approach seems ad-

visablas, In the preceeding discussion the varions rejuire-
monts of the turkey have been stated and 1llustrated. In
the following consideraiion 2 comparigon of the various

Virginia turkey ranges will be attempted for the purpese



¥
of detersining the range faotors whioh &upear to be of

mnost ieportance to the =#ild turkeye.

Virginia is divided into three main ohyslosraphie
regiona®; (1) the Mountain Region of the westera nart of
the State ,(2) the ocentra] Piedsont Regiosn 2nd (3) the
eastern Tidewster Reglon. Thege three regions, as shown
on Figure 12, will be discussed separately snd ths oute
stunding feotors of esch will be presgented briefly.

JIidewnter ERegiopn rarely exceeds an approzizmte sleovation
of 100 feet. It Las 2 mean anmual temperature of adbout £9
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degrees, and it ie located in the Lower Auetral and Austror-

iparian Life Zonesn,

The forest of this region oconsist of about three and

one-~half million acresa. Loblolly pine is a native of this
region end is frequentl: found in pure stands in old
abandoned fields. The iaportant hardwoods of this regiom-
insludet white, blaok and Southern red oake, black and
sweet gum, yellow noplar, hiockory, and locust. Southern
white oedar, oypress and loblolly pine are the most ime
portant ocomuercial conifers. Bay laursl, sumac, poke-

berry, blaok and dew berry, blue and huckleberry.,azalea

L)

The faots preasnted here conceraliny the three physiow

grephic zones arce pregented in detesil by Prderson,F.C.
1936, Virginiats Forest, Southern Lusbersen, Deo.i5,19§6.
and Railey, H.H., 1913, Birde of Yirginia.










patridge berries, ferns, wax myrtle, dogwood and day laurel

are other important sembers of the flora of this area.

Ihe Piedmgni Plateay Region, lying between the tidewater
and the Blue Ridge Mountains, seldom has an altitude ex-

ceeding five hundred feet. 7This aree lies in the Carol-
inean Life Tone and bee & mean annual temperature of about
£S5 degrees.

About six =illion acres of this region 2re in hard-
woods 2nd pine foreats w#hich oacur as pure or mixed stande
but seldom are found in vure stands over large areas. The
hardwoode oonsist prinoipally of the vsrious oaks, white,
black, bdlackjack, chestnut, scarlet, post southern red oaks
znd yellow popler, black gue, yellow locust and other leas
imnortent species, The white o8k outnumbers the other
species where the forest las not been culled., Red cedar
and the pinee, shortleaf, sorud and eome lobleolly in the

eantern nortion, are the outstanding conifers.

Ike Hountaln Repion is rerlly divided into two regions; the
Valley, between the Shenandoak and Alleghenian ranges,and

the true Hountain arece. The Velley wvaries in elesvetion
from about 2h0 feet to 1865 in Augusta counsy and is ia
the Carolinean Life Zone. This region is e¢xcellent agri~-
culturel land and consenuentily heas a fairly dense rural
population. The true Hountain Segion veries ia elevation
from about 2,000 to 4,000 feet and lies in both the

ol



Allephenian and Canadian Life Zone. In the mountains pro-
per, the mean snmusl temperature is sbout &% degrees whils,
for the reginn as 2 whole, the mean snnutl teauperature is
shoat 50 degzrees. The annual rainfall for the recion ie
approxisately U5 inches.

The hardwoods of the region inelnde white, northern
red, black and chemtnmut ozks, yellow poolar, Lard and soft
méple, beecoh, basswoocd, hickory, locnet and cucumber =age
nolis. The conifere are the Virginis FPine, white pine, bem-
loeck and some red spruce. In this regiom the rhododendron

wnd laurel are perticularly abundant.

As shown in Figure 12, the wild turkey ie found in
8ll three of the nhysiograpbic regions but, it will be
noted, the zreateat ponulstion ocours in the e¢entral Pied-
mont region.® Ae all sections have a sufficicnt divereity

of type and are suffioiently well watered as brought out

[

The basis for the ebundance aeg shown on Figure 12 s
rotten frox Game Warden ertimates and from the turkey kill
figures for the vari~us oountiss over a veriod of yenrs,
It im believed that the turkey kill figures, checked by
sxperience af the looal werdens, furnisbes as complete a
pioture of the relative abundanpe of the turkey as it is
poasidble to get at the present tisme. lr. O.0.%andley
furnirred all information used in comniling Fizure 12
and I should like to gratefully aoknowledge this fevor,

™,
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in the adove d&iscuseion of the physiographic reasons the
tf!ter feals that the two faotors of food and water elio-
inated from }he posaitle list of feotors wnioh affeoct
the prasent runge of the bird in Virgiria. Likewise, 2all
regione anpear %o offer the essentials for nesting,roost-
ing and concerlment and there 18 not enough diecrepancy
betwean the vearious sections in thie regard to be of muoch
consequence., There is a difference in the climatioc oon-
ditione over the State but the average annmual temperatures
peldom veries morxe than 15 degrees (from 45 to 60 degrees):
the mountsinous sections of the State are subjecoted to
much more severe winters than are the more eagtern por-
tions. Figure 13 prantaisg. . the teaneratiure variations be-
tween four weather stations for the first aix monthes of
1929. Although tncee diff-renoes in alimatic oconditions
es illustreted in Figure 13 may, and prodbably do, have
some effeot on the turkey ramge, it ie bLelieved that other
thinge being equal, the oliamte variations seldom are of
sufficient sagnitude to greatly restrict the range of this
adoptadble bird throughout the state,®

Aa pointed out in the preceeding disouscion, 1t wonld
appesr that (1) food, (2) cover, (3) water and (4) oclimmte
pley a relstively unimsportant pert in Virginia in so far

]

It might be stated that {n the real mountzinous
country,the latter fretors (5-3) are probably at & minie
mrs and this would indicetes thet climate way be one of the
fwportant feotore affeoting the deeirsdbility of the ture
key range in thie seotion.
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as they serjously affegt the desirauility of the turkey
ranze. This leaves (5) disturbence of the range by humen
activity, (6) poaching, (7) hunting and (%) cultivation to
be considered.

Ae a1} of these latter factors (5-8) relate to the
humsn population, in one way or 2nother, an e x2mination
war made of the average annual turkey kill per square mile
»nd the average populsticn p=r squere mile on a county
brsia. Figure 1! zives the plotted coxmarison of these
tvo factors end thies graph indicates that there may be
some relation between the averaye human populatiof and
the average turkey kill. It would further indioate that,
other things being erual, the highest turkey population
(e expressed by the five year annuel kill) might be ex-
pected tn those arese having & low (20 to KO average pop=-
ulstion per square =ile) humen pooul2tion. The human pop=
ulation figures used in Fioure 14 inolude only the rural
pomiation and does not trke into consideration the pop=-
nletion of the towvns or citice. Fevertheless, it ie be-
lisved that thees figares should be olosely related to
'thga%agree of disturbance of the turkey rangesh;oachtng-
ing and may be of some value in indioating tha(g&nting
pressure exerted om the turkey. Undoubtedly, the populaw-

tion varice dirsotly with the degree of cultivation end

thin fector hes been conmidered in Figure 15, This ficure
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ie incladed to indicate the poesible relation of the im-
provement (cuch as buildingn, roads, fences, droinage
tiles, etc), cultivation =nd other human faetors which
very with the investment in rural pronerty end the ef-
feots of guch investmentia on the turkey ra2npe. It would
apnerr from this graph that the highest pooulation of
turkey might ocour on thosa &reas with relatively low
average laﬂd aad building values ver acre. Thecretionlly,
these arems of low land and buildine velues represent
those regions in which the turkey rénge is disturbed
the least.

Each county has the gsame system (and sunposedly
the same degree) of lect]l protection of the turkey during
the open and closed season but undoubtedly there is &
verying degree of posohing in the various countiesz, The
writer hes heard, via the rurzl grapsvine, of ore poacher
who reputedly killed 24 turkeys in one season, most of
them being killed prior %o the legal season for it is dure
tng this period that it i8 sasiest to crll up the young
turkeys. Despite the possiLility of exaggeration, I have
good reason t0 believe that the informmtion was renson-
ably close to the truth and I ams poeitive that this man
killed far more than the leral limit of four essch season.
¥ith such large kills, there is very little -mesti-n dbut
that poc-ching probably does serve a&s an important limiting
fagtor on many turkey ranges within the State of ¥Yirginie.
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| In suesary, the writer feels that of all the fzotors
affecting the Virginis turkey range, the mcst ismportent
are the varions 2ctivities of the fumen elemsnt. Such
sotiviti~e are (1) intensive cultivation, (2) hunting,
(3) pvoaching and (4) disturbance of the turkey range. It
has been pointed out thet the average turkey kill varies
vith the population per squere mile and with the aver:zge
land apd building value per acre; the highest turkey
kills grnerally cecur in those counties heving a relative-
ly low rural ponulition as well as 2 relatively low laad

and building valune.

&2
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THE EMVIRONMEEY OF THE EASTERN WILD TURKEY

In oconsidering the environment of the turkey, the
discussion might be divided into three mein subdivisions:
(1) the physiocal faotors such as (a) teamperature and (b)
precipitation; (I1) the biotic factors such as (a) cover
(b) food (a) predatore (d) disease and III husan factors
guoh as (a) lumbering (b) sgriculture and (¢) hunting
{both legal and illegul). It is the purpose of this sec~-
tion to briefly consider the environment (both pret and
present) of the eastern wild turkey with the idea of de-
tersining those environmentel fnotors which may have been,
or may still be, of most importance to the wild turkey.
In this discuseion the reader is asked to bear in mind
the nrevious consideration of the essentizls ot the wild
turkey range.

It has been recognised for many yeare that the en-
vironment is of great importance in the life of both
plants and animals and for this reason the wvarious en-
vironmental fasotore have been 1nten.&vel;‘atudied in an
gttexpt to determine the relation of these yariouws fag-
tors to plente 2nd animals. In such studies, the subject
of the environment in its relation to distribution has
probably received the greateot‘eaphasis.

Merriam (159€) has attempted to show that the deter-
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mining factor in the distribution of animale as wrll as
plants is temperature and he haas baged his conoclusions
upon & summation of time and time tesperature above an

7 -agsumed minimunm effective degree of temperature, This
work has of late fallen into more or less disrepute
among those ecologiete who maintain that it is extremely
hazardous to state that either plants or anizals are en~
tirely delimited Ly one physioal factor. Their objea-
tion is particularly stirong when attempts are mede to
state that & egingle factor delimits the distribution of
the higher animals. Such animals are, &8 a rule, ex~
tremely adaptedble and that factor which may be of aost
importanoe in one region may not be astriotly applioable
to the seme species or a subspecies of another section
of the country.

The i=petus given by Merriamts work to the study of
animal distridbution has advznoed the study of the effeots
of olimate in relation to animal populatione far enough
to show that it is extreaely difficult, if not impossible,
to oorieotly interpret oclimatologional data, &s it is
recorded by the various weather stati:nas, with the effeots

of such climatesn upon the animal under investigation.®
[ ]

Chapman et al (1931) has pointed out that there is
rathey a wide variation in climate in the various cover
types of the same looality and for thia reason, the oli-
matologioal data of the various weather stations furnishes
only an approximtation of the weather conditions to whieh
the animele are subjeoted in various types of a given
locality.




For instance,it is known that the average daily tempers-
ture (which is derived by aversging the saximum and mini-
mam temperature for the twenty~four hours) can not de
correctly interpreted in its effects on animals for it is
the extremes and the duration of these extremes whioh |
have the greateat effect on the nhysiology of the animal,
Similarly, the weekly rainfall wmay be two inches which,
in iteelf, ie not unusual, but if this nrecipitation took
place within & period of several hours and the oocurrence
of such a rainfall ooinocided with the hetohing off of the
turkeys; this seemingly normel razinfall would probably
cause sevore losses to the young turkeys. Thus it is
concluded that such weather data is not entirely satis~
factory in showing the actual conditions to which the
animal under investigation is probabdbly subjected.

As will be brought out in the following discussion,
the biotic faotors are eslmost as intangible as are the
physioel faotore end they, too, offer some difficulty of
interpretation due to the lack of definate data. This
is partioularly true when considering the importance of
théoe biotic faotors as they effect an aniastl over a
large ares., It is maintained, however, thet a considera-
tion of the combined effests of the ontstanding physioal
and biotic faotors of the envi onment should serve as &
reagonably sound beasis for determimnine those environmental

fagtors of most importance to the turkey.



One might reasonably inguire ke tc the value a dise
cussion ¢f the environmental factors affeoting any bird.
T™at the turkey is of tremendous value to the eportsmen
of the country is well known and h&s been pointed out else-
shere in thie paper. To meet the sportsmen’s demand for
this bird as a game bird, various organizations have un-
dertaken stocking programs which envolvad large sums of
money and some hi&ve even attespted to introduce the ture
key into a habitat which apnarently does not meet its re-
quirements, If proper gonsideration had been given to
the choice of stock( which has been of paramount impore
tanoe in most oases and one 6: the most important oazuses
of failure in many of the unsuocessful attempis) as well
as to the dasmic soologlcal requirements of the turkey,it
is entirsly posaible thet a very large portion of such
inveatrments could have been more wisely spent. In short,
the following discuseion purporte to consicder those
ecologioal fagtore = ich are of most importence, to the
turkey, not from the purely aoademic standpoint but in
an attempt to determine those factors whioch msy be mahi-
pulatnd}ghe menagezent of this speoies or which may affeet
such manggeaent pragtices.

Germsan writers lave summarized the value of such



studies as followes® "The preatest walue of a geography of
beast of the chage resgts upon the fzot that it rives us a
means of intestigating favoreble and unfavorabls condie
ticne in the world of animils. Wherever the animmls are
thickly and widely distributed good living conditicns must
exist, a fact shioh may bs determined by comvarative invese
tigations of the general muabers of animale in each region.®

A brief oonsideraticn of the "nuubers of animale® in
the variocus regiuns has oreviously been given; the follow
ing discussion wishes to congider why there is a difference
in Ythe generzl numbers of an animal in each region.”

The Physical Fiotora of the ¥nviroument

Jemparatuze

Before considering the verious effeots of tezpera~
ture on the wild turkey, & brief resume of the temperaturs
and precipitation of the former and prersent snvironsent is
presented. An examinztion waa made of the weekly average
tempereture and precipitation for eight weather stations,
three cof whioch were on the periptery of the origzinal dise
tribution line, three on the periphery of the present dis-
tribution line and two within the present range. The week-
1y average tesperature and precipitation figures for these
eight stations were plotted for each individunl station
for the first eix nonthe of the five yesar period 1929 to

the YeR ¥ GIAIZRLOEBONs 01 8ApE O = A 71 CGUR

Pamphlet of the Asscoiation for the Study of the Humt,
Bumber 24, The Distribution of 7ild Oame, 3rd Edition; Trane=
lated from the Cerman and mimeographed under the direotion
of Professor H.N.¥ight, Sokool of Forestry and Conservation,
Amn Ardor, Miochi
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stations were superimposed ons upon the other and the

five year extremes were blocked in for each station. Those
extremes wvhich were exceptionally rere were l:locked in with
a broken line and the "norm=l" extromes were denoted with

& solid line, The "oomposite climmtographs® of the eight
weather stations ere shown in Figure 15,

From these olimatographs, it appears that at Suron,
South Dmkota, representing the northwesternmost point of
the origimal range of the turkey, the average weekly temwp-
srature for the five years (January to June) ranged from
a minimum - & degrees to & maximum of 84 degreea., The
Portland, iaine, olimatograph shows that the temperature
fluoctuated from 18 degrees to 69 degrees for the same
period. This grap: for Portland was teken to saample the
climatic conditiens to which the turkey might have been
subjected in the northeagtern part of its driginal rangs.

Further south, and in the present range of the wild
turkey, Okarleston, South Carolina, has a temperaturs range
from 42 degrees to 82 degrees. This station, for the sake
of comparison and &8 the region appears to be almost ideal
for the turkey, has deen chosen as the tentative ®optimum®
of weather conditions wvhich may affect the turkey.

Figure 15 seems to indioate that the shrinkage of the
original range of the wild turkey has (exoepting 3pringfield,
¥isecouri) reduced the extremes of tempersture to which the
turkey is subjeoted from 2 minimm of - 8 derrees and &
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maximam of 85 degress to that of & minimum of 22 degrees
and a maximy~ of £2 degrees. 0f course, this i indice-

tive only and may or msay not give & true picture of the

change.

The effeots of temperaturs unon birds is & very in-
teresting subjeot and ie one with so many ramifications
that they are not always apparent. Possibly the more ap-
parent effecte of tamperature on the Eastern wild turkey
sre (1) the stimulation of greater size in the turkeys
of the northern porticns of the original distriduticn,(?)
the effects of high temperature on the aotivity of the
wild turkeys and (3) the effeots of low tesperature on (a)
metaboliam, (b) the food requirementa, (o) the daily acte
ividy and (4) the reproduotive habits of the wild turkey.

One of the major resulis of temperature is evident
in the larger gis:= of these birds of colder climates. The
recognition of this fact haa been orystalised, by Baird*,
into the following law?: *Those North American birds of

wide distribution in latitude, whether =migrant or reai-
dents, will be found to be larger the higher the latitude
of their plage of birth.® Aaccording to Chriety and Sutton
(1929), this law probebly holds true for the turkey and

®
See Kendeigh (1934) for a discussion of this law,
The above cnrotation was taken from this source.



probably the largest member of the genus Heleagris. Those
weighte quot~d in the literature would epnear to substan~
tiate this. Unfortunately, it is extremely difficult to
be absclutely positive in this for it is the general rule
to record in the literature only those turksys of large
weighte, Nevertheless, judging from the early reocords,
this difference in weight may be appreoiabdble. In this con~
nection, it is interesting to note that the Floride Tar-
key is lighter in weight =nd smaller in aige than is the
more northern form, the Eastern turkey.

Birds experience varying degrees of discomfort un-
der hiyh temperatures snd probably suffer most under high
temperature, high humidity and lack of water, Just what
temperature sone can be oaslled the *high temperature dis-
comfort zone" for the wild turkey ie unknown. The writer
has observed liberated turkeys *panting® undér the noon
heat of a G5 to 100 degree summer day and &s a general
rule, they did mot exhibit this "dlmcomfort® until the
temperature rose sbove about 85 degrees. When thé tur-
keys exhibited Piaooatort dus to high teaperature: they
' . -would suspend all aotivity and sesk shelter under low
| henging vegetaticn, partioularly oconifers. However, as

high temperatures apparently <id not bave an apprecisble
effeat on the turkeys observed in the field, it is be-

lieved that high tempsratures seldom exsrt a deocided in=
fluense upon wild turkeys exvept under very umeual ocir-
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cumgtanoes.

It 1o well known that birds have the highest bedy
temperature of 2]11 animals® end as 2 oonsequence of this
they must have a rate of metzhbolism «hich will ellow th-
maintenance of this high body temperature. The body tesp-
erature of the domestic turkey (Ward and Gallapgher, 1927)
varies from 104 degrees Farenheit to 106.7 degrees Faren-
heit and there is no reseon to suppose that the body temp-
erature of the wild turkey differs to any great extent
from that of its domsstic oousin. ‘

It has been dsmonstrated (Xendeigh and others) that
oertain birds okn survive when sxposed to very low tempe
eratures and that their ability to mmintain a satisfactory
body temperature undor.uuoh exposures ias closely conneoted
with thes amount and kind of food eaten by the bird and
its general condition before the bird is subjeoted to the
laborstory aontrolled sxposures. Kendeigh (1934) has
stated that: *"e~-under natural conditions birds feed more
on cold deys than on hot days. This is, apparently, in
order to cozpensate for their incoreased body metabolisam
and consumption of resasrved food supplies in the body.*

This greater demand for food in cold weather may pip '
plain why there is a oomuon?belief among turkey hunters
that the turkey, in looalities where snow is not & coummon

occurrence, ranges further on the days following a snow

w28 1 BEeY A RE L8RS DI BMAY D€ RO201180 %80

Parker and Haswell, 1921, Textbook of Zoology,Vol.II.
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tn part at least by the fact thet the turkey's trakes are
more easily obeserved und-r sush conditions and therefore
the hunter ig ismpressed with the distance travsled during
these times; such distances may or may not be greater ihmn
the average ranging distance, If the turkey requires a
greater food supply in oo0ld weatheri it may be necessary
for it to travel a greater distanse to obtsin this amount
of food. In neriods of wery severe weather and pariioul-
arly after a freese or heavy enow that makes the food un-
availabls, the expenditure of much energy in traveling
from placs to place in eearch of food would naturally re-
quire & greater saprly of food to seintain the normal bodyn
temperatare. Thus it would appear that 8 vicious oyole is
begun; the occlder the weathdr the more food {8 required
and the food mey become more and more unavailable with
the inoreasing severity of the weather,* |
Tezperature by itself, although of great importance,
is probably not as serious &s 2 combination of low temp~-
erature and food sosrcity. This may be {llustrated by
the fact that the turkeys on free range at the Kellogg
Sanctuary, Datile Creek, Michigan, suffered no great loss

) ¢34 ¢ Y S‘ vBY EF QOQ ROYeYe

Leopold (1931) bas found thet the records for ¥Wis
sin and adjoining states indioate that the northern distri-
butidn line of the wild turkey "ebbed and flowed* and suoh
vovements were prodably initiated in part by the varying
severity of the winters. Later (1bid) e stater that Seee
most of the turkeys of Racine County (¥isconsin) were
Xilled by the hard winter of 1842,

¢ re 1
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wag alwaye aocessible to the turkeys on the resirioted
range of the Sanotuary. This suggests the poseibility /
that low temperature, coupled with the unavailability of |
natural foods due to deep snows or other causes, may huve
been cne of the outstanding fectors in eliminating the tur-
ey in its northern distribution.

Kendeigh has concluded thati in *the oritical role of )
tomperature as it affeots the banévior, distribation, mi-
gration, and abundanoe of birds, the sverage night temp-
sraturs in conjunotion with the number of hours of darke
ness appears to be the izportant fastors.~—-In the omes,
of the larger birzds of greater wsight and correapondingly
greater food reserved in the body, the oritiosl role of
night temperature and houra of darkness say become effeo-
tive only over a long mrio#. ¥f a bird is able during
the daytime to tesimilate only a vart of the equivalent
total energy that it loses at night there will finelly
come & time zhen its temperature tolerance entircly dbreaks
down, which results in doatb.'

It ie well known (Museetl, 1935) that the length of
dasy light and more favorable temperatures inaugerates the
egz production of domestic turkeys in the sprinz of the
year. Table 6, as well as oommon knowledge of the nesting
habits of the domestic turkey, indicatecs that the start of
the nexting season of the native wild turkeya is also

olosely releted to temperature and light obanges.
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Teble 6. General Records of Eesting Datad for Varicus Partes
of the Fastern Wild Turkey Rengs.

Lozation Ro. of lesting Dates Authority Sewarks

7 o

¥ichigan Avarage Dr.Pirnie (letter of April 1%,1937,
1537 ssates tnat ¥our goboleraz have been

strutting since ths midile of ¥eroh,

ez layings begins about the middle

of April. Hatoh*ng of the earliest

olutoh would take p}ace during the

Aoiter Raxk of Moy
¥ichigan z Fedb, 10 Rent Feb.10 oon~
vey B siiered &
P4 1.1 S
Adiron- Avarege Loy lst Randall Speaking as
dn.oknl a grome
- breeder .
Penneyl~ 5 Hay 5 Bent
X206 ... SLUN8. 50
Pennsyl= 1 Vay 5 Guatton  "nest of 8 fresh
vania ecKEs-no dou?t
June 0,1028 Sutton "Jna.mmviuwad : 1"? well
- ingubated egxs
Chio w—l Hey 10 JE70 Davie 10 egge in nest
10
v*snouri & knriiﬁf'to Bent

Azkenssg e 18
vie~rouri Averape April lst to Rlakey

Lzaxks Eﬁiilﬁ
Yeryland Average Farly ¥sroh & saerles Tarkeys at the

not 1ater than Tocdmont Cuon

April lst Club - open
xenge resaring
Yirzinia Average Yarch 1st Pandall Averare early
Ave rapge April 15th Bailey Genﬂr&l atate~

South Cope

2ling
I5Yns
JAYRS
Caoriis April 25 Bant
a2y g2
Louiaiana 20 April 9 Bent Oklahoms reelly
oOkla, and July 25 _portn of Lat.35.
Texas 10 Kay 3
ua Bent
Florids - Ha . .15

Howedld
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Exsqlnitaiion
The moat isportant influenoes of presinitation on the

wild turkey are (1) the amount of #ailfall during the hatod- /'
ing off period, (2) the availability of free water during
dry periods, (3) sleet and (i) the depth of snowfall.

The susceptibility of young turkeys poulte to wetting
is a clasesioc example of the effeot of weather on animals,
?hargf;nny citations in the literatures as to the fetal efe
feots of even & slight shower on the newly hatched turkeys.
One of the most ploturesque socounts of this ie given by
Audubon (1840)* whe states: *In very rainy sessons, turkeys
are soaros for if once completely wetted the youny seldom
reoover, To prevant the disestrous effents of rainy wea-
ther ths mother like s skt}?ﬁl physiocian, pluocks the buds
of the epice-~wopod busk and gives them to her youne.®

The serious conmemirnces of wetiing of young newly
ratched poults is emphasiged by Blakey (1937, peze 10) and
he stateg: *Losseas duriny the firet ten dzys rmay be cone
sidersble in bad weather, ag poulte, eveh ur to twvo weeks
of age, cannot stand wettins or chilling. One restoocked hen
was obeerved after a short average spring shower, brooding
nine noults one week old, all dead, S8everal poults of a
large flock, unabdle to get completely urder the protactive

covering of the mother hen, droq? from only & fow minutes

ik <
8e: Hemt (1932 page 332). /.
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»artial exposure to the dirsct foroe cf & shower., The
han doen everything to sghelter the dbrood, seskinz the
best overhead protection availadble an’ greliing out her
feathers to nrovide the largest poseible goverage, She
does not settle down wpon the poults but -tandn in 2
crodiched position, under zhich shelter the feet of the
young virds mey be seen at a distan&o.*

Bven after the prults are from ten to twelve weeks
of age the hen aprarently takes precautions to prevent
the young birds frbm becominz thoroughly wet. On rainy
days in whick there was e atsady drixzle, it was not un~
usual to obs- rve flocks of young wild turkeys in the
road., In fzot they were aobserved so frecuently under
thesa conditions that the writer made 1t a' partidalar
point to ride over tke mountainous roads during these
drisxling rains with tha objestive of contaotiny the vare
‘ous flocks of native wild turkeys, Thies method of obw
sexving the native wild turkeys made it nossible to see
and count several flocks of turkeys that were impossidle
t0o contaot in any other way. Froa 21l appearances the
turkeys appeared tc preler the open, partly sraded roads
ways to the water sonked vepetation of the forest,

As has been wmentioned previocusly, the turkey ree



98

auires fres water &nd rein probetly maintaing small vude
dles and other watering plgces which are muck used by
turkeys, particularly during the hot dry senson of the
summer. It &8s posaible thet dew, partioularly when there
is & héavy dew, may be used to meet the wrtering reguire-
eants of the bird.* The effeots of sleet and desp snow
upon the availability of turkey foods hes been mentioned
rreviously. It 1s well known thet slest may be one of the
~ moat distructive of all the weather elemente in its of-
feots ~n wildlife. A heavy aleet is likely to make all
types of food as unevejilable to wildlife as if they did
not exist. As this phenomens goours in such an irregmlar
menner, it is very difficult to estimete the posaible
effecte 1t mry have exerted upon the turkey in the var-
jous parte of its former 2nd presert distridution.

Snow, ne&rticularly deep snows, may offer very ser—
ious mechanicel obetacle tc the turkey as it seeks to
travel arcund in search of food. Rote Pigure 1B in which
the avertipe snow depth lines for the castern United States
are shown. It ig inter=zsting to note that the northern dis=
triduticn of the former range {alla between the 60 and $0
inch average snowfall line. Undoubtedly, the depth of
the averspge snowfall had an appreciadble influnence on the

limite of the former distribution of the esastern wild tur-
key. . |

(3
8ees Rutledge, Archibald; 1930; Wildlife in a

Drought; Outdoor Life.Nov.1930.
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The Biotic Faotors
Cover

It has been indioated previously that cover plays an
important part in the environment of the wild turkey in
{(a) offering concealment, in (b} meeting its nesting and
roosting requirements and in (o) offering protection from
the elements. 7This section considers the effect of deover
on (1) northern distribution, (2) weatern distribution
and (3) the locel diatribution of the wild turkey.

Figure 17 shows the approximate boundary between the
Deciduous Forest and (1) the Leke Forest of Weaver and
Ulements (1929) and (2) the Hemlook-Northern Hardwood
Forcst of Nichols (1935). It will be moted that the Heme
lock-Northern Heardwood olimax foreat of Niochols extends
down the Southern Appalachisne while the limite of the
synonymous Lake Forest climax does not ocour south of
New York 8tete.®* The originmal northern distribution of
the native wild turkey is shown and attention is oalled

to the relationships exisiing detween these two slimax

3

In the hemlook-hardwood olimmx, Niohols has found
that: *The more oharacteristic upecies are hemlock,

gapedenslig, sugar meple, aanzhanys, bYeech,
‘55252 grendifolis, yellow b&roh lutes, oastarn
"

ite pine girolun, bas glabxs,
Amerioan oid?iggghg white asgh E:a;xnng

red oak, mnun&blmk oherry, *Erunue Rerating,
red spruce, jsaa fir, ALlcs halssmea.,
white spruce, Pigea . . red mple, Ager rubrua snd
¥orway pine, EUma reeinoss.”
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forest boundaries and the original distridution of this
bird. Prothinghas (1915) has indiomted the relative abune
dance of the northern berdwoods by shading and the limits
of the greater “abundanoce® of the northern hardwoods as he
has delineated them is also shown in Figure 17. The lat-
ter lins appears to be more oloeely related to the orig-
inal turkey distridbution than do the twe climax forest
boundaries and this would indjoate that the relative abun=-
dance of the northern bherdwoods may have been of more im=
portance in the original distribution of this bird than
wore the limite of the climax foreasts.

The greatest disorepanoy between the turkey distri-
bution line and the three forest type limits sesms to 6x~
.48t in MHinnesota and South Dakota. It is possible that
the presonce of the prairie peninmlar mey hare‘oauned
this disarepanoy.

One otnnot exanine the dominant species of trees to
the north and south of the origimal distribution line of
the turkey without beingy izmpressed with the prominence of
the mast producing species within the original turkey
range, This would indicate that the abundance of the mast
producing specles may bave influenced the original distri-
bution of this bird.

Figure 18 shows the United 8States Forest Servioe
Forest Regions linp and a list of the principal trees in

sach of the regione is given. The former and present
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distribution of the Emgtern wild turkey have been outlined
on this map. HNote the list cf principal treesywhioch are
Ziven in the approximate order of their {mportanoe for
each Region, of the Northe:n and Southern {Appalachian)
Portions of the Korthern Forest Regions. The prosinence
of the mast producing trees of the southern portion (Ap~-
palachian) of this Region is outstanding. This greater
sbundance of mast produoing species in the Appalechisn
Region may have been of importance in providinz a more
desirable environment for the wild turkey in its original
distribution., Note that the turkey d4id not ocour in the
northern portion of the Horthern Porest Region.

In northern Pennsylvani&, wild turkey restooking
has proven unsuocessful in establishing this bird in the
Beech-Nage type despite the faot that native wild turkey
are found in the Osk-chestmt Type just a few miles south
and propogation has been succesaful in the latter type.
This may indioate that there are ocertain requirsment-
whioh are not met in the Beech Maple Forest under present
conditionas. It is interseting to mote that the present
distribution of the wild turkey in northern Permmsylvania
is very oclosely related to the distribution of the Oak~
cheatnut Forest.

Pigure 13 also shows the approximate extent of the
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forest growth in the Pranirie states.® 9The data presented
indicates that the reports of the wild turkey in its wee-
tera distribution were oclosely releted with the extent

of the forest growth. Thue, it would appear that the
turkey's requirements for forest growtt may have de-
limited the western distribution of the Emstern wild
turkey. The writer ocannot oonceive of this species find-
ing the graso covered prairie, devold of forest covering,
& very desirable habitat and he is lead to the conclusion
that the "finger-like* projections of forest growth along
the rivers made possible the axtenasion of the originmel ture
key range into the plains country.

There is evidenoe © indicate that individual and
looal dlf!eréuutc in oover also play an important part in
the loeal distribution of the turkey. Christy and Sutton
(1929) state that the "destruction of laurel and rhododen~
dron thickets by deer (in Pennsylvania) has caused turkeys,
in some loomlitiees, notably in Cantre County, %o disappear
from ocertain ridges---*, This would indicate that the prese
ence of abaenoces of those trees or shrubs whioh retein their
lettves for a gretter part of the year may profoundly influ-
enoe the desirability of various parts of the turkey range
and will, in this, wey influence the dimtribdutiom of the

Inforsation ooncerning the extent of the original
forest growth in the prairie states taken froz Toumey and
Korstian (1929).
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List of principal trees, in the order

of their prominence, of the United States Forest

Service Reglons of eastern United States.

See

Figure 19 B. Note the prominence of the mast beare
ing trees of the southsrn portion of the Northern

Foreat Reglon,

SOUTHERN FOREST
Pine Lands;
Longleal, shérllea, loblolly, and alash pines
m turkey, black, post, laurel, and willow oaks

Pond, spruce, and sand pines

Alluvial Bottoms and Swamps: M

Southers cypress

Red, tupelo, and black gums

Water, laurel, live, overcup, Texas red, and swamp white oaks
Yellow poplar

Hickories (inclnding pecan)

Beech

Ashes
Red and silver maples
Cottonwood and willows
Elms
Sycamore
» Mbﬂ'l’,
Honey locust
Bays
Magnolias

Spruce pine
Southern white eedar
CENTRAL HARDWOOD FOREST

orthern Portion:
White,,biack, northern red, scarlet, burr, chestnut, and chin-
oaks

quapin
Shagbark, white-heart, pignut, and bitternut hickorics
Whiter-black, green, and red ashes
American, rock, and slippery elns
Red and sugar maples

Beech

Pitch, white, shortleaf, and Virginia pines
Yellow poplar

Sycamore

Chestaut

Black walnut and butternut
Cottonwood

Hackberry

Black cherry

Basswood

Red cedar

Southern Portion:

White, post, southern red, blackjack, chestnut, swamp chestnut,
pin, and overcup ouks

Red and black gums

White-heart, pignut, pecan, and nutmeg hickories
'Shortleaf and Virginia pines

White, blue, and red ashes

Yellow poplar

Black locust

Elma

Sycamore

EENTRAL“HARDWOOD FOREST—Cotinued

Southern Portion—Continued

Black walnut
Silver and red maples

Texas Portion:

Post, southern red, and blackjack oaks
Mountain and other cedars

NORTHERN FOREST

Northern Portion:

Red, black, and white spruces
Balsam fir

‘White, Nocway Jack, and pitch pines
Hemlock

Sugar and red maples
Beech

Northern red, white, black, scarlet, and burr oaks*
Yellow, paper, black, and gray birches

Aspens (poplars) and cottonwoods

Basswood

Elms

Ashes

Northern white cedar
Tamarack

g

Southern Portion (Appalachian Region):

N

White, northern red, chestnut, black, and scarlet oaks
Chestaut

Hemlock

White, shortleaf, pitch, and Virginia pines
Yellow poplar

Black and yellow birches

Basswood

Sugar, silver, and red maples

Beech

Red spruce

Southern bhalsam

Cucumber

Black cherry

Hickories

Black locust

Black gum

Buckeye



Iood
The divieion of food and oover ‘n its relation to

animals is an aocsdemic division. In the field, most inw-
vestigators have found that such 2 division is purely
arbitrary. An abundance of food amd little, or no,cover_
is frecuently just as seriowe in its consequences upon

the various animale as ie the condition of an sbundance

of cover and no food. These two factors of the environ=-
ment must exist in the proper proportions to be of the |
most velue to wildlife.

It was indiocated in the preceding discussioh of oover
that the northern distribution of the Eastern wild turkey
appetred to be rather closely correlated with the rela-
tive abundanoe of the mast produocing trees. However, the
food badite work dome on the Eastern wild turkey shows
that oast is only a part of the iery large diet of the
wild turkey.® Bent (1932) Las very aptly stated that Yeee
berries, fruite and igseota are doubtless eaten vhen availe
able, as turkeys will eat 2lmost anything they cen find
in these lines.*

It is well known aamong turkey huntere that o vary
foavoradble supply of food in one seotion of any turkey
range will result in the concentration into that section
baving thie abundance of food of practiocally a&ll the ture

t "
8ena Food Habits Tables given in the Appendix
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koys uaing that particular range. There is evidenoe that
turkeys will travel as much as ten miles in order %o obe
tain some desired food.

Christy end Satton (1929) have conoluded that: *The
presensce of good food and range are, verbaps, mors impor-
tant in preserving the turkey theon we had supposed. The
dieapnearance of <the chestnut® hee deprived our ridges
of u valuable turkey food. Ohestnuis were formerly such
an important food that the scarcity of the birds in some
seotions has dbeen thought to be traseable direoctly to the
chestnmut blight.*

The importance of mainteining desirable food and
oover conditions for the wild turkey bas been previously
pointed out in this paper. To bring about and maintain
the desired halance between these two faotors Stoddard
(1936) bas found that: "¥ild turkey aenagement, st least
in the deep South, may inolude a certain amount of use of
properly controlled fire on the upland pine types to zaid
in meintaining proper food and ocover condiitions, as a par~
tizl control of ticke, chigrers, and other parasites, and
10 provide fresh green feed for the dbirds. Supplementary
plantings of chufas, peanuts, sarghums, millets, oorn,

Buap, letter dated Maroch 13,1936, beliaves that re-
stocking in New York is not teauiﬁle due to winter feeding
conditions, particularly sinoe the chestnut blight hase
eliminated this annuel mast producer.
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aade if necessary to inorease and assure a varied and
balanoced food supply.

"Any *stand improvement® work in pudblicly owned for-
ests should be attempted, 1f at all with the greatest ouare,
for ash, oanks, beech, black and swe=% gum, two species of
ironwood, ohinnquapin, epioce bush, flowering dogwood, wild
grage, amilax, blackberry, huckleberry, and many others
often oconsidered as “"weed® species, contribute heavily to
wildlife food supply. Wild turkeys draw resvily from all
those mentioned, and many others,*

Fraedators
The exact part pleyed by the varicus predators of the

wild turkey bas not been completely worked ocut in the wild.
This 18 dus in part at least to the difficulties of ob-
serving this bird in the wild. Hevertheleesa, it is knowm
that nredators take an anmal toll of wild turkey populaw
tion and, in axéss #ith higk tarkey populuations, & certein
amount of predator control may be advisable.®

The liat of the principal pradators knaw to kill
wild turkeys includes: foxes, bobozis, wolwes, coons,
opossums, owls (including the great horned®, short and

WX :

See fuarles (1918) and Randell (1930)
*e
xne vreat Lorned owl appeared to be the prinoipel
of the young libo ted wild turkeys on the Vipe
giaiu, wver Demonstration} liberation in 1936. This owl
was the only predator definately implicated,
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predatore. Bailey (1513) quotes Wayne to the effeot that
the Golden Eajle is an ocoasionnl predator of the wild
turkey and seny other instances eé unusua} pradaticons may
be found in the literature. However, it is thought trat
the above list inocludes the prinoipel pradators that are
1likely to be of iaportance to the wild turkey over the
greatest part of its range.

Blakey (1937) bmas found that snakes (black snake and
the Ozark timber rattlesnzke) and oposeums have been known
%0 rob turkey nests. Circumstancial evidences points to
this tipe of predation by ground hogs, foxes, stray dogs,
hogs and arowe.

Discags
It is well known that the domestio turkey is sudbieet

to &8 wide variety of diseases and pathological oconditions®,
but the principal diesesases of the antive wild turkey have
not been extensively inwvestigated at the present time,
However, J. E. Shillinger*® heas stated that: "In our stud-
' ies, it apyears that since the wild turkey is essentially
the same bird as our domestisc turkey in so far as its
origin and bviologiocul relationships are oonoerned, it 1a

evident that the same diseases are coamon to both types.*

L2 X 2

.Soe Vawtér and Record, 1928.
.Lottor, Maroh 23,1936
Letter Warch 14,1936

L J

*®
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bably true that under some conditions wild turkeys might
be suaceptible to the same dimezges and parapgiien ag domw
eatic turkeys. Rowever, lacking sctual proof of this sup-
positinn, 1t o2n not be agaumed to be =z faot." *

Blakey (1932 end 1977), in his investigation of the
wild turkey in ¥issouri, has found no evidenoe of disease
being of epidemic proportions. However, he was dealing with
a turkey range that does not support a high native wild
turkey pooulation and at the present time aregirzggge Curhey
populstions afa very scarce. This fagt may be a partial
explangtion of the paucity of literature citations on the
diseases of the native wild turkey. FHowever, if manage-
sent marports to produce and maintain s relatziuly high

porulation of this bird on any given arez, the serious

Dr. Shillinger has pointed out in his letter of

March 23,1936, that *It has been found on & few oaocas-
fone thng the diseame formerly known &8 quail disease,
or ulcerative enteritis, may do consideradle dam in
wild turkey flocks. This ie a digeage whioh 2n-afently
has not been a seriouns xzensace aamong domestic tnrkeys
eocording to literature citations. It may be that the
wvild bird is somewhat more susoeptidble than the dow-
egtio strainse. Under pen conditions 1%t appears probable
that wild turkeys require a little greater variation
of feed in order to prevent nutritional irregularities.®
These fapts would indicate that there might by some
eporecialle veriation in the degree of sueceptibility
be%veen the native wild turkey 2nd {te domestionte
cousin to various disecses.
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digeage mmst be gonsidered. As evidence of tha fact that
diserge i3 of importance and must b~ ooneidered in any
mAanagement plan, Blakey waz found ¢that artificially pro-
pogated wild turkeys, wxhich are reared and held in rela-
tively larpe nuabers, are subject to many diseases, It is
not at all heyond reeson to Assume that similar pathologi-
ozl conditions may exist in the native wild torkeys if ocon-
ditiona are such‘'as to permit the spread of the varicus
ocrusal arenta. Concerning ithe various diseases, parasites
and natholexionl nenditions found in the artificially pro=-
porated wild turkeys, Blukey (1937) states:

*The artificially propogeted wild turkey, rsised and
held in oeptivity, is subjest to an extended group of ine
feotious evien diesases, narasitio infestatione, &nd other
pathologricel conditions, including the following”: |
Raoterial and filtrable-~virus diseasent

Rous, or fowl diphtheriaz in verious forrs and

combinati-ns of patholecgical conditions,
including? Diphtberitic lesions of the mouth.
Pox lesiom of the skin.

Tragheitis.

Ydematous roup,or swelling of the sinuees,

Yowl typhoid.

Cholera.

Taheroulosis.

Trieatinal inflammmtion (enteritia).

Protosoan diseases?

¢

See Blakey (1932)
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Blackhead (enterohepatitis).
Trichomoniasis,
Coocidionis.

Fungous Discagen?

Aspergillosis,®
Farasitic infestationss

Zxternalt

Tiocks.

Chiggers.

FPlean.

Lice.

Interaals

Roundworms (nemetodes).

Tapeworme {cestodes).

Fluken( trematodes).
Other vathologioal condlitions:

Pendulous orop.

Immroted orop.

Intestinal obstruction.

Nutrisionsl deficiénoy.

Breeding and hatching weakness.

Stoddard (1935) rms found that the wild turkey 1is
affected by the dreaded domestio iturkey disease, black-
head, caused dy the piotronn, Hisitomonag melesgrigf Tyzsor as |
well as several lese impnrtant parcsites. He states
that: "Sevcral unidentified specice of Loth roundworas

and tapeworas have been fournd in wild turkeys we have ex=-

aminad in the Thomeaville, Georgis, region, though we have

See Durant (1593%)
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ant. Several species of tickes and lice &re also usually
presa-nt on the birds,

“The only disease we heve not:=d Zmong wild turkeys
living 2 free 1life in the wild is blesktsed, and this
seems as potentially dancercus to them in the wild as is
the cege in oeptivity. During 1933 we dxamined ome bird
end in 1934 three, whioh were either dend or so weakened
ag to be easily ciptured by hand, from the heaviest
etocked range of the Thomasville geotion. All had typie
cal camcs of bleckhead., It seeme probelle that this
digeae~ in thege cagen was ooquired from contaot with
domentic turkeys or free runging chickens.® There ta also
the pessibility that 14 was acquired from wild companions
vhen the birde ware congresated on favored food patohes,”

To lesssn the pesridbility of tre wild turkey con-
tagting the various diseases 2nd thercby causing serious
lonses in the netive wild turkey populationa, Sjoddard
(1935) rag recommended thet “————etenant farmers be pro=

hibited from rearing either ohlockens or doaostic turkeys

Dre. %. Ce O'Roke, in a oconversation conceraning the
dissases of the turkey, has expressed the opinioan that
the prevalence of domostio poultry in any given region
is likely to inoreass the difficulties of reestadblishing
the wild turkey in those regions froam whick it has been
expatiated, Tha reestablishment of the wild turkeys in
such rezions may be seriously ocosplicrted by the pre-
valenoe of such diseases as blackhead (whioh is oarried
by pouliry but mey not be fatzal to them) and the likelie
hood 0f the tranamigeion of this discare to the turkey.
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such birds over the range. In addition, the feed natohes
are uade as large as posaihle and olznged from yeer to
yeaT to rreveant undue fouling. Any nsceseary supnlements
ary feading i8 carrisd on away fronz ths natoles, and the
feading épots fremently ohanged.®

It {8 fortimate that the flooking habite of the
native wild turkeys 18 in its favor in so far a8 sgpread-
ing dlesase to epidemic proportions is conoerned. It is
unnsutl for the birds to collect in parge fleooks of msore
than two families except under very artificisl oconditions
such as around a feeding station or food patoh. The flooke
ing habits, partioularly when the turkeys are young (and,
agoording to Weiant (19017) young turkeys 2re most susoept-
idle to disease), are such that if the hen and her flook
does happen to contraet any of the virulsnt discases,the
single group may suffer severe losses. Nowever, as the
family flooks usutlly have very little ocontzot witk one
another, the poseibilities of spreading discase from one
flook to another are minimized.*

-3

Teiant (1917) Las stated: "It is notable that
wkerever the olimate and renge conditicns are suoh as
2o permit of the (domestic) turksys foraging for most
of thalr feed from the time they are hatohed until they
are marketed, oases of blackhead are infrsquent. Elack
head ocoasionally affeots growa turkeys, btut it mostly
ocours among young turkeys betwesan the agaes of 6 weeks
and 4 monthe.



Humsn ¥aotors

There sre some who belleve that natursl enemies of the

wild turkey are insicaificant in cowpsrison with the decime~

tion of the species in the colonization and settlement of
Horth Averica and there is some evidsnce that such may be
the case. In considering the possible influences of the

variouns human activities and their effects upon the wild

turkey, they have been divided into (1) the luszbering (2)
agriculture and (3) hunting.

Lumbering

Lumbering, or the removal of the forest cover from
large areas, hes, of course, & very vital influence on any
animal which is dependent on & foregted habitat, It hae
been pointed out previously (see table i) that the Eastern
wild turkey appears to require & certain per ceat (50% or
more) of foreasted area and such forested area should be in
relatively large blocks (about 20,000 eaores) if the range
is to satisfy the ideal reouirements of the sgpecies. The
removel of the forest on a clear cutting basis, as was
the practice, and the effecte of suck logring a&s wmeasured
in the total lumber produced on the wild turkey is shown
in Pigure 20 for Illinois and Indiana, It is interesting
to note that the lu«ber statistics and the history of
the wild turkey in practically all of the States from

116
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which the turkey has been expaﬁiated are closely relafed
to the faots presented in Figure 20; i.e. the last re-
ports of‘the turkey coincide wery closely with the sharp
deoline in the lumber produced in that State. From this
it might be dednced that the decided decline in lumber
production denotes that the majority of the forested
areas have been logped and, if this be true, the extent
of the area logred aprears to be olosely related to the
extinction of the turkey in the 8tate,

It 1s poszible that selective logring, partionlarly
saall group selection, may not be detrimental to the ture
key range and there is the poscibility that such logving
preotices may be bdneficlal rather than detrimentel in its
effects upon the bird,

In those northern states in wtich the turkey is noWw
extinct, the oletr cutting of large areas and the prac~
tioce of mgriculture on the areas so cut may have been &n
important fzotor in thes early expstriation of the wild
turkey from theses States.

Agriculture

Agrioulture, if precticed on & small, widely dis-
persed areas probably is very beneficial to the wild
turkey in providing a desirable food supply of such foods
as corn and wheat and this type of farming would afford
permanent openings which are of mioh vslue to the wild

turkey. However, if inteneive agriculture §{s the gea~-
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Flgure 20, iumber produstion® in reiation to tho ex=
tinotlon of the Nastorn wilc turkey in Illinols and Indiana,
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ersl braotioe over considerable areaa, such highly de-
veloped regione &re not likely to Le wvery desirable turkey
range.

It has been the writer'm observation that within the
present range of the wild turkey (see Figure 9) it is usu-
al to find intnesive agriculture practioced only on e por~
tion of the count 'y in which the turkey {6 now found. It
is his Dbellief that the factor which 2llows the turkey ¢o
maintain {teelf are the wilder, lesz intensively farmed
portions of these counties. Refering to Figure 12, those
areas in Virginia where the wild turkey is now extinot are
the most intensively cultivated or grazed seotions of the
8tate. Augusta County, Virginia is en exoellent axample
of the differential distribvution of the turkey in rela-
tion to intensive agriculture. The aentral portion of the
oountry is very desirable agriomltural country lying, 2s
it doen, within the Valley of Virrinia; in this seation,
as will be noted from Figure 12, the turkey is extinot.
However, in both the eastern and western parts of the
county the turkey is fomd in fair mmrsbers due, it is
believed, to the fact that these portions of the county
are rough and mountainous and consequently are not wvery
desiredle for farming purposes.

It has been the writer®s obeervation that the turkey
will frequently range over 20,000 acres or more and that
the forest oover of such & range must be rd&ther oontinuous

S
ot f
1
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if the bird is to move fros one seotion of the area to the
other with freedom. In those parts of the Virginia that
are valuable agriculturally, only small porticns of the
farms are in forests and such areas that are forested are
frequently azall and rather 1solated, Of course, such areas
are not of great value in meeting the requirement of the
tarkey for foreat cover.

It is encouraging to nots that the available area whioh
may be devoted to forest produotion rather than agrioulture
is inoreasing; such arywmw forest producing areaa should be
potential turkey range. Chapman and Demeritt (1932) state
that: *Within the last two decades, 1911-1930, it has be-
ocome evident that the acreage rejuired for sagricultural pro-
dustion, instead of expanding, has noticeadbly diminished.
This hxs resulted in the abundonment betwsen the yeers 1210
end 1925 of 2 net area of 50,000,000 acres of farm land in
the States sast of the Great Plains region, thus inoressing
the potential forest land by 10 per oent.* From this it
would appery that the possibilities of further restriction
of the present turkey range ig unlikely and there is every
indioation that the turkey may, within a few years, be re-
establiched in regzicns, in whioh it 1s now extinot.

Ther: ~re warious other aotivities whioh are often
associated with the farming of any given region and sonme
of them have & decided influaesoe on the turkey range. Among
these rotivities that have the moet influence on the turkey



are fire and grazing. The general praotioce of *firins the
woode®, pertioularly on private lanxis, is co=mon aver much
of the present range of the wild turkey. This firing is
usually praceticed in the spring and is dased upon the
agsumption, which lé frequkiatd arronsous, that ench praastioce
{improves the forage for the doestio satock. In uianourt,
Blakey (1937) has found that both firing and graszing as it
is usually practiced is antagonistic to the best interest
of the native wild turkey using that raape. Fire is des-
truotive %o the nestas of the bird and ag the greeter part
of the burning is done during the peak of the nesting
period, 1t makes this zenece doubly pstent. Oraszing, pare
tioularly if the ares is he:vily grezed, m:y offer ser-
fous competiticn to the wild turkey for food and Blakey
has found that the turkey hen with her youns usuzlly avoid
the grazing cattle 1f 1t is possible to do so. If, he oon=
cludes, it is found desiradle to use gontrglled fire to
meintain openings and to encourage certain wilé turkey
foods, the areas should not be burned more often than

once every five or more years.

Aunting

The varicus methods of hunting and trapoins the wild
turkey Lave Deen prescnted earlier in this paper (pages
15-17) and the literature would indioats that hunting (in~-
sluding both legal =znd illegsl) has been, and etill is
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one of the outstanding environmental f:roctors influeno-
ing the wild turkey. There & erery indiemtion that
hunting has probably played a very signifiosnt part in
delimitine the present distribution and zbundance of the
species. A few exanples may serve to illustrate the jm-
portence of hunting as & decimating factor of this bird,

Aeking (1931) states: "The enemiens nature Las nro=
vided (for the wild turkey) have few terrora for him,but
the Anerie=an beckwoodsman has purened him with 8 devilish
ferocity thet no Indisn ever matched,

*Prom the time of John 3mith right down to now,wild
turkeys have never had any real protection in Arerica. The
big fowls have been buaited, trapned, snared, shot on the
rooat, chased down on horseback, decisved Ly the love=gall
in breeding sc<fson; mother birds have been killed on their
nests end gobblers decoyed by ehallenzing them to battle.
In Oklahoma I have known the praries and creek bottoms to
be fired in order to drive the turkeys out. Surely man
hag exercised this ingenuity in getting riéd of the wild
turkey. ¥ad he heen a beast whoge destruction was re-
quirad thai husens might exist no more rediozn) means
could hawe been found for his extinotion. It seems that
the rarer turkeys beoome in any vicinity the greater the
effort vut forth: to kill the 1ast one. ¥Where there are
turkeys, young Arericans chief ambition seems to be to
shoot these birds. In the same woods, deer will be let



alone in closed s=ason, but not the turkey.

*Jome years aco, among the breaks and bluffs of 88.
Clair County, Illinois, a wild turkey gobiLler began to be
sesn oocassionally and takked sbout oftener. Man and boy,
from September until January, half the male population of
the neijghhorhood made en effort to bag that turxey, and he
wag still alive. Then & tracking esnow fell, and to the
mazber of twenty-five the hunters colleoted. They struck
the gobblerts track, put dis to flight, and, alternately
tracking him and searching for him, kept him going all day.
At last, near nighifall, the tired old fellow ran into a
brusl pile, whers & our dog found and killed him. No more
7ild turkeys were ev:r neard of in that vicinity, so far
as I ¥ ow.*

In Green County, Virginia, in 1923~1929, the Oame ¥Ware
dean estimmtad that there were betwesen 75 to 1N0 native wild
turkays in ons part of the county. The following fall the
warden was i1l and ocould not b: in the field. Apparently
the entire remaining turkey populetion of the ocounty was
wipsd out that fall for after 1930, there are no records
of the turkey in this ocounty, nor have any turkeys been
‘gean in the county sinoe that dste.

Concerning the iamportamce of hunting in the 1ife of
the turkey in #iscouri, Blakey (1937) states: "The season
of winter snows, the yobbLling ssamon of epring, the brood-
ing scason of midsumsmer, 6 the deer season of fall, and any
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fortuitous opport:mity during the 4d»ily wanderings of man
withk gun or oludb teke a far heavier ¢oll of wild turkeys
over & large part of the Ozarks then the legel Decembder

open SS880N. 3] legn 1 73 g_the greatest
for limiting tbe turkey population in Wie=ouri.

#The midsymcer i{llegal kill, during the first 90 deys
of the new broods® life, is the worst. On one research area
comprising seven townships, whole floocks of turkeys were
wired out and more than 50 per cent of other flocks were
xilled, &]11 within the 31 days of August 1636.

*Tnder the oareful surveillance of this investigetion,
wild turkeye are reported to be slowly insreasing in two
southreatern Nissouri gountiez. Flooks have extended their
ranges and establisked small breeding stooks, even in fege
of heavy leyal open-ezason hunting. Wherever the will of the
peopl2 Lae spoken in favor of turkey nrotection &s provided
by law, even rezsonable mAmsll populationz of wild turkeys
are reperted Lolding their own i8 proxismity to a rather
dense rumen populdiion, &nd in sone czsee trey even appear

. to be increasing.®

From the adbove, it is very anpnareat that hunting ie
of great importanoes in determining the distribution and
abundencs of the wild turkey both locally and over large
areas. There is also the indication that hnting was very
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instrumental in rastening the expstriatinn of the bird
over much, if not =most, c¢f the area in whioh {41 i¢ now
extinct,

Fortunately, locesl sentimont and active zovernxent
sttention are being focused upon the turkey and 4t is tha
hope thet such attention may prsvent the furtith-r decrease
in the range of the turkey and with definite sction in
stockingy and range izorovesent work, to reestablish ithe
ird in those ares&s whioh, apnear %o eatiafy the renge reo-

miir-ments of the birpd.®

)
Sec Boyer Saxmel P., The Wild Turkey- a Survey,
bulletin of the Wild Turkey Conservation Soolety,Johastown,

Pa.
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SUMXARY ARD CONCLUSIONS

Ther~ are five subspeoies of the genus Meleagris; four
of them being found in the United States and the fifth, the
Mexioan turkey, is confined to Oentral America. The Yucatan
Ocellated turkey is & member of the family leleagrididae
but belongs to a different genus, Agriocharip. Fossil records
of the genus Meleagrim show that the members of this genus
have been in Ameriea since the Oligooene period.

The Mexioan turkey (Meleagris gallonso gallopavg) is the
subspecies from which all of the domestioc turkeys are derived.
This subsprcies is not indigenous to the United Statea, This
bird was taken from Mexioo to Spain, where it was first des-
oribed by Oveido in about 1526, and from Spain 1t rapidly
spread throurhout Europe. It was Eter returned to North
Amerioca with the early settlers.

The four subspecies of turkey found in the United States

are;: Me)lecagris gellopavg silveatris, the Eastern wild turkey;
M.g.gu0epla, the Florida turkey; M.g.ilntermedia, the Rio

Grande turkey of Texas, New Mexico and northern Mexico and
M.c.merriami, the Merriam's turkey of Colorado, Arizona,

New Mexico and northern Mexico. These four subspecies differ
principally in coloration and, to some degree, in siszse though
the latter is relatively unimportant in distinguishing be-
tween the subspeocies. For all general purposes, the various
subspecies may be separated agoording to the looelity in whioch

they were collected,
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In distinguishing between the sexes, the gobhler has
(1) a larger oere, (2) longer beard, (3) a longer spur,(h)
wreater develonment of the head proceames or wattling and
(5) the male {s usually appreciably larger than the hen,
All of these oharacteristice are purely cowparative as the
hen is known to possess all of the above gcharacteristios to
a limited degree.

The writer has noted that the flank and breast coverts
of the domestic turkey hen are distinotly white tipped and
that this is not oharsoteristic of the pure wild turkey.
This may indiocate that these whitish tipped contour feathers
of the domestic turkey may be of value 4n separating the
domestic from the native wild turkeys. Other characteris-
.tioa of the domestio turkey, as ocompared with the Eastern
wild bird, are!: (1) the whitish tipved tail coverte and
tail feathers (reotrices), (2) the short, stout tarsi and
toes of the domestic turkeys and frequently (3) te larger,
heavier frame of the domestic turkey will 2llow no gonfus-
fon with the lighter built wild uird. Shufeldt has found
that there are aporeoiable differences between the akull
of the domestioc and Merriam's turkey,

Blakey has given the desired gharaoteriatice of the
wild turkey as (1) a reaoti n to environment whieh allows
the perpetuation of the race in the wild, (2) & reaotion
%o both man and beast that makes the bird a desirable

hunting resource and (3) a oonformity to the physical
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qualities of the traditional prr-Colonial type of bird,
The Eastern wild turkey originally bred from south-
ern ¥aine weat to ceatral South Dskota and eouth to eanst-
ern Texag, appAacently it waas found in great abundance in
all seotions of ite original ter:itory. However, the vare
ious ohanges in the environment of this bird has resulted
in & drastioc shrinkage of this original breeding terri-
tory and it is now confined to not more than two-thirds
of 1t8 original rangse. There is some evidence that at
the prea nt time the largest populations of the Eastern
wild turkey are found in Pennaylvania, Virginia, eastern
South Carolina, southern Ceorgia and in esstern Texms,
The Tastern wild turkey appears to have definite
range requirements and those range recuirements of most
importanse appear to be (1) a forest oover whioh is di-
versified and has freouent openings, (2) food of various
kinds, both plant &and animel, and whioch is reasonably
abundant -nd available throustout the yeer, (3) & sourcs
of free water, (4) arems whioh offer some possibilities
for esoape end refuge 1f the turkey is too severely pur-
sued and other (5) misoellanecus rsquirements such as (e)
absence cf severe losses due to cliratio faotors, prin-
oipally snow and rain, (b) relatively large and undis-
turbed traots of land and (o) areas relatively free from

disesse, fire predators and grazing.
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Stoddard has found that managewment practioes deeigned
to improve the natural range conditions or to overoome oere
tain defioiencies in the existing range have proven success-
ful in the management of the speocies, This indicates that
the bird is susceptidle to management and résponds well to
intelligent management.

In a study of the distribution of the turkey in Virginia,
1t was found that the turkey is =ost abundant in the centrsl
Piedmont Pleteau physiographic region where oultivation,land
value and disturbence of the range appeared to be at & com~
parative minimu: for the State.

In the oonsiderstion of the environment of the Exstern
wild turkey it was indioated by the five year climsatographs
for the various seotions of the wild turkey distridbution that
the weekly weather averayzea for the period from January to
July showed that the wild turkey ws subjected to the average
weekly extremes varying fros a minimum of-8 deyrees temper~
ature to about &5 degrees. Preoipitatiou rsoords for the
same psriod (1929-1933) indioate that the weekly average
exgreves varied from about 1.8 inohes of rainfall to about
9 inchee. The data presented would suggest that the aver-
ege ontimum weather conditions for the wild turkey would
probably be found in regions with a weekly average teamper~
ature ranging (for the first aix months of the year)from
25 degrees to 55 degrees and & weekly average precinitation

of not more than 4 inches.
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Low temperaturcs seem to be of more importence to
the wild turkey than do bhigh tampcraturen. The outstanding
esfmata of low tesmerature enpear to be (1) a larger szount °

the high body temperature

of foodl is remuired teo maintein
obaracteristic of the birds, (2) with the increasing sever-
ity of the weather (prinoipally deep rnows and heavy sleets)
the food deaoreases in sveilability es the severity of the
weather inoreases and (3) tharc ie evidence that the nesting
and laying habiss of the wild turkey are closely aessooiated

with the tepperature and liprht oheénges in the apring of the

year, That im, the early rise of the daily average tempcr~:,a;u¢:ﬂ:”

e

ature is olosely asmooiated with the early beginning of the
mating and neating activitiee of the turkey.

The outetending sffegte of precinitation in relation
to the wild turkey appear to be (1) the amount of rzinfall
during the hatching ofi pericd and for severa)l weeks there-
after, (2) the availability of frees water and (3) the ef-
feate of deep anows and slest in rendering the food un-
available %o the bird, ‘

There is some indioatian/that the northern distribdbu~
tion of the eastern wild turkey fluotuated and suoh fluot-
uations may have been zZreatly influenced by the differen-
tial severity of the winters.

In its original distribution, the Eastern wild turkey

wvas confined to the Deciduocus Forcst Comax and the abunde

ance of the northern herdwoode &ppeared - to be olosely
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aszooiated with the original northern distribution line
of the species. The more important mest~produsing trees
are conapiouously abzant in the northern hardwood (lake
Forest) typs of oliasm:.

Loeal differences in ocover 2pnear to influcnce the
looal distribution of the turk~y. In Pennsylvania the Beesh
¥eple Forest epparent'/does not under prescnt conditions,
meet the range r:iquirements of the turkey and in other
seationn of this Btate, the deatrnctiion of the laurel and
rhododendron by the daar has expatristed the turkey from
certnin ridpes.

A diversity of both food and cover appears to de
esacntial to the turkey and, 47 the species is to be suc~
cessfully mangged, it ie essentinl to maintain a proper
balanoe betwsen these tno factors, On certain areas 14 aay
be negessary to maintain openings or food patohes in order
to furnish the opportunity ifor the development of & diveore
81fi<4 food producing plant growth,

Although predators do take an annual toll of the ture
key nopulation, the exaot status of the various predators
13 larzpely & looal proule=z, an”' one which has not been an=
tirely worked out for the hird in the wild. It is known
that predators fregquently oruse severs lorses among the
young turkeys and particularly so in areas having s high
turkey population or on restocked arnas., In suoch areas,it

has been necessary to prastice intelligent predator con-



trol in order to minimize the losnes dus to oredators.
pittla is Xnown of the “israsen of the native wild turkey
bnt {? would &ppear ithat if higk populationsare to be en-
couraged unG winiteined on any given &reg, disctase may
bsoome & very #-ricus protlem., Although domestic turkeys
and the artificielly propogrtec wild turkeys are subjeoted
to a rather long list of diseares there is little to in-
dicate that the losses from disetse heve beoan of outsicnde
ing icportanoce in delimitince the cistributinsn or causing
the extermination of the native wild turkey on eny part

of its range. However, it ies posaible that ¢ fairly severe
epidemio might go unnotiosd. As a safepunrd against the
posuibilities of disu@se onusing sericus losces, manage=
m-nt sug-estions recomsnd that ithe rraring of &€ither
chiockens or dowestic tuwrkeys be prohibited on those areas
beign managed in the inteérsst of the wild turkey.

If ¢t ie assumed that the sxtent of the removal of
the forest cover im relat ¢ to the total lumber produced
in any given state, there {8 evidenove ihat the extinotion
of the wild turkey in thoese States from whioh it has been
expatr.ated is almoat coinaident witlh the eharp decline
followiny the peak of lusbar producticn for tl.at State.

I1f agrioulture follows the cutting of the forest
and farming is carrted out on an int:nsive scale over a
large part of the 8tate, this faotl an a general rule would

preclude the possibilities of the turkey finding such areas

132



133

& very desirable range, The firing of ths range and ine
tenaive gattle grarzing, both of whioh are fregquently
asnosinted with farming, are detrimantal to the best
interert of the wild turkey.

Probably of sutstanding importmance has been the deoi-
mation and extinction of the turkey by hunting mnd trépping,
both/ leral and illepal , The turkey Las been completely
eliminadted frox meny #reas by the gevere Imnting nressure
exerted upon it, In f:ct,it apnears to be & praotioal
{mporaibility to meintain,estalblisl or reeetablish & eate
{afactory population of wild turkey in any given area un-

lesas the bird ie adeounately protected from over shonting.
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WILD TURKEY FOOD WABITS*

Table 1

Food of the Wild Turkey Judged on the Basis of 16 Stomach
Examinations by the Burean of Biological Survey.

(Judd ,1905)
miml rood-. nnnnnnnnnnnnn ® 6 o 0 0 0 00 0 o-'onn..15.57$
Insects............ cteieiaceecnnans 15.15
Crasgehoppers 13.92
OCther Insects 1.23

Uiscellaneous invertebrates....... O0.U42
Snails,spiders, and myriapods

Vegetable Foodeeoo.... PP .1 3 s £
Fruits 32.98
Browse 24.80
Other geeds 20.12
Magt 4,60
Miscellaneous 1.93 100.00%
Table 2

Individual Analysis of 2 Portion of the Turkeys Analyzed
ag Reported in Table 1
(Judd ,1905)

Four Virginia Turkeys (i.g.silvestrig)

Rumber 1

Small Quartz pebbles
Hunber 2

Grapes

Dogwood berries
Number 3

10% animal matter

1 Harvest spider (Phalangidae)
1 Centiped

1 Thousand-legs (Julus)
1 Iohneumon fly (’J’.'smmn unifesigylata)
[

Tables taken from oompilation of the Food Habits of
the Birds and Mammals of the U.S. prepared under the direc-
tion of Prof.H.N.Wi%ht,Univ.of Mich, Tables 5,5 and 9
orepared by Yeager (1935); bthérs by the.writer
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Table 2 (continued)
2 Yellow jackets (Yegpa germanigs)

1 Grasshopner

3 Xatydids (Cyretophvllus persviculatus)
90% vegetable foods

¥1ild black cherry

Grapes

Flowering dogwood berries

Sour gum berries

2 Chestnuts

25 Aocors (Q. pa and Q. yelutipa)

Alder oatkinsg (a2 few

Jewel weed seeds

500 tick-trefoil seeds (Meibomin mudiflore)

Number 4 - (Shot in December)
1 Ground beetle
1 Ichneumon fly
2 Wheel bugs
10 Yellow jackets
1 Meadow grasshopper
75 Red-legged grasshoppers
Sour gum berries (a few)
Pine needles (aocidentally taken ?)
Pine seeds
Aocords~~several taken
Wwheat -~ 1/4 ocupful
Corn - a little

Two Forth Carolina Turkeys -- (killed Dec.1899)(X.G.silvestris)

Number 1 .
Dogwood berries - about 3 pint
Pine needles
Number 2

7 Dipterous larwvae

White oak acorne - remains

100+Dogwood berries (Qornus floride)
Four Florida Turkeys (M.gz.osgeolm)
Nusber 1 and 2

Beetles (§9§z112§é
12 Spotted cucumber beetle m;s_m 12-punctata)
Caterpillers Sm Jurbullents

Grasshopvers H%Jemm amfem and Arpllise sp.)
2 Dragon flies (Ljibelluls sp.
1 Centipede
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Table 2 (Continued)
Four Florida Turkeys (Cont.)

Humber 3
Long Leaf pine seed =% pint (germinating)

Grass seeds - 3 thimblesful (;gg;ggg minjmum)
Spicebush berries (12 in all)

Wax myrtle - 20 berries xxglgg er i

Live oak acorns 2 ° (Q.v
Spanish oek acorns (Q.diftate

Rumber U
Groundnut - 25 tubers (Apios %nm_g,)
Fszlse Sclomon's seal berries (Polygonetum sp.)

Southern tupelo

Yax myrtle
One New Mexican Turkey (Y.g.merriami)
Number 1 '
Grass panicles - % pint (Myhlenbergia sp.)
Graes blades

Cheat seeds
Pinon pine seeds and nuts
Pine gpeeds

310e Meleogris gallopovo silvegtris (Vieillot)

Table 3

Animal Foods Determined by Stomach Analysis of
Eastern Wild Turkeys Killed in ¥issouri Ozarks

in December.
(Blakey 1937)

8piders Aragejda

Walking stiock Diapheromera femorats
Red~-legged Grasshopver ¥elangplus femur-ryubrys
Other grasshoppers Melanoplus sp.

Stink bug Pepatatomidae

Caddis fly Fhryganejidse

Robber fly A dae
Ground beetle §§§éﬁi§§g
Blister beetle ¥elojdae
Weevil Balanus 8p.
Amblytelinge

Inchneumon fly

Ents Formioinae



Table 4

Vegetable Food of the Eastern Wild Turkey in the lMissouri

Ozark Range

(Only those foods wmArked as *preferred"* or greatly
nreferred”**included in this table)

Common Name

*Panicum Grases
**Z3edge

* Hovhornbeam

* Post Oak
**Blackjsck Oak
* Haokberry

¢ Hrokberry
* Wild Strawberry

**W11d Rose
*em™ak Clover

*s1eanadeza
s Do.
** Do.
*e Do.
L DO.
*e Do.
e Do.
L4 Do.
* Oroton
* Croton

**Plowering Spurge
* Smooth Sumach

¢ Fragrant Sumach
**Summer grape
**Frost Orape

* Flow ring Dogwood
**Black Gum

* Dryland Ulueberry

*Beadstraw
*Tongleaf Rlnet

(Blakey,1937)

S8cientifio Name

lnuuunua.hazznuutnua
<arex gephalophora
g.mx....:.mu
Quexcous stellata
uerqus marilandios
munmmnmum—
in

8 var.

e

=

T

]

H E
ié
p,
f+ ]

-

e
:

_mwvar-
ocrinitum

Gelium arkansenus

Houstonis longifolia

Season Taken

8-F
S-F

w
F-u
F=¥%-8p

F-W
w
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Melea avy A A
Table 4
Crop Analysis of a Turkey (M.g.silvesgris) ¥Xilled

Nov.8, 1928 .at Penn }ills,Juniata County,Penna.
(Ohristy and Button}l1929)

Food Number

White Oak Acorns

Wild Grapes

Dogwood seed

Crass Blades a
Needles of White Pine

Small Milliped

Larva of Carabid Baetle

Squaeh Bug (entire)

o
pod pd =4\ ?u\lm
E ]

(They almo report that Jack-in—the-?n*%ét was found
{n many orops)

WILD TFURKEY
Table 5
Fastern Wild Turkey Reported to Feed on the Following
(Judd, 1905)

Grasehoppers (Arnilia ap.) Leaf-eating beetle
Sphinx moth (Chrysomela suturalis)
Loousts Thousand~legs 5gglg;§

Cottonwerm( Alabama argillagea) Tadnoles
Leafhoppars 3mall lizards
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310 b Nelcagris gallopovo ososola (Scott)

Teble 6
Reported Food of the Florida Trukey
(Judd,190%)
White oak agorns Cultivated grains--all kinds
Chinquapins Mountain rice(Qrygzopsis prindei)
Chestnuts Mesquite beans
Peoan nute Sedges
Black persimmons Poa gress
Priokly pears Composite flowers
Leguminous seeds
Table 7
Crop Analysie of Two Florida Turkeys (M.gz.00601m)
(Howell,1932)
Food Peroent of Number
toteal
(Turkey killed on Aucilla River in Janumry)
Acorns 65% -
Waxrmyrtle berries - 172 berries
Hop Hornbeam
) - 79 seeds
Poison Oa
(Rua xa ) - 63 seeds
Supple Jaok
(Berghemia soadens) - 18 seeds
Inseots 3% -—

(Turkey killed neer Holopaw,Florida in April)

Black Cum
( - 77 seeds
GCreenbrier
- 33 seeds
Blue~eyed (Orass
- 65 seeds
Rush Oraes Seed
( - 625 seeds
Huckleberries 5% -
Inseots - —
Spiders - -

- L

Snake
(



141

310 o. Meleagria gallopavo jntermedjas Sennet

Table 8

List of Some Foods of the Rio Grande Turkey (Bent 1932)

Pecans Wild berries
Acorns Twig buds
Cedar berries Crickets
Crass seeds Grasshoppers
Vieed seeds Other inseots
310. 8 a e Relson
Table 9

¥Winter and Summer Food of Merriam's Turkey (Bent 1932)

S8ummer Food: Winter Yood:
Flower buds Pinion nuts
Wild oats Acorns
Wild rye Juniper berries (J.utabeasis)
Wild strawberries Kinnikinnik berries
Manzanita berries
Rose haws

¥ild Mulberries
Prickly pear
GCooseberries
Cactus fruits
Grass leaves
Crass seeds -
Murlenbergls spp.
Bromus spp.
Crickets
Grasshoppers
Beetles
Caterpillars
Ants
Worms - earthworm

(Assembled by Yeager,1935)
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