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ABSTRACT

In the Huasteca region, high biological diversity and diverse ethnic groups converge. The
implementation of metrics for biocultural diversity was developed based on metrics used in
analyzes of biological diversity. We compared the results of the diversity known and used by
two communities of Nahuatl origin established in two types of vegetation (Tropical Semi
Evergreen Forest [TSEF] and Mountain Cloud Forest [MCF]). The fieldwork was carried out
from January 2011 to December 2012; the ethnobiological information was collected combining
the methods: percentual and snowball, additional applying as an ethnographic tool: multiple
free lists and semi-structured interviews to 125 informants. The ethnobiological information was
analyzed by adapting indexes used in the evaluation of biological diversity and multivariate
methods. The informants identified 409 ethnospecies for both communities, although they only
correspond to 383 biological species, the several taxonomic groups. The TSEF presents a
greater richness of species-ethnospecies concerning the MCF. Eleven categories of use were
identified, with the edible category being the most mentioned. In general, local people have
extensive knowledge of the biological diversity present in their territory, and there are distinct
differences in knowledge between communities established in different ecosystems. However,
there is much similarity in knowledge and use of biodiversity, since both populations belong to
the same cultural group. We believe that our results show the relevance of using the metrics

used in the evaluation of biocultural diversity.
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INTRODUCTION

A spatial co-occurrence among biological,
ecological, environmental, geographical,
linguistic and cultural components can be
observed around the world; this co-
occurrence show that indigenous groups

mostly populate greatest biodiversity areas,
this correlation is conceptualized as
biocultural diversity (Maffi 2001; 2005; 2007;
Loh and Harmon 2005; Harmon and Loh
2010; Stepp et al. 2004; 2005). This
biocultural diversity establishes unique
social-ecological relationships (Pretty et al.
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2009); since it is recognized that each
indigenous group appropriates the
biodiversity present in their territories (Boege
2008; Toledo 2010).

Although biocultural diversity is
recognized, there are semantic and
conceptual gaps in the definition, additionally
it has been seen that biological diversity and
biocultural  diversity are not entirely
congruent in terms of the factors that
generate them (Cardillo et al. 2015). A
concept of biocultural diversity should be
based on more than merely the sum of its
components. For this reason, we
contextualize biocultural diversity as “the
variety of organisms that are known, named,
classified, organized, used, exploited,
domesticated and/or manipulated by
different human societies; including the
social-ecological systems of which this
diversity forms a part at various
spatiotemporal scales (Gutiérrez-Santillan
2018).

This conceptualization requires us to
define the units that make up biocultural
diversity, which are called ethnospecies. An
ethnospecies corresponds to a biological
species and its cultural identity.
Indispensable attributes of an ethnospecies
are the combination of the taxa itself
(species or genus but not any higher
category) with the cultural identity associated
with the traditional unique name for that taxa
as the cognitive basis for the recognition of
the organism by human groups (Hunn 2011).

Assessing the richness and diversity
known and exploited by human groups, that
is, biocultural diversity, helps us to
understand the degree of correlation with
biodiversity and thus to evaluate other
associated phenomena; for example;
understand the spatial congruence between
species richness and cultural evolution
(Turvey and Pettorelli 2014) as well as the

loss of both diversities (Sutherland 2003).
The importance of maintaining the balance
between nature-culture and how to sustain it
is related to the proper development of
future projects (Maffi and Woodley 2008),
the use of natural resources as a way of
connecting with nature (Grasser et al. 2012),
the conservation of biocultural diversity as a
goal (Hong 2013) and even as a response to
the challenges faced by large cities (Elands
et al. 2018).

Biocultural diversity should be used when
designing priorities in conservation (Dunn
2008), and social-ecological research should
be the link between human and natural
aspects (Gavin et al. 2015; Saslis-
Lagoudakis and Clarke 2013); integrating
the new biocultural perspective into
conservation biology (Gavin et al. 2015;
Gorenflo et al. 2012; Huntington 2013;
Luque and Doode 2010; Saslis-Lagoudakis
and Clarke 2013; Wolverton et al. 2014).
This is supported by successful conservation
programs that integrate traditional
knowledge and local practices (Huntington
2013; Maffi and Dilts 2014).

Mexico is one of the countries with high
biological diversity (Neyra-Gonzalez and
Durand-Smith 1998), as well as cultural
diversity (De Avila 2008), which makes it one
of the most propitious countries for
ethnobiological research, from different
approaches and themes, for example, the
traditional classification (Berlin 1973; Berlin
et al. 1973; Hunn 1998; 2008; Alcantara-
Salinas et al. 2013), the evaluation of
cultural importance (Garibay-Orijel et al.
2007). ), the domestication of plants (Bye
and Linares 1983), among many other
examples. However, few studies
comprehensively address the traditional
knowledge of different taxonomic groups
(Aldasoro-Maya  2012; Argueta-Villamar
2008; Cano 1988; Hunn 1998, 2008).
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Because in general ethnobiological works
have been developed by defined
subdisciplines (ethnobotany, ethnomycology,
and ethnozoology).

The Huasteca is a region located in
central-eastern Mexico, where the territories
of several indigenous peoples converge. It is
characterized by high biological diversity
(Olivier 2008; Ruvalcaba et al. 2004),
associated to many different geographic and
environmental condition. Various
ethnobiological studies have been carried
out in this region, focusing mainly on
ethnobotany of the Teneek (Alcorn 1981a;
1981b; 1983; 1984), Nahuas (Andrade-Cetto
2009; Hernandez 2003), Pames (Carbajal-
Esquivel et al. 2012; Torres et al. 2015),
Tepehuas (Alvarez 2002; Lépez-Villafranco
and Aguilar-Contreras 2010) and Totonacos
(Cano 1988). A number of studies have
examined the importance of the social-
ecological  relationship in terms  of
magical/religious aspects (Montoya 1968;
Gallardo-Arias 2004; Piotrowska 2013a;
2013b), traditional medicine (Andrade-Cetto
2009) and the use of edible fungi (Bautista-
Nava 2007; Isidoro-Reséndiz 2011).

The few ethnozoological studies in the
region have documented knowledge,
perception, classification and, zootherapy.
The vertebrate groups studied were fish
(Montaio et al. 2010; Gonzalez et al. 2010),
reptiles (Penguilly et al. 2010) and birds
(Jaimes et al. 2014). Additionally, research in
the Huasteca region has integrated
ethnobiological data for multiple taxonomic
groups; for example, in Hidalgo (Gutiérrez-
Santilldn 2013; Hernandez and Bautista
2011), in Puebla (Lépez del Toro et al.
2009), in San Luis Potosi (Alonso-Castro et
al. 2011) and Veracruz (Cano 1988), which
has contributed to recognition of the
biocultural diversity of the region.

Considering that the Huasteca region is
rich in biodiversity and has the presence of
one of the most representative ethnic groups
in Mexico the Nahuas, the work is
approached as a case study on conceptual
and methodological aspects of cultural
diversity. We proposed the use of the most
current metrics for the analysis of biological
biodiversity, to propose it as a new approach
to the measurement of biocultural diversity.
The | study was designed with the following
objectives: 1) to identify the ethnospecies of
plants, fungi, and animals that the local
people know and use, in order to document
their degree of knowledge about local
biodiversity; 2) to compare ethnospecies
richness between the different vegetation
types, in order to find out whether traditional
knowledge is similar within a given cultural
group or whether it may differ between
different ecosystems; 3) to analyze the
ethnospecies detected in the study by
means of diversity indexes as an evaluation
metric for use in biocultural diversity studies;
4) to evaluate the degree of correlation
between taxonomic species and
ethnospecies, in order to find the degree of
culturally recognized biodiversity; and 5) to
identify use categories, in order to find the
association between taxonomic groups and
use categories.

We expected to contribute to the subject
of biocultural diversity by establishing
ethnospecies as social-ecological units of
study and their evaluation by using the most
recent biodiversity metrics (Moreno et al.
2017); The study was carried out in two
Nahua communities established in different
types of vegetation in the Huasteca region in
the state of Hidalgo, Mexico.
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MATERIAL AND METHODS
Study area

The Huasteca is a region located in
central-eastern Mexico that includes portions
of the states of Hidalgo, Puebla, Querétaro,
San Luis Potosi, Veracruz and Tamaulipas.
The majority of the inhabitants of the
Huasteca region are mestizos, but a number
of native peoples share the territory;
Nahuas, Huastecos, Pames, Otomies,
Tepehuas and Totonacos (Olivier 2008).

The present study involves Nahuas, as
they are one of the most numerous
indigenous peoples and among the most
widely distributed in  Mexico. In the
Huasteca, Nahuas live in more than 50
municipalities (county equivalents) in the
states of Hidalgo, San Luis Potosi, and
Veracruz (INALI 2008). In the state of
Hidalgo, they live in 13 municipalities in the
northeast as well as a small group in the
southwest (Baez et al. 2012). The Huasteca
part of Hidalgo state mainly contains two
types of vegetation; tropical semi-evergreen
forest (TSEF) and montane cloud forest
(MCF), the TSEF covering more area than
the MCF (Puig 1991). In addition, there are
extensive areas of farmland, both crop and
livestock. The main crops are corn, coffee,
beans, sugar cane and oranges (Barthas
1996).

The study areas were selected using the
criteria 1) ethnic identity, 2) more than 80%
indigenous language speakers, and 3) low
disturbance of the vegetative cover. This
approach allows a selection of study sites
associated conditions of research interest
and not a priori selection assigned by the
investigator  (Gutiérrez-Santillan et al.
2019a). Two communities were selected: a)
El Barco, in the municipality of Lolotla
(21°10'45.33" - 21°10'32.89" N,

98°43'26.58" — 98°43'13.90" W; 140 masl;
vegetation type TSEF, annual temperature:
18°C to 25°C, annual precipitation:
1600—-1900 mm; with a populations of 380
inhabitants (INEGI 2010). In this community,
the main activity is agriculture, to lesser
extent livestock and fishing as a recreational
activity. Some informants mentioned working
in the citrus groves near the community;
Figure 1); b) Tlamamala, in the municipality
of Huazalingo (20°58'15.27" — 20°58'0.64" N
and 98°32'40.45" — 98°32'21.34", 960 masl,
vegetation type MCF, annual temperature:
13°C to 21°C, annual precipitation
1500-2800 mm; with a population of 750
inhabitants (INEGI 2010; Figure 1). The
main activity is family farming, coffee harvest
(coffee under shade) and livestock. Some of
the informants mentioned working in the
nearby city of Huejutla de Reyes, Hidalgo
(approximately 40 km), and even in other
cities of the country.

Fieldwork

Before fieldwork commenced, the study
proposal was submitted to local authorities
and approved by a community assembly
(International Society of Ethnobiology 2006;
http://ethnobiology.net/code-of-ethics/). At
each interview, consent was obtained from
the informant, including consent for
photography and participant observation
(Albuquerque et al. 2014). The field research
was carried out during a two-year period
from January 2011 to December 2012, with
a total of 20 visits to each of the two
locations.

Ethnobiological data were obtained by
combining the ethnographic percentage
method (10% of the population; Bernard
2006) and the snowball technique (Brewer
1995; 2002; Trotter et al. 2001). The
combination of both methods allowed us to
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Figure 1. Location of study sites. The red zone on the left represents the Huasteca portion of the state
of Hidalgo, Mexico. The triangle shows the location of El Barco (TSEF = tropical semi-evergreen
forest, 140 masl) and the star shows the location of Tlamamala (MCF = montane cloud forest, 960

masl).

work with an ethnographic sample
determined by chance, having informants in
general and not only expert informants.
During the development of the interviews in
many of the cases, the same informant was
interviewed several times. Also, it should be
noted that no additional ethnographic data
were obtained; only sex, age and yes, his
mother tongue was Nahuatl.

A total, 125 interview combinations were
applied; a) 50 informants in the town of El
Barco of whom 50% were women and 50%
men, with age between 21 and 72 years and
94% are speakers of the indigenous
language. B) 75 informants in the locality of
Tlamamala of which 38% were women and

62% men, with ages between 20 and 84
years, and 88% are speakers of the
indigenous language.

Ethnographic tools were also used by
combining: multiple free listings (Brewer
1995; 2002) and semi-structured interviews
(Bernard 2006; Albuquerque et al. 2014).
First, informants were asked about plants,
fungi, and animals are known in the area
(multiple free listing in Spanish and Nahuatl);
Later using the semi-structured interview, the
use of the referred ethnospecies was asked.
The interview data organized in databases,
for a) plants, b) and c fungi) animals, is
organized by last taxonomic group (fish,
amphibians/reptiles, birds and mammals).
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Each database consisted of several sets of
information: a) information the informant
(name, gender, age, indigenous language
speakers), b) taxonomic data (order, family,
genus, species), ¢) nomenclature traditional
(name in Nahuatl and Spanish) and d)
category of use.

Collection, processing and
identification of ethnobiological
material

The biological material was processed
and identified according to the taxonomic
group in general; they had a) collections of
fungi and plant specimens were collected in
the field during the trips with the inhabitants
to their daily activities (participative
observation; Bernard 2006). The collections
were processed and dehydrated adequately,
later in the laboratory they were identified
with the use of taxonomic keys. Fungal
specimens are deposited in the collection
ethnomycology "Dr. Tedfilo Herrera Suarez”
at the Center for Biological Research, the
Autonomous University of the State of
Hidalgo, Mexico. The deposit of the plants
was not possible in an official collection
because you do not have an herbarium of
ethnobotany.

For different groups of animals fieldwork
was based primarily on: b) animals or parts
of animals donated by the informants; c)
photographs of animals or parts of animals;
d) visual stimuli — pictures based on the
design of posters of species already
reported in the region (Bernard 2006;
Albuquerque et al. 2014), and e) field
guides, e.g., birding guides (Albuquerque et
al. 2014). In general, for all taxonomic
groups, it has been made f) traditional
nomenclature associated (documented by
us) with  bibliographic  ethnobiological
information for the region; and g) the

association of the species (identified by us)
concerning published regional taxonomic
lists.

Species were identified to the lowest
possible taxonomic level, based on the
respective literature for the group; fungi
(Bautista-Nava 2007; Isidoro-Reséndiz
2011), plants (Andrade-Cetto 2009; Luna et
al. 1994; Pennington and Sarukhan 2005;
Pérez-Escandén et al. 2003; Puig 1991;
Villavicencio  2005; Villasefior  2016),
crustaceans (Alvarez et al. 2012), mollusks
(Correa-Sandoval 2003), millipedes (Bueno
2012) and vertebrates (fish: Gonzalez et al.
2010; Miller 2009; amphibians and reptiles:
Ramirez-Bautista et al. 2014; birds: Howell
and Webb 1995; Peterson and Chalif 2000;
Martinez-Morales 2007; Martinez-Morales et
al. 2007; and mammals: Ceballos and Oliva
2005).

In addition, lists of species reported for
the respective taxonomic groups in the
Huasteca Hidalguense were used (Ramirez-
Bautista et al. 2017). In the MCF, 336
species of plants have been recorded (Luna
et al. 1994), 181 bird species (Martinez-
Morales 2007), 34 mammal species
(Mejenes-Lopez 2008; Mejenes-Lopez et al.
2010), 73 amphibian and reptile species
(Ramirez-Bautista et al. 2014), and 22
species of fish (Gonzalez-Rodriguez et al.
2010). For the TSEF, 274 species of plants
have been recorded (Puig 1991;
Villavicencio 2005; Villasefor 2016), 173
bird species (Martinez-Morales et al. 2007),
35 mammal species (Mejenes-Lépez 2008;
Mejenes-Lopez et al. 2010), 32 amphibian
and reptile species (Ramirez-Bautista et al.
2014) and 28 species of fish (Gonzalez-
Rodriguez et al. 2010).

The categories of use were established
through the use reported by informant (emic
categories for region) additionally other
proposals in the literature were consulted
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(Farfan et al. 2007; Lira et al. 2009; Monroy-
Vilchis et al. 2008). Eleven categories were

identified: ceremonial, fuel, edible,
construction, timber, pets, medicinal,
ornamental, commercial/sale, agricultural

use and other (which contained any other
uses which were mentioned only once in the
interviews).

Data analysis

The inventory of biocultural diversity was
measured by means of indexes adapted
from metrics used to analyze biological
diversity. To determine whether the number
of selected informants was sufficient to
obtain a complete inventory of known and
exploited diversity (frequency of mention,
FM), an accumulation curve was plotted
using the non-parametric first-order Chao
index (Chao1), calculated by means of the
Estimates 8.0 program (Corwell et al. 2004).
The Chao1 estimator is a method that uses
abundance data and is based on the number
of species that occur only once or in one
sample and the number of species that
occur exactly twice or in two samples
(Escalante 2003).

In this case, the abundance data of the
species in a sample was replaced by FM
data; that is, the number of times a species i
is mentioned in a sample (Pineda and Verdu
2013). An approximation of the expected
number of ethnospecies was calculated, to
estimate whether the number of interviewees
(sampling effort) was sufficient for a
complete inventory. Nonparametric
estimators have their statistical basis in
techniques for estimating the number of
classes from samples and
capture—recapture techniques (Chao and
Lee 1992; Jiménez-Valverde 2003). In the
present case, this corresponds to
informants—mentioned ethnospecies,

considering each interviewee as a sampling
unit. An assumption of these nonparametric
estimators is that the probability of capture —
here the probability that an ethnospecies is
mentioned — must remain constant
throughout the period of ethnographic
sampling.

The analysis of biocultural diversity was
calculated based on the diversity formula
proposed by Jost (2006), which is known as
a zero-order and first-order measure of
diversity (Hill 1973), using the formula:

5 Y, 2
9 y— q|(1—q)
&y

where p, is the abundance of species /
divided by the total sum of the abundances
of the S (species), and the exponent q is the
order of diversity. The order of diversity (qg) is
influenced by the relative abundance of the
species in the index; that s, the
predominance of common species or of rare
species. In the present case, the relative
abundance values in the ecological
inventories are replaced by the values

obtained for the FM of the reported
ethnospecies.
Zero-order (°D) and first-order ('D)

diversity values were calculated. Zero-order
diversity (°D) is based on the number of
incidences of the species in the sample,
which is equivalent to species richness, or in
our case ethnospecies richness. In first-
order diversity ('D), all the species in a
sample are aggregated with a value exactly
proportional to their relative abundance,
without overvaluing the rare or common
species (Hill 1973; Jost 2006; Moreno et al.
2011; Moreno et al. 2017). First-order
diversity (D) can be interpreted as the
number of effective species, these being
understood as units corresponding to the
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numbers of species with the abundances
that would theoretically coexist in a
community with maximum equality (Moreno
et al. 2017). Using this index facilitates
comparing the numbers of species between
communities and quantifying the differences
between them (Hill 1973; Jost 2006; Moreno
et al. 2011).

To compare the sites in terms of
ethnospecies composition, the Sarensen
similarity index (l;) was used. The degree of
association between the species recorded in
the literature for the region (independent
variable) and the ethnospecies reported in
this study (response variable) was tested by
linear correlation using the Past 3.20
program (Hammer et al. 2001).

In order to describe the association
between use categories and biological
groups, a correspondence analysis (CA) was
carried out in the Statistica program
(StatSoft 2004). A data matrix was created,
where the variables correspond to biological
groups and the cases to use categories. The
chi-square statistic (X2) and the percentage
of variation explained between the first and
second dimensions were calculated.

RESULTS
Analysis of Biocultural Diversity

A total of 408 ethnospecies that integrate
the biocultural diversity recognized by the
Nahuas of the Huasteca region in the state
of Hidalgo were recorded. These correspond
to 383 species distributed in 343 genera
belonging to 160 families (Supplementary
Material). The biological groups recorded
overall were plants (59%), birds (16%),
mammals (9%), fish (8%), amphibians and
reptiles (5%), fungi (3%), and invertebrates
(molluscs, crustaceans and millipedes >1%).
The biological group with the most recorded
taxonomic families was plants (58%),
followed by birds (16%) and mammals (9%)
(Table 1). In addition, 342 ethnospecies were
mentioned in some use category; 304
species used in the TSEF and 290 species
used in the MCF, a difference of 14.

The ethnospecies accumulation curves
for the TSEF showed that 82% of the
expected ethnospecies were represented
(Chao1 = 291), and for the MCF, 79% were

Table 1. Species—ethnospecies data for biological groups listed by inhabitants of two Nahua
communities in the state of Hidalgo, Mexico. There was a strong relationship overall between the
species and their cultural counterparts (ethnospecies); however, in the case of invertebrates,
taxonomic identification was only made to the level of gender and family. TSEF = tropical semi-

evergreen, MCF = montane cloud forest.
) ) Niitibisr of Total Number c_)f Number c_:f
Biological group families numbt_er of ethnospecies ethnospecies
species TSEF MCF
Invertebrates 2 0 2 2
Fish 10 31 24 8
AmphibiEns & 10 21 22 13
Reptiles
Birds 27 61 57 44
Mammals 17 34 31 34
Fungi 7 13 12 8
Plants 87 223 207 199
TOTAL 160 383 355 308
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represented (Chao1 = 275). In both cases,
the actual ethnographic sampling effort
(number of interviews) is located in the
asymptote of the curve, which suggests that
the inventory of known and used biodiversity
was very few interviews short of a complete
inventory (Figure 2).

For the TSEF, zero-order diversity (°D)
was 355 ethnospecies (invertebrates 2, fish
24, amphibians and reptiles 22, birds 57,
mammals 31, fungi 12 and plants 207) and
first-order  diversity (D) was 234.2
ethnospecies (invertebrates 1.9, fish 21.5,
amphibians and reptiles 19.9, birds 44.7,
mammals 23.7, fungi 9.9 and plants 136.7).
For the MCF, the °D was 308 ethnospecies
(invertebrates 2, fish 8, amphibians and
reptiles 13, birds 44, mammals 34, fungi 8
and plants 199) and 'D was 202.3
ethnospecies (invertebrates 1.8, fish 6,
amphibians and reptiles 8.6, birds 31,

mammals 23.5, fungi 5.8 and plants 131).
The observed difference between the TSEF
and the MCF was 47 ethnospecies for °D
and 31.95 ethnospecies for 'D (Figure 3).
We found a similar composition of known
and used ethnospecies in the two Nahua
though

communities even they are in

350

100

NUMEBER OF MENTIONED SPECIE

0 EL BARCO (TSEF)

3501

different vegetation types. The Sgrensen
similarity between the TSEF and the MCF
was 84%, indicating that a large percentage
of ethnospecies are shared between the two
sites. In addition, a positive correlation was
found between the number of species
reported in the literature for the different
taxonomic groups and the number of
ethnospecies documented in the present
study (r= 0.8424, p= 0.0037). This indicates
that most species have their cultural
counterpart and that much of the knowledge
about biodiversity is shared, independently
of vegetation type, a phenomenon
associated with the cultural origin of the
human group and the fact that both
communities are in the same geographical
region.

Use Trends
A total of 11 use categories were
identified for both communities. The

categories containing the highest number of
ethnospecies are commercial trade or sale
(28.7%), edible uses (17.5%) and medicinal
uses (14.1%); followed by the categories
with moderate values: ornamental (11.1%),

= TLAMAMALA (MCF)

T T T T T T T
Q 10 20 0 40 80 0]

oT T T T T T T
o 10 20 ] 40 S0 ]

NUMBER OF INFORMANTS

Figure 2. Accumulation ethnospecies curve based on the number of interviews and the non-
parametric Chao first-order accumulation function (Chao1). On the x-axis, the number of informants is
shown by community, while the y-axis shows the cumulative number of mentioned species (FM). The
bars at each point represent the 95% confidence interval. TSEF = tropical semi-evergreen, MCF =
montane cloud forest.
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Figure 3. Diversity values of order zero (0D) and first order (1D) by vegetation type. To graph the
values, the Shannon index was used in both levels of diversity. The data were the number of
ethnospecies by biological group for zero-order diversity and the inverse of the Shannon index for
first-order diversity. This procedure enabled the confidence intervals to be obtained. TSEF = tropical

semi-evergreen, MCF = montane cloud forest.

fuel (6.3%) and pets (5.3%). The categories
with the lowest values are ceremonial and
construction with 4.5% each, timber (2.0%)
and agricultural use (1.8%). Four of the
categories  (fuel, construction, timber,
agricultural use) only contained plant
species, and the pet category was exclusive
to animals, mainly birds and mammals
(Table 2).

The correspondence analysis (CA)
showed the association between biological
groups and anthropocentric categories,
including ethnospecies that are used in
different ways in the two communities. There
is a significant relationship between
biological group and use category (x%=

537.35, df= 50, p <0.05). The two
dimensions explain 81% of the variation in
the data. In the first dimension, plants
contribute the most to the variance
(eigenvalue= -0.4621), followed by birds
(eigenvalue=  0.2648) and mammals
(eigenvalue= 0.1520). In the second
dimension, the main contributions to the
variance are from fish (eigenvalue=
-0.1816), fungi (eigenvalue= -0.0570) and
amphibians and reptiles (eigenvalue=
0.0330).
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We can observe in the graph (Figure 4)
that certain categories of use are exclusive
of certain biological groups. For example,
the categories of agricultural uses, fuel,
construction, and wood are exclusive to the
plants; while the pet category with birds,
mammals and reptiles. In turn, birds and
mammals are more related to ornamental
use and as pets, while reptiles with
ceremonial uses. Some generic categories
are more associated with vertebrates than
with  plants (e.g., ornamental and
ceremonial), or, for example, the edible
category (which should be generic) has a
more significant relationship for fungi and
fish; this is due to the fact that the
ethnospecies that form these two biological
groups generally only fulfill alimentary
functions (Figure 4). The association of the
biological groups and the categories of use,
in this case, is given by the frequency of
mention of each one of the ethnospecies for
each one of the categories; so, the
relationship shown in the chart (Figure 4) is
specific for these two study communities.
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Table 2. Relationship between number of ethnospecies mentioned and categories of use. Plants are
the group with greatest diversity of categories, invertebrates and fish are the group with the least.
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Fungi 6 11
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Total 42 19 17 58 | 287 34 42 102 | 130 | 49 161

Legend: Relationship between number of ethnospecies mentioned and categories of use. Plants are the group with greatest

diversity of categories, invertebrates and fish are the group with the least.
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Figure 4. The correspondence analysis shows the association between the biological groups;
mammals, birds, reptiles, fish, fungi and plants, with respect to the use categories: I= construction, ll1=
timber, lll= agricultural use, V= fuel, V= sale or commercial trade, VI= others, VII= ceremonial, VllI=
ornamental, IX= medicinal, X= pets, and Xl= edible. In some cases, a specific relationship is observed
between biological groups and certain categories; for example, fish and fungi are associated with the
edible category because fungi are normally only harvested for food, and fish can only be sold
sometimes, so their main use is as food. In contrast, mammals, birds and reptiles are mostly related to
ceremonial, medicinal, ornamental and pet uses, while plants are associated with uses such as timber,
agriculture, construction, fuel and commercial use.
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DISCUSSION
Biocultural diversity of the Nahua

The Nahuas of the Huasteca region in
Hidalgo state have extensive knowledge
about the biodiversity in their environment. In
this study, 408 ethnospecies were reported.
They are associated with 383 species
belonging to a variety of biological groups
(invertebrates, amphibians and reptiles, fish,
birds, mammals, fungi and plants). This is a
higher number of ethnospecies than were
found by other comparable ethnobiological
studies (Caballero and Mapes 1985; Farfan
et al. 2007; Nabhan et al. 1982). Other
studies have generally not addressed all
three main ethnobiological subdisciplines;
ethnomycology, ethnobotany and
ethnozoology. Our research is a contribution
from a comprehensive ethnobiology
perspective, combining the three
subdisciplines integrating various biological
groups and evaluating social-ecological
biodiversity knowledge held by a specific
indigenous group. In addition, this study
contributes to the analysis of biocultural
diversity by treating ethnospecies as units of
analysis, as has been done in ecology
(Moreno 2011; Moreno et al. 2017) and
shows how metrics used in the analysis of
biological diversity can be adapted to the
analysis of biocultural diversity.

Comprehensive ethnobiology research
has been previously addressed by Toledo et
al. (1983) who documented 410 species for
the Pu'rhépechas, Hunn (2008) who
recorded a total of 1,379 species (fungi,
plants, invertebrates and vertebrates) known
and used by the Zapotecs, and Aldasoro-
Maya (2012) who reported 264 species
known and used by the the Tlahuica.
However, there are few such ethnobiology
studies using a comprehensive approach, for
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reasons such as lack of availability of time,
funding, access to communities, or lack of
transdisciplinarity, among others. It is more
common to find multitaxonomic research
addressing two or three biological groups
(Nabhan et al. 1982; Caballero and Mapes
1985; Farfan et al. 2007).

On the other hand, regarding the
knowledge and use of biocultural diversity, a
high similarity is determined even though the
communities are established in two different
types of vegetation (TSEF and MCF). The
similitude may be given because they share
common species, which are generally widely
distributed or introduced. It also suggests
that this phenomenon is associated with the
cultural memory or bio-cultural patrimony of
both communities, as it belongs to the same
indigenous group (Olivier 2008), as well as
geographic proximity (see map). So, when
studying two types of dominant vegetation in
the Huasteca region (Puig 1999), it is likely
that the social-ecological relationships for
the Nahuas are similar.

The biocultural diversity reported here
indicates a high degree of recognition and
use of the natural environment in
communities where the traditional language
and many of the customs are still preserved.
This is confirmed by the significant positive
correlation  between the number of
ethnospecies and the number of species
reported in the literature for the various
taxonomic groups (Ramirez-Bautista et al.
2017).

Conceptual contribution

We propose that Biocultural diversity as:
“the variety of organisms that are known,
named, classified, organized, used,
exploited, domesticated and/or manipulated
by different human societies; including the
social-ecological systems of which this
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diversity forms a part at various
spatiotemporal scales (Gutiérrez-Santillan
2018). But this concept also must be
referred to the correlation between its
biological, ecological, environmental,
geographical, cultural and linguistic
components; include a regional or global
spatial scale (Maffi 2005; 2007; Loh and
Harmon 2005; Harmon and Loh 2010; Stepp
et al. 2004; 2005; Turvey and Pettorelli
2014). However, in sensu stricto has been
seen that biological diversity and biocultural
diversity are not entirely congruent in terms
of the factors that generate them (Cardillo et
al. 2015).

However, the design of a conceptual
framework in the metric of cultural diversity
analogous to that of biological diversity will
not only allow us to understand it, but also to
confirm that its identification and evaluation
are adequate (Maclaurin and Sterelny 2008).
Currently, the existence of biocultural
diversity as a real and inherent property of
the social-ecological relationship is not
discussed, however, semantic, conceptual
and analytical gaps are detected; for which
different approaches can be useful to
generate new research perspectives as in
ecology (Moreno et al. 2011).

One of the fundamental bases for the
conceptual development of biocultural
diversity is the establishment of real and
identifiable social-ecological units or entities,
as for example in ecology, that operational
taxonomic units have been used (Krell
2004). Although ethnobiology has sought to
develop research on the knowledge and use
of biodiversity, some of the previous studies
do not discriminate between species and
ethnospecies, or do not consider this
criterion as a rule in ethnobiological
research; taking both as an independent
record or identifiable entity. We consider it
essential to establish the units of analysis,
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referring to the ethnospecies, which must be
integrated by the taxonomic identity of the
species plus their corresponding culture; this
criterion should apply regardless whether the
investigation has a qualitative or quantitative
approach. In addition, the establishment of
ethnospecies as units of analysis, as has
been done in ecology (Moreno et al. 2011;
Moreno et al. 2017) favors the adaptation of
current metrics used in the analysis of
biological diversity to the analysis of
biocultural diversity.

The identity of the social-ecological units
is critical to begin to understand biocultural
diversity from a more local and analogous
view to biodiversity. Our study allows us to
observe another pattern more like those of
biological diversity, such as the recognition
of common species, as well as rare species
(Turner et al. 2011). As examples of common
species we have the coyote/coyochichi
(Canis latrans), the pigeons/singuilotl
(Claravis pretiosa, Leptotila verreauxi,
Geotrygon albifacies), the fungus orejita-de-
viejita/cuapetachiquinte (Auricularia auricula,
A. delicata, A. fuscosuccinea), and trees
such as guava (Psidium guajava) and
framboyan/ framboyanxuchitl (Delonix regia).

And as rare species we have the
anguila/coatimichi (Anguilla rostrata), the
jaguar/tecuani (Panthera onca) and, the

perro-de-agua/atichich (Lontra longicaudis),
these recently reported species for the state
of Hidalgo (Aguilar-Lépez et al. 2015;
Morales-Garcia and Acosta-Rosales 2015).
Or tree species that are very scarce in the
surrounding forests, but culturally highly
valued as the palo-escrito (Dalbergia palo-
escrito) or the palo-varon/tlacacuahuitl
(Ulmus mexicana). Even the documentation
of a locally extinct species was obtained: the
mono/chango (Ateles geoffroyi), which is
estimated to have been extirpated from
northeastern Mexico (Ceballos and Oliva
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2005).

Biocultural diversity is part of the memory
or biocultural heritage of indigenous peoples,
their documentation, analysis and
evaluation; it can be appreciated by
biologists of conservation, by documenting
traditional knowledge and practices historical
and currently conducted on biodiversity,

helping to understand changes in local
biodiversity and designing appropriate
conservation  strategies  (Brook and

McLachlan 2008, Saslis-Lagoudakis and
Clarke 2012). In addition, under the
perspectives projected in this research, we
seek to open a way for conceptualization
and the establishment of methodologies that
help to understand biocultural diversity from
the low level to more complex analyzes,
such as, for example, macro-ethnobiological
(Gutierrez-Santillan et al. 2019b), the
evolutionary ethnobiology (Albuquerque y
Ferreira-Junior 2017), the niche construction
theory and ethnobiology (Albuquerque et al.
2018); and the development of the social-
ecological theory of maximization
(Albuquerque et al. 2019).

The use of new metrics for the
analysis and evaluation of biocultural
diversity

The comprehensive analysis of biocultural
diversity (multitaxonomic and quantitative)
generates a clearer picture of social-
ecological knowledge. To do so, it is
essential to evaluate biocultural diversity
using metrics, which give greater robustness
to the results and allow for comparisons, as
has been done in ecology (Moreno et al.
2017).

It is, of course, important that the
theoretical assumptions required for the
chosen metrics be met. In this case, we
evaluate whether the ethnographic sampling
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effort is enough using accumulation curves
(Alves et al. 2016). The curves showed that
the number of interviews was enough for the
inventory. This suggests that when the
percentage ethnographic method, which
generally implies sampling 10% of the
inhabitants of a population (Bernard 2006) is
applied in combination with the snowball
method (Trotter et al. 2001), it is possible to
obtain a robust inventory of ethnobiological
information. In addition, selecting informants
using the snowball method enables a
random sample to be drawn (Trotter et al.
2001). In addition, the combination of
ethnographic tools (multiple free lists and
semi-structured interviews) also allow an
adequate collection of information.

These metrics can be used to corroborate
the completeness of the ethnobiological
data, since the accumulation curves and
estimates of chosen species (non-
parametric) are good indicators of the quality
of the sample (Albino-Garcia et al. 2011;
Benz et al. 2000; Hopkins and Stepp 2012;
Lozada et al. 2006; Pineda and Verdu 2013),
in our case indicating proper ethnographic
sampling.

In the accumulation curves, frequency of
mention is used, considering each informant
as a sampling unit, and the mentions of

ethnospecies  represent their  cultural
importance, not their abundance in nature. In
ethnographic sampling there are

ethnospecies that are constantly mentioned,
or common, and ethnospecies that are
mentioned only occasionally or rarely.
However, it is important to assess in which
cases to apply the accumulation curve or
not, since the curve may be indicating that
our inventory is close to the optimum; that is,
increasing the sampling number maintains
the asymptote constant (Alves et al. 2016;
Moroy-Vilchis et al. 2008); but other
methodological aspects must be adhered to,
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such as ensuring random and homogeneous
sampling.

For the implementation of these and other
metrics, it is essential to keep in mind that
the methods used in the analysis of
biological diversity are constantly being
updated (Moreno et al. 2011; 2017), making
it necessary to evaluate their usefulness in
ethnobiological or biocultural diversity
studies. For example, the zero-order (°D)
and first-order diversity index ('D) are in
current use (Hill 1973; Jost 2006). The
advantage of using these indices is that the
results are comparable within a study and
with other studies in the same region
whether intra- or inter-ethnically; and across
time spans to evaluate cultural changes in
knowledge or uses; that is, to evaluate local
knowledge at different space and time
scales (Gutiérrez-Santillan et al. 2019b).

In this study we use only the °D and 'D
diversity indices, because the zero-order
diversity data corresponds to species
richness, in our case ethnospecies richness,
while first-order diversity includes all species
with a weight precisely proportional to their
abundance in the community (Hill 1973; Jost
2006; Moreno et al. 2011). In ethnographic
sampling, all species reported by the
inhabitants correspond to a site, and they
have the same representation in the sample
regardless of their frequency of mention, so
this proportion is maintained. For this index,
second-order diversity (?D) is also
calculated, but its application is not
recommended for the present case, because
this measure is based on the dominance of
the species present in a sample (Jost 2006;
Moreno et al. 2011; 2017). In ethnobiological
data we have ethnospecies that are
represented with a high frequency of
mention, which may be biased towards
some cultural or even economic preference
that strongly influences its frequent mention,
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which we consider could cause bias.

We suggest that the suitability of
biodiversity metrics should be evaluated for
use in ethnobiological studies, in order to
determine whether an ethnographic sample
behaves in a similar way to an ecological
sample. The relevance of other indexes
should be considered as well; not only those
that are based on incidence but also those
that take abundance values into account.
We consider that using ethnobiological or
social-ecological units (taxonomic species +

cultural assignment) and making
comparisons between the degree of
biological diversity and the diversity of

ethnospecies are sufficient reason to apply
more refined forms of analysis to evaluate
biocultural diversity. However, it is essential
to ensure the quality of the methodological
design such that it involves proper collection
of sufficient data, to avoid a subjective
interpretation.

Trends of use

One of the most important characteristics
of biocultural diversity is its use by human
groups. Studies in other regions of Mexico
have documented various use categories for
different taxonomic groups (Lira et al. 2009;
Monroy-Vilchis et al. 2008). In this study, 11
categories, which contribute to satisfying a
wide range of human needs, were identified.
Different indigenous groups use species in
different ways for different purposes, which
reflects the importance of nature in
contemporary societies (Alonso-Castro et al.
2011; Carbajal-Esquivel et al. 2012; Toledo
1994).

In addition to the application of
appropriate metrics, the use of multivariate
statistical methods provides a broader view
of the social-ecological relationships in the
study area. In this case, implementing CA
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enabled a graphical association to be made
between use categories and the various
taxonomic groups. Several authors have
used these methods, finding structural
relationships between the study groups; e.g.,
between taxonomic families and habitat
types (Molares and Ladio 2009), species
management types (Parra et al. 2012),

species (Zamudio and Hilgert 2012) and
knowledge among several indigenous
groups (Nunez-Garcia et al. 2012). We

found that certain biological groups are
associated with specific categories, as a
characteristic of the biological group and its
use.

CONCLUSIONS

The Nahuas of the Huasteca region in the
state of Hidalgo have extensive knowledge
and make widespread use of the biodiversity
in their territories. This study has shown that
each of the vegetation types contributes
particular characteristics in terms of social-
ecological relationships at the cultural level,
a phenomenon associated with the presence
of unique species of the tropical semi-
evergreen forest and the montane cloud
forest. However, since the two study
communities belong to the same indigenous
group, are located in the same geographical
region and are in contact with the same
widely distributed and introduced species,
there are strong similarities in their
knowledge and use of these species. In
addition, it was found that each of the
biological groups contributes in a particular
way and in some cases exclusively in their
respective use categories, especially in the
case of plants and animals.

This study contributes to a
comprehensive view of the multitaxonomic
analysis of biodiversity known and used by a
indigenous group, by combining the three

16

main ethnobiological subdisciplines:
ethnobotany, ethnomycology and
ethnozoology (Figure 5). It is suggested that
the conceptualization of biocultural diversity
be extended beyond its cultural and
biological components. We propose that
biocultural diversity be considered as “the
variety of organisms that are known, named,

classified, organized, used, exploited,
domesticated and/or manipulated by
different human societies”; including the
social-ecological systems of which this
diversity forms a part at various
spatiotemporal scales (Gutiérrez-Santillan
2019b).

It is composed essentially of
ethnospecies, which consist of a taxonomic
entity (species) together with its cultural
counterpart (traditional name). When the
basic wunits of biocultural diversity are
defined, they can be analyzed using the new
metrics used for the analysis of biological
diversity, enabling a better assessment of
biocultural diversity and more robust data to
be generated, which can be compared on
the intra- or interethnic level, between
regions, ecosystems, or other divisions. In
addition, this approach can be used to
generate and provide sociocultural data for
the implementation of  conservation
strategies under a biocultural approach.
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Figure 5. A) Pet boar (Tayassu tajacu, MCF); B) Striped (lowland) paca meat (Cuniculus paca, TSEF);
C) Child with preserved margay (Leopardus weidii, MCF); D) Pet red-billed pigeon (Patagioenas
flavirostris, TSEF); E) Informant with preserved emerald toucanet (Aulacorhynchus prasinus, MCF); F)
Child fisherman (TSEF); G) crayfish (Procambarus sp., TSEF); H) cosol, river crayfish trap (TSEF); I)
Cross decorated with cycad leaves (Zamia herrerae, MCF); J) Itztacnanacatl fungus on papatla leaf
(Pleurotus albidus, Heliconia collinsiana, MCF); K) yam and squash (lpomoea batatas, Cucurbita
maxima; TSEF); L) two species of marigold (cempoal) in ceremony for festival of Our Lady of
Guadalupe (Dec. 12) (Tagetes coronopifolia, Tagetes erecta; TSEF). TSEF = tropical semi-evergreen,
MCF = montane cloud forest.
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Supplementary Material

List of biocultural diversity for two communities of the Huasteca, Hidalguense; the type of
vegetation is tropical semi-evergreen forest (TSEF) and montane cloud forest (MCF). The table
contains the following data: family, gender and species, local name in spanish and nahuatl, vegetation
type (TSEF / MCF) and category of use and utilization (ceremonial= 1|, fuel= Il, edible= lll, IV=
construction, V= timber, VI= pet, VII= medicinal, VIlI= ornamental, IX= others, X= agricultural use, Xl=

trade).

Famiky

MOLLUSCA
* Gasiropoca

CRUSTACEA

“Cambandac
“Falagmanidae

DIFLOPODA

PISCES
Anguhidae

Specie

Arguiic rostrata Lasuow, 1821

Lepisosieus cssaus Linnagus, 1758

Caloziomide
Charac cae

Cichidac

Syonnidaes

Flaaincae

Iialur daa

Mugidae

Poacindac

AMFPHIBIA
Buisiiadaa

Caudala

REFTILIA
ICosiarnidas
Anowidae

Corytonanidea

Geltedae

Iguamidas
Boidac

Coluarcaoe

igticbus Ehiosus {Maak 1804)
Aghaangs MoNcanus | - ipp, 1853

Cichiasoma labridens [Pelegrn, 12023

Ciciastoms slenozchns ordan & Sayder 1BEE;
Hiemzhifys cyanoguitzius Bard v Sirard, 185
Henchifys tairasonoensis [Amgas Azas, 1995
Amztafianiz rgrofzeeats J00her, 1857}

Orzoclirdiils aureus

iGhandadiner | 884}
Crenshmmis ailtizus 1 nnass, 1758
Cryprineda futronsis 5. F. Bard & Grard, 18352
CRprinus s2iis sommins (Linnaens, 1758}

Cvowar oy zonoes Fubos & KMiller 1974

qarez & Navama 1852

Lhora rageais [ordan & Sryde T900;
Mietreapis brapiows (Hubbs & M ller 9875}

vs dormitor Lacep Zde, 1500

s massangs Maal 1804)

itz purlaius (Consianine Semuel Rai ek
Sehimaliz:

Pyiadickis olivaris {Ref nesque, 1578}
Agorcstamus mostico [Banoch, 15854}
Gambisiz vittsta Hubhs 1225
Hotorandvon bimacwista (Hockal, 1848)
Posoiiz iatipuncizfa Meel. 1904
Foacs mawcang Standachoar 1880

Poeciionsis gr: Hecxel, 1548}

i

it i,

Aiphapharus malinche Rauchenberger Kollman & Menzot,

820

Kipiapharis vanatis {Maek, 1904}

inziies metier {Grard, T B40;

incilius occidantalis [(Camarann, TH7S)

Rhinelz

a Lnnagus, 1758

Kinoskernon herrenz Sieneger, 1925
S faonclus opfeuroe Cope, BEE

Ciowyioshanes Ramandesy Wegmann, 1525
Hegerickacpiag frenzis Soilagel, 1R35

acanthura [Shaw, 1502}
shor (Vi naens | TEES

Conigphanss imooviais (Banr y Grard {18527

Traditional name
spanifnahuatl

caaosles

burnices { feackiactes
acamayas
Cosokes

mpes

coatitiehy

pez agua f huizibmicig

Tampa e puares § pifzolmizig
posta

majarras ! fecaste, omaguicie,
rumaTLiie

Fletonlia, xovn g,

5/ feoanifle, somequicile,
i

RUTTIETL
mejaras ! fecoste, omagueie,
xumagLchie

wifla, somaqisie,

raguicti

T apa | sumagii

sana

oA clemizhi

charal f pota

charal f posia

claral { powta

wnEl f posld

huavina, guavina § focosfe, ool
hagre # safal) mapassuan, cobkmich
Liagna # xofat!, miguiecusny, xolonich!
hagra # sofaf mipaecuan solymich!
frucha / itzfacmichi

oaral [ posta

charal f powta

charal f posia

charal { poita

i f posta
wenl f posla

charal f posta

charal { pota

oAl posta

fanas. raniias ¥ sapos
ranas. ranias ¥ sapos

ranas ranias ¥ sanes
Fnoiot!, sokt!

Tomga f oostEl
BLOHE M ¢ aris

Irg=n R wR e figuana

Tagear ) ara, hue e d 2

lagarm & 1agra
wvaqarillo § maratoost

v_bora de agua

25

Type of Category of use
getati and utilizat
TSEFMCF W
TSERMCF L=
TSEFMCF [T+
TEFFMCF n =
MCF Rl
TSEF [P | [ T e
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TSOE [T+
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TSEF 1, w1, %
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MCF [l
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TSERTACE 11, W10, =
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| SEFMCE n
MCF [l
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TSEFMCF 1, 4, %
1 SEFMCKE n =
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MCF n
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MCF i
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TEFFMCF n
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Mipsadidae
Chapdae
MHaimcidaes

Viperdae

AVES
Tinamidas

Anafidae
Cracidae

Crloniozhandaa

Ciconndae
Pelecanicae

Ardeidas

Caiharfidas

Acopiindag

Columnbidae

Tyonidag

Singidae

Caprimulgidac

Trechilidaa
Trogonidan

Menmiiae
Aloaciidae

Ramphashdae

Picilaa

Falconidas

[aiiacas

Fumarndan

Twranidaa

Corvidag

Drymarzhan me

Drpmiobius mangantiforus (Gehlegel, 18375

Lanpropeilis lnangular {LacOpade, 17887
Bpiles pulzluy Linnagus, 1758}

Taniilia rubva (Copa. 1878}
Tropndodinsas santoni Copa, 1883

Micrurus

Naradia rhambifar (Hallouall, 18527
Aghkisiradon taylon Burger y Roberson 1851
Atronowdas nomedfar [ROppell, 1845)
EBotfirops asper (Gennan, 1334)

Crofaiys 5o Linnaeus, 1758

Crppturelis cinnamoneus JLesson, 1642)
Cairina moschatz [Linnacus, 1758}
Ohtaliz vetula Waglar, 18307

Penalzoe purpurescans Wagler, 183

x riibra Linnaaus, 1758

Dendrortys barbalus Gould, 1848
Colnus virginganus {Linnaecus, 1758)

n.

chiartys foracious [Gambal, 1848

Myctaria americana Linnaeus, 1758

Falacanus antlvcihynchos Gmaln 1788
Ardss alba Linhaadus, 1758

Egratta casrilea {Linnaaus, 17587
Cochisanus cochisariuz Linnaeus, 1765]

Coragyps afratus (Bachstan, 1787)
Catnaries aura [Linnacus, 1755
Ruooenis magnirosins {Emeln, 1788
Buiteo plag hlagel, 1882
Eitco jamaicensiz {Zmaln, 1748}

Fatagioonas favirosing MWagler 1831}
Columbing inca {Lagson, 1847
Claraviz proifosa (Fartar-Praz, 1888)

Lgptotia varroacsd Bonaparta, 1855
Zanirygon albifacios Sclater, 1858
Zenaidz asidtics (Linnaeus, 1758;
Tyto atba {Scopel 1762)

Slaucicive sanchez! Lowery & Mewman, 1242

Ciccabe wirgata (Cassin, 1543}
Myeticromus aibcolis (Galin 1782}
Antrosfomus vocifarus

il

Trogon cafigatus Gould, 1835

Trogon maxicaris Sisanason, 1827
Momaotus morcta (Linnasus, 1785}
Megacerie torguata (Linnaeus, 1755
Chioroceryle amacong Laiham, 17808
Adlacorhynchus prasings [Gould, 18347
astos suifurafus Lagson, 187
nerpes aunirons (WWagler, 1822
Drpaocous insatus {Lnnanus, 1 TE8)

Campenhilg guatematanss Hartlaub, 18443
Herpetstheres cacihinnans [Linnacus, 1755

Micrastur semitorguatus Mallot, 1817

Caracars charfway [lacquin, 1T&4}
Faico sparvenys Linnagus, 1758
Eaiftacara holoohiorys {Solaier, 1858
Fianus serihs [Spix, 1824)
Amazong viridigenalis {Casain, 1853}
Amazong actunnais Lasson, 1842)
Xiphorhynohus sp. Sisamson, 1827

Pyrocenhaiis rubinus (Boddaen, 17838
Myaczetetes simifis [Spiz, 1825)
Failarbinus movio (Wagler, 1824)
Cyanacoras ynoas Mgors, |
Zorvus imparatus Petars, 1822

ws {Dum_nl, Bilaron y Dumdnl 1554}

foma [Dumiinl, Bibrancy Dumiinl, £ 8354}

vUbera negra ! fepetivosd!
chimonera f chacuatla

aorallle ! zicalenz

avaddie f guassosll
aarallla ! zicatena
aarallla ! zicatena

anrallla ! zicatana
vUbera de agua
aola blanca § xochicuitiapili

rtlamil / mstiapitl
manuag i
¥Oboa de cascabael

Tz f xacovol!
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onjelie S cogalichl
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QeLOmiz, oounrie f zor
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nellcang

garza, garza blanca
garza negra
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zoniola /! Faoial

ZOPIoE 0§ 230808

welern
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Iguila, gawll 0/ cuatsctis

rcaza, forcaza

nnlia

Taoma
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Z20Ima

saloma blanca ! singuilod

eehuza, eonlole mohuiza (et

Tecolnte chico { Guocux

tecolate grance ! fecolst!

TR PRI | posuacs
TARBCAIMINGS § oruacs
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njarn amarilio bancara
clljars rojo bandera

gerrobano S moimat

e O pescador

nan! In pascackr
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i, pra ral, peo nal
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sOjaro carpiviens | cuachsanchs

sjare carpien ! cuachanche
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WaquUen

huatzi

naiein

omaTios f guitine
G [ Gy
nanon f ouicho

nanon f ouicho
GuiGneristol

caldana

handn
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TSERMCE
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Hirundimdae

Turdidae {18);5}

Parulidae

|cierdae

Fringlhdae

MARMMALIA
Mdelphidaa

Dazypodidaa

Iyrmercophagicac
Grdan Soncomasha
Crrden Chiropiera
itelinas

Lanondaa

Senindae

Geamyidag

Ermizonhdae
Cuniculidaa
Cneendae

Feldae

Canicasa

IMaphimdan

IMustalidae

Procyciidae

Tayassuidan
Cernidae

FUNGI

Auncularaceas

Lyenpardacaae

Fleurotaceae

Schizophylacaan

Hirundo ristica Linnaeis 1758

Myadastas occidantalis Gtajnagar. 188%

Myadastas unicaior Selatar, 1857

Turdus gray Borapare, 1823

epscalus mexicanus [Gmeln, 175858

Malatirs sansus Magler, 1828}
Visiathrus afer | Baddaer, 1783%

ltern o Bnsson, 1T

Frarocolius monfszums {Lesson, 1830]
iniis paaitna [Say 1823

Dudalohivs marsugsiats Lineeus, 1757
delphis virginiana Ian, 1792
Ehifander apossum {Linnaeus,1758]

Manmiosa mexicana ldernam. 1887
Dlasiynus navesmoncios Linnaeus 175

Famandug medcang jde Sausoare TS0
?

?

**Afalas gaoffroy IR, 1820

Syivilagus brasiiensis {Linnaeus, 1735
Soiurus aurecgaster (Cuvier, 1828}
Boiug deope [Paders, 1884)
Orthogeonmys hispidus {La Conla. 1852}
Cosndu mescanus {Ker 1792}
Cunicuieg pacs Linaeus, 1778

]

Harmaiuus yagovaround! (Lecl ipl de, 1808}

Loopardus pardafis {Linnacus, 1738)
Loopardus wiod [Sching, 18213

Lyix rudfus {Schraber, 17

Buma concolor jLinnacus,
Fanfrera oncz {Linnaeus,

Canis lzfrans 3ay, 1823
Uracypan ciarecargantaus (Sehiebar, 1775)

Conepatus keuccnolus (Lichiensien, 18528

Mephizfis macroura Lickienstein, 1832

Spifogaia graciiz Werram, 1820
“Lonirz jongicaudis [(Oliers, 1818}
Eira barbarz {Linnaeus, 1738}
Galichs viltata [Gohreber, 1774}
Musizlz frenata Lichiensiain, 1837
Fatos favus (Sohrebar, 1774}
Mzsuz nanca JLinnacus, 1778}
Erooyon lotor {Linnacus, 1758}
Divolyles anguialus (Cope, 1882)
Mazama temans Kerr, 1782}

Odocoilous virgimianus JZimmarmann, 1780

Acviculana adviculia L Fry Lndanw

Acnicwlana deficata [Fr.) Henn.

Avincwiama polyincha (Monni. } Sace.

Calvatiz sxcipuiifcomis {Pers: Pers. ) Perdeck
Flaurofus diamaur {Fr.; Boad).

B glbiduy [Berls  Pegler

Bofuzapbplivrn cormmuns Fr.

aeondnna

Jlguere

clara

Pl T

chikchil / zetualictomet!

Torde f acatzana

Toreley £l D)o s S pike

Torde f acatzana

calandra, pOjam del sol ! onsitclol
zasn raal

OmINce

Tacuache ! tacusagisiol
facuache grade / dztatlacuaguiict
zehuanfale

&t Inflacuache § guimichitfacuaguilof
annadiio / ailoche

osn ITrElany, o5 NONmgUEITD ¢ s e

i s gt
nirc Jlage ! calzazath, ralza

“monn
onnen S cuatoch!

ardilla, ardila colorada ! fecomate
ardilla, ardilla negra ! fscomata

Wiza, bz dehena, uze rmeara / talitiea

Gubion espdn o

Wza real | oualiizs, iza el
@t guemichi

onza f sacamiatle

acaleie, leonailo § coaicl!

ngrile / cuamatamixfo

gata oM gato de monie, gatille £
coamatanmina

171 oo

ngre ! fecuaguet!, fesuani

onyote, perrn coyoie / coyoll copochichi
0l f cayoohi, tzcaychi
zormle S sp2

zarmlle f gpa

zarmnlle f gpa

‘cerm de agua ! alichich

carn de camo, pana da monie |/ ispechich
qreET

W

nara / fancha

©) 0/ pezoctie

napache ! coaticuamizio, mapachi
cabald { complzoll

wenade ciee f cuachacal, chacal

wenade § mazat!

oEla, trea O viejla, Nalga da @ abuelia ¢
cuapatachiguinta, cuakslashii

ogja, waja da viajia, nalga da la abuelta §
cugpefachiquinte, clalsioshtil

orgja, orgja de vigjia, nalga de la abuelia ¢
cugpefachiquinte, cualslesiti

celpiias, huevos de venado ¢
mazatieguistie, mazatinenacetl
aezngn blanco § isfomoshshiguinte,
foigrnosiinanssall

wgo pailn blance ! dzlzonenassl

afiguirde

27
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Caniharellaceae

Polyporacaas
Lishlagiacaae

FLATAE
Acanihaczag
Achinidiaceas
Agavaceas

fumaranithaceas

Amarylidacaas

Anacardiaccaa

Annenaceas

Apaceas

Apecynacens

Araccaa

Aralaceas

fArecaceas

Ascepadacens

Aspleniaceae
Asteraceas

Bagonaceas

Exgnoinacess

EBnmbacaceae

Cantharclius cibarivs Fr.

Cantharalivg fass Pack

Cantharalivs laforitius [Berd; Singar

Canthareiug lBeiss

Cantharaliug iy Paclo

Lentinus op. Fr.

Lishiago mayais {[h.C.} Corda

Jusitong spisigera Schlid),

Sauravia scabrda Hemsl,

Agave sz L ATED

Yuozasp L

Amaranthus Fybridus |

Amavanthus acanihochiton 1 D Sanar
Celosia cristata L.

Domphreng globoss L

Alliam glandilssum Link & Gifo.

Marngiera raicg L
e iEs omnbin L
s | o L
Annang chenmola kil
Arnrana muricals |

FRaoflinia membranacea Trana & Flanch

Corandrim sp. L
Ergrgiiim fosli

Hamanda sp. L

nena acutfolia Poira

1eiE e L

Stemmadenis donnsibsmithil (Rose’ Woods
Thevetia ahoual A [1.C.

il pockiptipium 3o
thosoma raousion Sehatt.
Zantedesciva aefhiopica (L. Sprena.;

Dandropanas arboreus L Dena. & Flanch

Acrocomia aculaata {lacg  Lodd. Ex Mar
Chamsadonas slagans Man
Chamaadonaa lisbmanni Marius
Asclepizs curassavica Ll

Sonciobus tger RBr

Aspieriirn soheerosporen A R Bin,
Achillog ofalium L

Ageratum corvmbosum Zuce. Ex Pars

Aidara dentata La Llava & Lax,

Artemisiz o
Banchans covfarts Kunih

Bidens pilosa L.

Matricana recutita L

Berssio sonfusws Briien
Bomaphplivm ridarals {DC.; Cranguist
Tagates coranopifolia Willd,

Tagetss eracia L.

Begonia heracleifoliz Schiidl. & Cham.

Begania ralumbifolia Schitdl & Cham

Bagania walichizna Lahim
Cresceniia cujste L.
Jacaranda mimosaefoiz 0. Don

Farmantizra acwieata {Iunth; Seamann

Spathodes campanuiaiz Beauy.
fabehuiz roseg (Beriold A DG
Tacoma stans L) HEIK

Caiba pontandra (L Gaord

Fasudobombay alfipficu {IKunth; Dugand

s amarles  amarille chiguinga
nacat!, chipahuackiguinte,

wrgos amailles | amarllio cliguinie
wochilnanacat!, chinahuachiguinte

wngos amarilles  amarilo ahganga £
xochilmanacat!, chipahuackiguinte

neradie. moradife chiquinta ¢
rucimnzEnaeall sosopooiiginie

wngos amanles | amarllo chigunie !
waciunanacat!, chinafachiguinte
flanchinalchiguinte

1engo de milpa, hongo de mal 1
cuifigocchs

maile, okl

acalana

IMaguey

GeTE CINANTIN

ouahta £ guilit

A maranin

ek e leJn

coanie de lalin

acohollgja { xonacate, xonacai!
nango erollo, mange manila, mange
neta 1

crruea
ancang
quanabana

ER]

clariro § colanin

alantio @xranjam / vseoEnio
oo

onpa de o, oopa de ray

fiar cle2 ey flor da la cz ¢
cacaioflxuchi!

i dle ey fleor da la az ¢
cacaioflxuchi!

an|l i da gato

uevns da Tane

wya e una § guagiisshyuii
alcarraz

famalcohu!

feallaly

caimilla

caimilla

venan o, quelra mielkas
asaynia ! cughiigyole
zesma chioe, pesmiia
iumajiio

1erba del pasme

acahual

aenn

astafata

ancobila | tapetiapishtis

mozot!

mianzanilla

rrica

-acaln quelie

cempaal sivastre § compaalichifl
cempoal f cemposikuchiE

concella f mayahiual

candeyta f mapahus! dal meca

xifuite amargoss
nnn S cusfecomats, custecomacti
Jacaranda

choie

S Josaxuchil
nalo de rsa

caballe do ~ngel ! fzofzocola
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