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* Our results fail to support the hypothesis that horned lizards are
harvester ant specialists.

 Sample Collection: We surveyed 15 sites 8 times from
May-August 2016. We captured, PIT tagged, DNA
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Figure 8. Average consumption of harvester ants at

each site, relative to a reference line y= arcsine(v0.6). * The relative importance of harvester ants in horned lizard diets
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recovered from scat. Error bars indicate +SEM. Stevie Mirkin for their assistance with this project. Shoncrs
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