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ABSTRACT 

Balance between energy acquisition and expense is critical for the survival and reproductive success of organisms. 
Energy budgets may be limited by environmental factors as well as by animal design. These restrictions may be 
especially important for small endotherms such as hummingbirds, which have exceedingly high energy demands. Many 
nectar-feeding bird species decrease food intake when sugar concentration in food is increased. This feeding response 
can be explained by two alternative hypotheses: compensatory feeding and physiological constraint. The compensatory 
feeding hypothesis predicts that if birds vary intake to maintain a constant energy intake to match energy expenditures, 
then they should increase intake when expenditures are increased. Broad-tailed hummingbirds (Selasphorus platycercus) 
and Green-backed fire crown hummingbirds (Sephanoides sephaniodes) were presented with diets varying in energy 
density and exposed to various environmental temperatures. Birds decreased volumetric food intake in response to 
sugar concentration. However, when they were exposed to lower environmental temperatures, and hence increased 
thermoregulatory demands, they did not increase their rate of energy consumption and lost mass. These results support 
the existence of a physiological constraint to the energy budgets of hummingbirds. Digestive and peripheral organ 
function limitations may impose severe challenges to the energy budgets of these small endotherms, and therefore play 
a significant role in determining their distribution, ecology, and natural history. 
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RESUMEN 

El balance entre la adquisici6n y el uso de energfa es crftico para la reproducci6n y sobrevivencia. Los presupuestos 
energeticos de Ios organismos pueden estar limitados tanto por factores ambientales como por su fisiologfa. Estas 
restricciones pueden ser especialmente importantes para pequefios endotermos como Ios colibrfes (picaflores) que 
tienen costos energeticos altos por unidad de masa. Muchas especies de aves nectarfvoras reducen el consumo de 
alimento cuando la concentraci6n de azucar aumenta. Esta respuesta puede ser explicada por dos hip6tesis alternativas: 
compensaci6n alimenticia y restricciones fisiol6gicas. La primera hip6tesis predice que !as aves varfan el consumo para 
mantener la ingesta de alimento ajustada a sus gastos energeticos. Por ende, cuando Ios gastos energeticos aumentan, 
el consumo debe aumentar. Colibrfes vibradores (Selasphorus platycercus) y picaflores (Sephanoides sephaniodes) 
fueron alimentados con dietas de contenido energetico variable y expuestos a varias temperaturas ambientales. Las aves 
redujeron el volumen consumido en respuesta a un incremento en la concentraci6n de azucar. Sin embargo, cuando 
fueron expuestos a bajas temperaturas, y por lo tanto a mayores demandas de termoregulaci6n, no aumentaron su 
consumo de energfa y perdieron masa corporal. Estos resultados indican la existencia de una limitante fisiologfa que 
restringe a Ios presupuestos energeticos de Ios colibrfes. Limitaciones funcionales (digestivas o perifericas) pueden 
imponer serf os dilemas para Ios presupuestos de energfa de estos pequefios endotermos y por lo tanto jugar un papel 
significativo en su distribuci6n, ecologfa, e historia natural. 

Palabras clave: energetica, digestion, conducta de alimentaci6n, picaflores, nectarivorfa. 

INTRODUCTION 

Nectar feeding animals provide physiological 
ecologists with relatively simplified systems in 
which to study the interaction of diet, physiology, 
and ecology. Hummingbirds are among the most 

(Managed by F. Bozinovic) 

intriguing subjects because they are among the 
smallest endothermic vertebrates and have ex-
tremely high mass-specific metabolic rates 
(Pearson 1950, Lasiewski 1963, Bartholomew & 
Lighton 1986). The energetic cost of hovering 
flight employed by foraging hummingbirds 
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(Suarez 1992) sets them apart from other 
nectarivores and in combination with their small 
size makes them especially sensitive to energy 
stress (Tooze & Gass 1985, McNab 1988). In 
addition to confronting the problems of endot-
hermy at small body sizes, hummingbirds often 
face large fluctuations in energy availability and 
energetic demands (Gass & Lertzman 1980, 
Montgomerie & Gass 1981 ). Furthermore, many 
species of hummingbirds that breed in temperate, 
high latitude areas face the additional energetic 
cost of migrating long distances between breed-
ing and wintering grounds (see for example Calder 
1993). The ability of the digestive system to 
obtain energy to meet demands and peripheral 
organs to transform energy to work must be tightly 
coupled in hummingbirds. The simultaneous regu-
lation of energy intake and energy use has the 
potential to limit physiological, behavioral and 
ecological capacities in these animals (Beuchat et 
al. 1990, McWhorter & Martfnez del Rfo 1999). 

Although hummingbirds are able to modify their 
behavior (Ewald & Carpenter 1978, Gass 1978, 
Tie bout 1991) and utilize energy saving strate-
gies, such as torpor, to enhance their ability to 
deal with energetically adverse conditions (Calder 
1994 and references therein), they still appear to 
live teetering on the edge of the chasm of negative 
energy balance. What factors influence the en-
ergy budgets of small endotherms such as hum-
mingbirds? In addition to potential ecological 
constraints on energy budgets (i.e. resource avail-
ability and competition), the idea that physiologi-
callimitations may restrict the energy budgets of 
animals has gained support over the past decade 
(Weiner 1992, Hammond & Diamond 1997). 
Physiological constraints include limits to both 
rates of energy acquisition (foraging, food inges-
tion, digestion and absorption) and energy expen-
diture (work, heat production and tissue growth, 
Weiner 1992). Animals may maintain energy bal-
ance by dynamically regulating nutrient uptake 
capacity and energy expenditure (i.e. changing 
the relative importance of central versus periph-
eral limitations) based on the conditions they 
experience. Despite the considerable flexibility 
that hummingbirds exhibit in their energy man-
agement, physiological constraints may be im-
portant in determining their life histories. 

In this paper we review the interplay of diet, 
physiological constraints, and ecology as deter-
minants of food intake. Specifically, we examine 
some of our recent research on the physiological 
and behavioral responses of hummingbirds to 
manipulation of environmental energy availabil-
ity and energetic demands. In addition, the mod-
eling of gut function based on chemical reactor 

theory is presented as a tool to understand the 
digestive physiology of nectar-feeding animals. 
We argue that adopting an integrative, mechanis-
tic approach to the study of the physiological 
ecology of hummingbirds is key to understanding 
their behavior, ecology and distribution. 

CASE STUDIES 

A major goal in physiological ecology is to un-
derstand the factors that may influence the eco-
logical roles and abilities of animals. For hum-
mingbirds, energy budgets and constraints thereof 
are undoubtedly among the most important influ-
ences. Because their nectar diets are relatively 
energy dilute and their mass-specific metabolic 
rates so high, physiological limitations to energy 
acquisition and energy utilization may be equally 
important. We are going to begin to examine the 
factors that influence the energy budgets of hum-
mingbirds by introducing a behavioral feeding 
pattern and its ecological correlates. We will then 
introduce a series of experiments designed to 
differentiate between possible explanations for 
this pattern and determine the nature of potential 
physiological constraints. 

Effects of sugar concentration on hummingbird 
feeding and energy use 

The energy content of food and its spatial and 
temporal availability determine both the net en-
ergy that a foraging hummingbird can obtain and 
how it manages its daily energy budget (L6pez-
Calleja et al. 1997). Nectar sugar concentration, 
therefore, probably has a strong effect on hum-
mingbird foraging behavior. Indeed, foraging time 
and resource removal rates are functions of feed-
ing rate, which is dictated by digestive capacities 
and ultimately the energy demands of the animal 
(Karasov 1990). L6pez-Calleja et al. (1997) ex-
perimentally varied nectar sugar concentration 
and investigated the effect on feeding patterns 
and energy use in hummingbirds, using captive 
Green-backed firecrowns (Sephanoides 
sephaniodes). Their work tested the assumptions 
and predictions of a model of hummingbird feed-
ing that assumes gut processing rates are linearly 
correlated with sugar concentration in food 
(Martfnez del Rfo & Karasov 1990). The model 
makes several predictions about how humming-
birds should respond to sugar concentration if 
their goal is to maximize energy gain. The predic-
tions examined by L6pez-Calleja et al. ( 1997) are 
the following: (a) Hummingbirds should assimi-
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late the sugars in their diets essentially com-
pletely, regardless of sugar concentration; (b) 
Increased sugar concentration should lead to in-
creased rates of energy intake; and (c) Meal re-
tention times, and hence inter-meal intervals, 
should increase linearly with sugar concentra-
tion. Note that the second prediction in particular 
follows from the assumption that hummingbirds 
behave to maximize their rate of energy intake. 

The feeding behavior and digestive performance 
of hummingbirds supported several of the predic-
tions of the model (L6pez-Calleja et al. 1997). 
Hummingbirds assimilated the sugars in their 
food almost completely, regardless of sugar con-
centration. This pattern is common to all of the 
hummingbird species that have been examined 
thus far (Karasov et al. 1986, Hainsworth 1988, 
Martinez del Rio 1990b, Me Whorter 1997) and 
suggests that assimilation efficiency is indepen-
dent of sugar concentration (L6pez-Calleja et al. 
1997). Processing time index (PTI), proposed by 
Martinez del Rio (1990b) as an indirect measure-
ment of meal retention time, increased with sugar 
concentration. Inter-meal intervals also increased 
linearly with sugar concentration. Energy assimi-
lation was not, however, correlated with sugar 
concentration as predicted. Despite a ten-fold 
variation in food intake between 0.25 and 0.75 M 
sucrose solutions, energy assimilation remained 
constant at about 35 kJ/day (L6pez-Calleja et al. 
1997). This result falsified perhaps the most im-
portant prediction of Martinez del Rio and 
Karasov' s (1990) model, which is that energy 
intake would be positively correlated with sugar 
concentration. This can be interpreted either as 
evidence that hummingbirds do not function as 
"energy maximizers" (sensu Schoener 1971) at 
the temporal scale of a day, or that gut processing 
rates somehow constrain the rate of energy as-
similation (Karasov et al. 1986, Levey & Martinez 
del Rfo 1999). Many observations have suggested 
that at the temporal scale of a day hummingbirds 
regulate energy intake at a relatively constant 
level (Hainsworth 1978, 1981, Hainsworth & Wolf 
1983 ). Discerning whether hummingbirds are 
defending a constant rate of energy assimilation 
or are constrained to a maximal rate of energy 
assimilation requires that they be exposed to en-
vironmental conditions that force them to in-
crease their rate of energy expenditure (L6pez-
Calleja et al. 1997). Such conditions include low 
temperature (Kendeigh et al. 1969), unpredict-
able resource availability or temperature (Caraco 
et al. 1990, Elkman & Hake 1990), and long 
distances to food sources (Tiebout 1991 ). The 
next section describes experiments designed to 
differentiate between these possible explanations 

using acute exposure to low ambient tempera-
tures. 

Does gut function limit hummingbird food in
take? 

Hummingbirds respond to experimentally in-
creased sugar concentration in food by decreas-
ing volumetric intake (Fig. I, see also L6pez-
Calleja et al. 1997, McWhorter 1997). This in-
verse relationship between intake and sugar con-
centration is common to many nectar-feeding birds 
(Collins 1981, Downs 1997, Lotz & Nicolson 
1999). Similar reciprocal relationships between 
nutrient/energy density and food intake have been 
described in a variety of animals (Montgomery & 
Baumgardt 1965, Batzli & Cole 1979, Simpson et 
al. 1989, Nagy & Negus 1993, Castle & Wunder 
1995). The widespread occurrence of such in-
take-response patterns has often been attributed 
to compensatory feeding (Simpson et al. 1989). 
This explanation supposes that animals regulate 
food intake to maintain a constant flux of assimi-
lated energy or nutrients (Montgomery & 
Baumgardt 1965, Slansky & Wheeler 1992). Ani-
mals compensate for decreased energy density in 
food by increasing intake. An alternative expla-
nation is that intake is constrained by the ability 
of animals to assimilate the nutrients contained in 
food (see above, Karasov et al. 1986, Levey & 
Martfnez del Rfo 1999). McWhorter and Martfnez 
del Rio (in press) address the question of whether 
the intake-response relationship observed in hum-
mingbirds is the result of compensatory feeding 
or a digestive constraint to energy assimilation. 
Animals must be exposed to environmental con-
ditions that acutely increase their energetic de-
mand in order to discern between these possibili-
ties, because chronic cold exposure in endot-
herms is often accompanied by increased diges-
tive and metabolic capacities (Konarzewski & 
Diamond 1994 and references therein). 

The resting metabolic rate of Broad-tailed hum-
mingbirds (Selasphorus platycercus) is consider-
ably higher at 10°C than at 20°C (Bucher & 
Chappell 1988). Based on this observation 
McWhorter and Martfnez del Rio (in press) hy-
pothesized that for a given food energy density, 
birds exposed to lower temperatures would show 
increased food intake. An increase in sugar intake 
under energetically demanding conditions would 
support the compensatory feeding explanation. 
Conversely, the opposite result would provide 
evidence that a physiological process limits sugar 
assimilation. Broad-tailed hummingbirds were 
exposed to I ooc and 22°C and fed diets ranging 
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in sugar concentration from 292 to 1168 mmol/L 
sucrose. Birds exhibited the expected reciprocal 
relationship between intake and food energy den-
sity, but did not significantly increase food con-
sumption when exposed to low environmental 
temperatures (McWhorter & Martfnez del Rio in 
press). This failure to increase food intake when 
acutely challenged by cold temperatures was in-
terpreted as evidence for the existence of a physi-
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Fig. 1. The relationship between volumetric food 
intake and sugar concentration in hummingbirds 
and flower-piercers. This reciprocal relationship is 
common to a wide variety of animals and has 
often been attributed to compensatory feeding. 
Data are well described by power functions with 
slopes ranging from -0.71 to -0.95. Interestingly, 
the slope is significantly less than one in some 
cases and does not appear to be correlated with 
taxa. Intake (I) decreased significantly with 
increased sucrose concentration in diet (C) as 
follows: Selasphorus platycercus I= 1502.0 C-077 ; 

Archilochus alexandri I= 1582.7 C-0-75 ; Eugenes 
fulgens I= 1697.3 C 076 ; Lampornis clemenciae I 
= 1606.2 C 0·71 ; Sephanoides sephaniodes I= 
4638.6 c-095 ; Diglossa baritula I= 3789.9 C 092 • 

Relac~6n entre la ingesta volumetrica de alimento y la 
concetraci6n de azucar en picaflores y mieleros-serranos. 
La relaci6n recfproca es comun a una amplia variedad de 
animales y se ha atribuido a alimentaci6n compensatoria. 
Los datos se describen por una funci6n potencial con 
pendientes que varfan entre -0,71 y -0,95. 
Interesantemente, la pendiente es significativamente menor 
que uno y en algunos casos no esta correlacionada con Ios 
taxa. La ingesta (I) disminuye significativamente con un 
aumento en la concentraci6n de sacarosa en la dieta ( C) 
de la siguiente manera: Selasphorus platycercus I = 
1502,0 C 0•77 ; Archilochus alexandri I= 1582,7 C 0·75 ; 

Eugenesfulgens I= 1697,3 C 0·76 ; Lampornis clemenciae I 
= 1606,2 C-0·71 ; Sephanoides sephaniodes I= 4638,6 C 0·95 ; 

Dig/ossa baritula I= 3789,9 c-o.n 

ological constraint to energy assimilation. The 
conclusion that broad-tailed hummingbirds were 
unable to increase their •food intake to meet in-
creased energetic demands was supported by two 
additional observations. First, birds lost signifi-
cantly more body mass at the lower temperature. 
Second, birds exposed to 10°C were often ob-
served emerging from torpor in the morning and 
exhibited behaviors commonly associated with 
energy conservation (ptiloerection, decreased fly-
ing time, feet held close to body in flight, Gass & 
Montgomerie 1981, Udvardy 1983). Regardless 
of any energy conserving mechanisms employed, 
it appeared that acutely cold-exposed humming-
birds could not process energy fast enough to 
compensate for their higher energy demands. In-
creased torpor use by cold-exposed humming-
birds highlights the subtle interrelation of their 
digestive and metabolic traits. Balancing their 
precarious energy budget may require humming-
birds to use energy conserving strategies when 
energetic demands are increased and energy ac-
quisition is constrained (McWhorter & Martinez 
del Rio in press). 

The apparent inability of hummingbirds to in-
crease energy assimilation when subjected to 
higher energetic demands led Me Whorter & 
Martinez del Rio (in press) to speculate about the 
factors potentially imposing an upper limit to 
food intake. Physiological processes that deter-
mine rates of sugar assimilation are important 
potential limiting factors because the vast major-
ity of energy acquired by hummingbirds comes 
from dietary sugars. Sugar ingestion can be lim-
ited by rates of sucrose hydrolysis or transport of 
the resulting monosaccharides (Karasov et al. 
1986, Martinez del Rio 1990a), and by rates of 
sugar catabolism or biosynthetic processes (Suarez 
et al. 1988, Suarez et al. 1990). McWhorter & 
Martinez del Rio (in press) focused on the poten-
tial role of digestive processes in limiting energy 
assimilation. Because previous methods devel-
oped to compare the capacity of the intestine to 
hydrolyze and absorb nutrients with ingested loads 
appear to overestimate digestive capacity, anal-
ternative model of sucrose hydrolysis in hum-
mingbird guts was developed. This method relies 
on modeling the intestine of hummingbirds as a 
plug-flow chemical reactor (Penry & Jumars 
1987), and was described in detail by McWhorter 
& Martinez del Rio (in press). Sucrase activity 
measurements in vitro, sugar assimilation rates 
and intestinal morphology were used to predict 
intake rates for four experimental sucrose con-
centrations. The intake rates predicted using this 
model slightly overestimated observed intake 
rates, but there was a remarkable qualitative re-
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semblance between the model's output and bird 
behavior. The safety factors (defined as the ratio 
of capacity to load) estimated using this method 
are considerably lower than those predicted by 
integrating the maximum capacity of intestinal 
hydrolases along the length of the intestine as 
proposed by Diamond and Hammond (1992). 
Because the model developed by McWhorter & 
Martfnez del Rfo (in press) includes greater physi-
ological detail than previous methods, it may lead 
to a less biased estimate of hydrolytic capacity. 
Most significantly, the model takes into account 
the decline in sucrose concentration along the gut 
that accompanies hydrolysis. The lower safety 
factors predicted by the model indicate that broad-
tailed hummingbirds ingested as much sucrose as 
they had the ability to process. Consequently, 
when they were faced with increased energetic 
demands, they were unable to increase energy 
assimilation to meet them. 

The cold exposure experiments performed by 
McWhorter & Martfnez del Rfo (in press) were 
specifically designed to differentiate between 
compensatory feeding and constraints to energy 
acquisition. Cold exposure was acute in these 
experiments because chronic exposure to in-
creased energy demands leads to increased intake 
and is typically accompanied by increased diges-
tive and metabolic capacities (Konarzewski & 
Diamond 1994 ). For example, Hammond et al. 
( 1994) demonstrated that the higher intake shown 
by cold-acclimated mice is accompanied by hy-
pertrophy of the gastrointestinal tract. It would 
make sense that hummingbirds are similarly ca-
pable of increasing intake and assimilation. 
McWhorter & Martfnez del Rfo (in press) showed 
that the physiological capacities of humming-
birds are well matched to the loads that they 
experience normally. When energy demands were 
increased, birds were unable to match them and 
lost body mass. Based on these results, we hy-
pothesized that chronic cold exposure would lead 
to up-regulation of the ability to assimilate en-
ergy and to a new match between demands and 
capacities. If this hypothetical scenario is cor-
rect, it leads to an important ecological conse-
quence of the tight matching of physiological 
capacities and ecological demands. The energetic 
savings provided by not having a large spare 
digestive capacity could come at the cost of short-
term behavioral flexibility. In hummingbirds, such 
tight matches between the ability to assimilate 
energy and the normal energetic demands of the 
environment can result in periods during which 
the animals lose mass. In the next section, we 
describe experiments that explore the factors ac-
counting for the regulation of energy budgets 

when hummingbirds are chronically exposed to 
low environmental temperatures and energy di-
lute diets. 

What factors impose a ceiling to the energy bud
get of hummingbirds? 

Physiological constraints to the energy budgets 
of animals may include limits to either the en-
ergy-supplying physiological machinery (central 
limitation hypothesis), the energy-consuming 
machinery (peripheral limitation hypothesis), or 
both (Kirkwood 1983, Petersen et al. 1990, Koteja 
1996a, 1996b ). Central limitations include as-
pects directly related to the assimilation of nutri-
ents and energy. Digestive capacities, such as 
nutrient hydrolysis and uptake rates, influence 
food ingestion rate and ultimately foraging be-
havior (Karasov 1990, Martfnez del Rfo 1990a). 
Peripheral limitations involve pathways through 
which absorbed nutrients are converted to work, 
heat production and growth (Weiner 1992). Limi-
tations to the catabolism of absorbed sugars and/ 
or shunting into biosynthetic pathways has the 
potential to limit feeding rates (Suarez et al. 
1988, Suarez et al. 1990). Physiological limita-
tions are undoubtedly of primary importance to 
small endothermic vertebrates such as humming-
birds. The studies that we have previously de-
scribed focus mainly on establishing the exist-
ence of physiological constraints, and to some 
extent exploring the factors responsible for those 
constraints. We believe that peripheral limita-
tions, which these studies did not explore, may be 
as important as central limitations for humming-
birds. 

L6pez-Calleja & Bozinovic (pers. comm.) ex-
plored the influence of energy acquisition and 
expenditure on the energy and time budgets of 
captiveS. sephaniodes. Their study was designed 
to provide a quantitative assessment of the fac-
tors (central versus peripheral limitation) respon-
sible for regulating and limiting the energy bud-
gets of hummingbirds. Birds were tested using 
two experimental diets (high and low energy den-
sity) and two environmental temperatures (within 
their thermoneutral zone and low temperature), 
and were acclimated to these conditions for 15 
days before experiments began. Volumetric food 
intake, body mass, time budgets and metabolic 
rates were measured during the experimental pe-
riod. After experiments, birds were killed in or-
der to measure organ masses and fat content. In 
agreement with other studies on hummingbirds 
(L6pez-Calleja et al. 1997, McWhorter 1997, 
McWhorter & Martfnez del Rio in press), volu-
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metric food intake was negatively correlated with 
sugar concentration, independent of thermal con-
ditions (L6pez-Calleja & Bozinovic pers. comm.). 
Birds in their thermoneutral zone feeding on the 
high quality diet (higher quality defined as higher 
energy density; HQ-TNZ) maintained body mass 
throughout the experimental period. Birds chal-
lenged with lower quality diets and cold tempera-
tures (LQ-LT) decreased their body mass. Birds 
in the remaining two treatment groups (HQ-LT 
and LQ-TNZ) showed slight decreases, but body 
mass stabilized toward the end of the acclimation 
period. Since rates of sugar assimilation are lim-
iting when hummingbirds are subjected to in-
creased energetic demands over the short term 
(McWhorter & Martfnez del Rfo in press), these 
decreases in body mass make functional sense. If 
the input side of an energy budget cannot be 
increased, then the output side must be decreased. 
Reduced body mass is accompanied by lower net 
energy demands. The observation that birds lost 
mass when challenged with energy-dilute food 
and/or cold temperatures chronically confirms a 
physiological constraint to their energy budgets. 
A closer look at patterns of energy use and changes 
in organ mass was necessary, however, to discern 
whether the limitation is central or peripheral. 

Fat free carcass mass (including the flight 
muscles, which may compose up to a third of a 
hummingbird's body mass) increased significantly 
in cold-exposed birds, as did heart and lung mass 
(L6pez-Calleja & Bozinovic pers. comm.). In 
addition, significant increases in intestinal nomi-
nal area and kidney mass were detected in birds 
fed the low quality diet. The overall decrease in 
body mass observed in cold-exposed birds was 
presumably due to decreased fat stores. Daily 
energy expenditure (DEE) and the proportion of 
energy used for thermoregulation increased sig-
nificantly in cold-exposed birds (L6pez-Calleja 
& Bozinovic pers. comm.). The time budgets of 
birds also changed as a consequence of energy 
challenges. Cold-exposed birds spent less time 
flying and feeding and used torpor much more 
frequently and for longer periods than birds at 
milder temperatures (L6pez-Calleja & Bozinovic 
pers. comm.). 

What do these observations say about physi-
ological constraints to the energy budgets of hum-
mingbirds? Changes in the time budgets of birds, 
such as decreased flying time and feeding fre-
quency, and increased torpor use indicate the 
existence of an energetic constraint, but not where 
it may lie. The increase in energy-consuming 
organs (flight muscles, heart, lungs) may reveal 
that the higher metabolic rates observed in cold-
exposed birds required a concomitant increase in 

organ size (Konarzewski & Diamond 1995). It is 
conceivable that the combined energetic demands 
of hovering flight and increased thermoregula-
tory costs exceeded the capacity of the energy-
consuming organs to produce work and heat, which 
indicates a peripheral limitation. The increase in 
the absorptive surface area of the intestine, on the 
other hand, indicates a central limitation. It ap-
pears that both central and peripheral limitations 
are important influences on the energy budgets of 
hummingbirds. 

The energy supplying and energy consuming 
physiological machinery of hummingbirds are 
without doubt closely matched. Hummingbirds 
are nevertheless subject to rapid and unpredict-
able fluctuations in environmental temperatures 
and resource availability (Gass & Lertzman 1980, 
Montgomerie & Gass 1981 ). Such tight matches 
between the ability to assimilate energy and the 
normal energetic demands of the environment 
result in periods during which birds are in nega-
tive energy balance. The energetic savings pro-
vided by not having a large spare digestive capac-
ity indeed appeared to come at the cost of short-
term behavioral flexibility. Birds subjected to 
low temperatures and energy dilute foods utilized 
torpor to a much greater extent than other birds, 
but the energy savings provided by this strategy 
were not adequate to prevent negative energy 
balance and significant mass loss (L6pez-Calleja 
et al. 1997, McWhorter & Martfnez del Rfo in 
press, L6pez-Calleja & Bozinovic pers. comm.). 
Chronic cold exposure, however, led to a new 
balance between energetic demands and the abil-
ity to assimilate and utilize energy. We propose 
that the relative importance of central or periph-
eral limitations changes dynamically, based on 
the conditions experienced by the animal. The 
considerable flexibility that hummingbirds ex-
hibit in their energy management over the long 
term is critical for their survival and reproductive 
success, and greatly broadens the ecological role 
that they may occupy. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND NEW DIRECTIONS 

Interest in physiological constraints to the energy 
budgets of animals stems from the conjecture that 
many animals routinely operate at near maximum 
intensity (Weiner 1992). Kirkwood (1983) com-
puted an allometric equation that predicts the 
maximum metabolizable energy input for a vari-
ety of animals. The predictions of this allometry 
imply that the energy budgets of animals are 
limited, often to levels equal to or only slightly 
higher than rates of energy expenditure observed 
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in the field (Nagy 1987). Apparently, some ani-
mals operate with little safety margin between 
energetic load and capacity. Physiological limi-
tations may therefore be more important than 
environmental constraints, such as resource avail-
ability, for the energy budgets of animals (Weiner 
1992). Indeed, many authors have suggested that 
knowledge of the digestive and metabolic physi-
ology of birds is a crucial, albeit neglected, com-
ponent in understanding their behavior and feed-
ing ecology (Karasov et al. 1986, Karasov 1990, 
Petersen et al. 1990, Weiner 1992, Martinez del 
Rio & Restrepo 1993, Martfnez del Rio 1994, 
Karasov 1996, Sabat et al. 1998). The observation 
of sucrose avoidance in passerines in the 
Sturnidae-Muscicapidae lineage that lack the 
enzyme sucrase (Martinez del Rio et al. 1988, 
Karasov & Levey 1990, Martinez del Rio 1990a) 
is an excellent example of how physiological 
traits determine behavior and resource utilization 
in birds. Previous research on hummingbirds has 
emphasized the regulation of energy budgets in 
the face of changing energy demands and avail-
ability without directly examining the underlying 
physiological mechanisms involved (Calder 1975, 
Hainsworth 1978, Hainsworth 1981, Hainsworth 
& Wolf 1983, Calder 1994). We argue that avoid-
ing such "black box" approaches by asking broad, 
integrative questions about the physiology of 
hummingbirds can lead to a greater understand-
ing of the factors that determine their behavior 
and ecology. 

Hummingbirds are perhaps the most special-
ized nectarivorous vertebrates. They exhibit re-
markably high rates of sucrose hydrolysis 
(Martinez del Rio 1990a) and the highest rates of 
carrier-mediated glucose transport reported among 
vertebrates (Karasov et al. 1986). Their digestive 
systems appear extremely well suited to digest 
and absorb a sucrose rich diet. Likewise, their 
energy consuming metabolic machinery is well 
matched to their energetically demanding lifestyle. 
Hummingbirds have high lung oxygen diffusing 
capacities, cardiac outputs, mitochondrial vol-
ume densities, cristae surface densities and con-
centrations of enzymes involved in energy me-
tabolism (Suarez 1998 and references therein). 
Although it is clear that hummingbirds are im-
pressively equipped for their energetically de-
manding lifestyles, the specific factors respon-
sible for imposing a ceiling to their energy bud-
gets were previously unclear. The studies we 
have reviewed in this paper provide support for 
the notion that both central and peripheral limita-
tions are significant influences on the energy 
budgets of hummingbirds (L6pez-Calleja et al. 
1997, McWhorter & Martinez del Rio in press, 

L6pez-Calleja & Bozinovic pers. comm.). The 
concept of symmorphosis would argue that all 
structures of an organism are precisely tuned to 
one another, so that the functional capacity of one 
structure does not exceed any other (Weibel et al. 
1991, Weiner 1992). Although we agree that the 
functional capacities at each step in linear path-
ways are probably well matched (i.e. that there is 
not a single rate limiting step, Suarez 1998), we 
suggest that the relative importance of central or 
peripheral limitations changes dynamically. Re-
gardless of the specific limitations in effect in 
any given situation, the putative effects of physi-
ological limitations to energy budgets define the 
ecological capacities of hummingbirds, and un-
doubtedly contribute to the establishment of the 
lower·size limit for endothermic homeotherms. 

The integrative approaches adopted by the stud-
ies reviewed in this paper provide a mechanistic 
bridge between ecological patterns and physi-
ological capacities at organism, tissue and cellu-
lar levels. This type of approach may be particu-
larly useful for identifying the nature of physi-
ological constraints and testing under what con-
ditions these constraints have an ecological func-
tion (Karasov 1986). The ongoing process of de-
veloping and testing mathematical models of di-
gestive function has been an indispensable tool 
for understanding the digestive physiology of 
nectar-feeding animals. The remarkably accurate 
predictions of sugar intake made by McWhorter 
& Martinez del Rio's (in press) model highlight 
the usefulness of this approach. We have made 
the assumption that the digestive limitations docu-
mented for hummingbirds in captivity operate in 
the field. Models of digestive function lack rel-
evance if their predictions are not testable under 
natural conditions. Hummingbirds present an un-
paralleled opportunity to test the usefulness of 
these models for understanding the ecology and 
behavior of nectar-feeding animals. Daily energy 
expenditures can be measured using standard 
methods (Powers & Nagy 1988, Tiebout & Nagy 
1991) and digestive capacities can be estimated 
from floral nectar composition and the model 
presented by McWhorter & Martinez del Rio (in 
press). Clearly, a better understanding of the di-
gestive and metabolic traits of nectar-feeding 
birds, and how these factors influence each other, 
is necessary. It has been concluded based on 
previous research that the assumption of energy 
maximization is probably inappropriate for nec-
tar-feeding animals that are not growing, storing 
fat, or reproducing (Karasov & Cork 1996, L6pez-
Calleja et al. 1997). The understanding of physi-
ologicallimitations to the energy budgets of these 
animals may, however, be especially important 
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under just those conditions. Additional labora-
tory and field studies are necessary to provide a 
complete picture of how and when physiological 
constraints are ecologically relevant for hum-
mingbirds. Examination of the physiological traits 
of nectar-feeding birds can also provide insight 
into their roles as selective influences on the 
characteristics of other animals and plants with 
which they interact (Martinez del Rio et al. 1992, 
Martinez del Rio & Restrepo 1993 ). Further study 
at all levels, from the biochemical to organismal, 
as well as continued work towards integration, is 
necessary to clarify the relationships between 
capacities and loads in these animals (Suarez 
1998). Adopting an integrative approach to the 
study of the physiological ecology of humming-
birds is key to understanding their behavior, ecol-
ogy and distribution. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This paper resulted from the enjoyable sympo-
sium on avian physiological ecology organized 
by Francisco Bozinovic and Carlos Martinez del 
Rio at the VI-Neotropical Ornithological Con-
gress. Previous versions of this paper benefited 
from the critical comments of Carlos Martinez 
del Rio, Donald R. Powers and Jorge E. 
Schondube. J orge E. Schondube generously shared 
his unpublised data on flower-piercer food in-
take. Supported by Fondecyt 3000047 of M.V. 
L6pez-Calleja. 

LITERATURE CITED 

BARTHOLOMEW GA & JRB LIGHTON (1986) Oxygen 
consumption during hover-feeding in free-ranging 
anna hummingbirds. The Journal of Experimental 
Biology 123: 191-199. 

BA TZLI GO & FR COLE (1979) Nutritional ecology of 
microtine rodents: digestibility of forage. Journal of 
Mammalogy 60: 740-750. 

BEUCHAT CA, WA Ill CALDER & EJ BRAUN (1990) 
The integration of osmoregulation and energy bal-
ance in hummingbirds. Physiological Zoology 63: 
1059-1081. 

BUCHER TL & MA CHAPPELL (1988) Energy metabo-
lism and patterns of ventilation in euthermic and 
torpid hummingbirds. In: Bech C & RE Reinertzen 
(eds) Physiology of Cold Adaptation in Birds: 187-
195. Plenum Press, New York. 

CALDER W A, Ill (1975) Factors in the energy budget of 
mountain hummingbirds. In: Gates DM & R Schmerl 
(eds) Perspectives of Biophysical Ecology: 431-441. 
Springer-Verlag, New York. 

CALDER WA (1993) Rufous hummingbird (Selasphorus 
rufus). In: Poole A & F Gill (eds) The Birds of North 
America, No. 53: 1-20. The Academy of Natural 
Sciences, Philadelphia, and The American Ornitholo-
gists' Union, Washington D.C. 

CALDER W A (1994) When do hummingbirds use torpor 
in nature? Physiological Zoology 67: 1051-1076. 

CARACO T, WU BLACKENHORN, GM GREGORY, J 
NEWMAN, GM RECER & SM ZWICKLER (1990) 
Risk sensitivity: ambient temperature affects forag-
ing preferences. Animal Behavior 39: 338-345. 

CASTLE KT & BA WUNDER ( 1995) Limits to food intake 
and fiber utilization in the prairie vole, Microtus 
orchrogaster: effects of food quality and energy need. 
Journal of Comparative Physiology B 164: 609-617. 

COLLINS BG ( 1981) Nectar intake and water balance for 
two species of Australian honeyeater, Lichmera 
indistincta and Acanthorynchus superciliosis. Physi-
ological Zoology 54: 1-13. 

DIAMOND JM & KA HAMMOND (1992) The matches, 
achieved by natural selection, between biological 
capacities and their natural loads. Experientia 48: 
551-557. 

DOWNS CT (1997) Sugar digestion efficiencies of 
Gurney's sugarbirds, malachite sunbirds, and black 
sunbirds. Physiological Zoology 70: 93-99. 

ELKMAN JB & MK HAKE ( 1990) Monitoring starvation 
risk: adjustment of body reserves in greenfinches 
(Carduelis eh/oris L.) during periods of unpredict-
able foraging success. Behavioral Ecology 1: 62-67. 

EWALD PW & FL CARPENTER (1978) Territorial re-
sponses to energy manipulations in the Anna hum-
mingbird. Oecologia 31: 277-292. 

GASS CL (1978) Experimental studies of foraging in 
complex laboratory environments. American Zoolo-
gist 18: 729-738. 

GASS CL & KP LERTZMAN (1980) Capricious mountain 
weather: a driving variable in hummingbird territo-
rial dynamics. Canadian Journal of Zoology 58: 1964-
1968. 

GASS CL & RD MONTGOMERIE (1981) Hummingbird 
foraging behavior: decision making and energy regu-
lation. In: Kamil AC & TD Sargent (eds) Foraging 
Behavior: Ecological, Ethological and Physiological 
Approaches: 159-199. Garland STPM, New York. 

HAINSWORTH FR (1978) Feeding: models of costs and 
benefits in energy regulation. American Zoologist 
18: 701-714. 

HAINSWORTH FR (1981) Energy regulation in hum-
mingbirds. American Scientist 69: 420-429. 

HAINSWORTH FR (1988) Food quality and feeding effi-
ciency: The efficiency of food assimilation by hum-
mingbirds. Journal of Comparative Physiology 88: 
425-431. 

HAINSWORTH FR & LL WOLF (1983) Models and evi-
dence for feeding control of energy. American Zoolo-
gist 23: 261-272. 

HAMMOND KA & J DIAMOND (1997) Maximal sus-
tained energy budgets in humans and animals. Nature 
386: 457-462. 

HAMMOND KA, M KONARZEWSKI, RM TORRES & J 
DIAMOND (1994) Metabolic ceilings under a combi-
nation of peak energy demands. Physiological Zool-
ogy 67: 1479-1506. 



ECOPHYSIOLOGY OF NECTAR-FEEDING BIRDS 459 

KARASOV WH (1986) Energetics, physiology and verte-
brate ecology. Trends in Ecology and Evolution I: 
101-104. 

KARASOV WH (1990) Digestion in birds: chemical and 
physiological determinants and ecological implica-
tions. Studies in Avian Biology 13: 391-415. 

KARASOV WH (1996) Digestive plasticity in avian ener-
getics and feeding ecology. In: Carey C (ed) Avian 
Energetics and Nutritional Ecology: 61-84. Chapman 
& Hall, New York. 

KARASOV WH & SJ CORK (1996) Test of a reactor-
based digestion optimization model for nectar-eating 
Rainbow Lorikeets. Physiological Zoology 69: 117-
138. 

KARASOV WH & DJ LEVEY (1990) Digestive system 
trade-offs and adaptations of frugivorous passerine 
birds. Physiological Zoology 63: 1248-1270. 

KARASOV WH, D PHAN, JM DIAMOND & FL CAR-
PENTER ( 1986) Food passage and intestinal nutrient 
absorption in hummingbirds. The Auk 103: 453-464. 

KENDEIGH S, JE KONTOGIANNIS, A MAZAC & RR 
ROTH (1969) Environmental regulation of food in-
take by birds. Comparative Biochemistry and Physi-
ology 31: 941-957. 

KIRKWOOD JK (1983) A limit to metabolizable energy 
intake in mammals and birds. Comparative Biochem-
istry and Physiology 75A: 1-3. 

KONARZEWSKI M & J DIAMOND (1994) Peak sus-
tained metabolic rate and its individual variation in 
cold-stressed mice. Physiological Zoology 67: 1186-
1212. 

KONARZEWSKI M & J DIAMOND (1995) Evolution of 
basal metabolic rate and organ masses in laboratory 
mice. Evolution 49: 1239-1248. 

KOTEJA P (1996a) Limits to the energy budget in a 
rodent, Peromyscus maniculatus: does gut capacity 
set the limit? Physiological Zoology 69: 994-1020. 

KOTEJA P (1996b) Limits to the energy budget in a 
rodent, Peromyscus maniculatus: the central limita-
tion hypothesis. Physiological Zoology 69: 981-993. 

LASIEWSKI RC (1963) Oxygen consumption of torpid, 
resting, active, and flying hummingbirds. Physiologi-
cal Zoology 36: 122-140. 

LEVEY DJ & C MARTINEZ DEL RIO (1999) Test, rejec-
tion, and reformulation of a chemical reactor-based 
model of gut function in a fruit-eating bird. Physi-
ological and Biochemical Zoology 72: 369-383. 

LOPEZ-CALLEJA MY, F BOZINOVIC & C MARTINEZ 
DEL RIO ( 1997) Effects of sugar concentration on 
hummingbird feeding and energy use. Comparative 
Biochemistry and Physiology 118A: 1291-1299. 

LOTZ CN & SW NICOLSON (1999) Energy and water 
balance in the lesser double-collared sunbird 
(Nectarinia chalybea) feeding on different nectar 
concentrations. Journal of Comparative Physiology 
B 169: 200-206. 

MAR TINEZ DEL RIO C (1990a) Dietary, phylogenetic, 
and ecological correlates of intestinal sucrase and 
maltase activity in birds. Physiological Zoology 63: 
987-1011. 

MARTINEZ DEL RIO C (1990b) Sugar preferences in 
hummingbirds: the influence of subtle chemical dif-
ferences on food choice. The Condor 92: 1022-1030. 

MARTINEZ DEL RIO C (1994) Nutritional ecology of 
fruit-eating and flower-visiting birds and bats. In: 
Chivers D & P Langer (eds) Food and Form and 
Function of the Mammalian Digestive Tract: 103-
127. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

MARTINEZ DEL RIO C, HG BAKER & I BAKER (1992) 
Ecological and evolutionary implications of diges-
tive processes: Bird preferences and the sugar con-
stituents of floral nectar and fruit pulp. Experientia 
48: 544-551. 

MARTINEZ DEL RIO C & WH KARASOV (1990) Diges-
tion strategies in nectar- and fruit-eating birds and 
the sugar composition of plant rewards. The Ameri-
can Naturalist 136: 618-637. 

MARTINEZ DEL RIO C & C RESTREPO (1993) Ecologi-
cal and behavioral consequences of digestion in fru-
givorous animals. Vegetatio 107/108: 205-216. 

MARTINEZ DEL RIO C, BR STEVENS, D DANEKE & 
PT ANDREADIS (1988) Physiological correlates of 
preference and aversion for sugars in three species of 
birds. Physiological Zoology 61: 222-229. 

McNAB BK (1988) Food habits and the basal rate of 
metabolism in birds. Oecologia 77: 343-349. 

McWHORTER TJ (1997) Energy assimilation, protein 
balance, and water absorption in broad-tailed hum-
mingbirds, Selasphorus platycercus. M.S. Thesis, 
University of Wyoming, Laramie. vii + 89 pp. 

McWHORTER TJ & C MARTINEZ DEL RIO (1999) 
Food ingestion and water turnover in hummingbirds: 
How much dietary water is absorbed? The Journal of 
Experimental Biology 202: 2851-2858. 

McWHORTER TJ & C MARTINEZ DEL RIO (in press) 
Does gut function limit hummingbird food intake? 
Physiological and Biochemical Zoology. 

MONTGOMERIE RD & CL GASS (1981) Energy limita-
tion of hummingbird populations in tropical and tem-
perate communities. Oecologia 50: 162-163. 

MONTGOMERY MJ & BR BAUMGARDT (1965) Regu-
lation of food intake in ruminants. 2. Pelleted rations 
varying in energy concentration. Journal of Dairy 
Science 48: 569-577. 

NAGY KA (1987) Field metabolic rate and food require-
ment scaling in mammals and birds. Ecological Mono-
graphs 57: 111-128. 

NAGY KA & NC NEGUS (1993) Energy acquisition and 
allocation in male collared lemmings Dicrostonyx 
groenlandicus: effects of photoperiod, temperature, 
and diet quality. Physiological Zoology 66: 537-560. 

PEARS ON OP ( 1950) Metabolism of hummingbirds. The 
Condor 52: 145-152. 

PENRY DL & PA JUMARS (1987) Modeling animal guts 
as chemical reactors. The American Naturalist 129: 
69-96. 

PETERSEN CC, KA NAGY & J DIAMOND (1990) Sus-
tained metabolic scope. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the USA 87: 2324-2328. 

POWERS DR & KA NAGY (1988) Field metabolic rate 
and food consumption by free-living Anna's hum-
mingbirds ( Calypte anna). Physiological Zoology 61: 
500-506. 

SABAT P, F NOVOA, F BOZINOVIC & C MARTINEZ 
DEL RIO (1998) Dietary flexibility and intestinal 
plasticity in birds: A field and laboratory study. Physi-
ological Zoology 71: 226-236. 



460 MCWHORTER & LOPEZ-CALLEJA 

SCHOENER TW (1971) Theory of feeding strategies. 
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 2: 369-
404. 

SIMPSON SJ, L BARTON-BROWNE & ACM VAN 
GERWEN (1989) The patterning of compensatory 
feeding in the Australian sheep blowfly. Physiologi-
cal Entomology 14: 91-105. 

SLANSKY F & GS WHEELER (1992) Caterpillars com-
pensatory feeding response to diluted nutrients leads 
to toxic allelochemical dose. Entomiologia 
Experimentalis et Aplicatta 65: 171-186. 

SUAREZ RK (1992) Hummingbird flight: sustaining the 
highest mass-specific metabolic rates among verte-
brates. Experientia 48: 565-570. 

SUAREZ RK (1998) Oxygen and the upper limits to ani-
mal design and performance. The Journal of Experi-
mental Biology 201: 1065-1072. 

SUAREZ RK, RW BROWNSEY, W VOGEL, GS BROWN 
& PW HOCHACHKA (1988) Biosynthetic capacity 
of hummingbird liver. American Journal of Physiol-
ogy 255: R699-R702. 

SUAREZ RK, JRB LIGHTON, CD M OYES, GS BROWN, 
CL GASS & PW HOCHACHKA (1990) Fuel selec-
tion in Rufous hummingbirds: ecological implica-
tiDns of metabolic biochemistry. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the USA 87: 9207-
9210. 

TIEBOUT HM, Ill (1991) Daytime energy management 
by tropical hummingbirds: responses to foraging con-
straint. Ecology 72: 839-851. 

TIEBOUT HM & KA NAGY (1991) Validation of the 
doubly labeled water method (3HH180) for measur-
ing water flux and C02 production in the tropical 
hummingbird Amazilia saucerottei. Physiological 
Zoology 64: 362-374. 

TOOZE ZJ & CL GASS (1985) Responses of Rufous 
hummingbirds to midday fasts. Canadian Journal of 
Zoology 63: 2249-2253. 

UDV ARDY MDF ( 1983) The role of the feet in behavioral 
thermoregulation of hummingbirds. The Condor 85: 
281-285. 

WEIBEL ER, CR TA YLOR & H HOPPELER (1991) The 
concept of symmorphosis: a testable hypothesis of 
structure-function relationships. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences 88: 10357-10361. 

WEINER J ( 1992) Physiologicaf limits to sustainable en-
ergy budgets in birds and mammals: ecological impli-
cations. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 7: 384-388. 


	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)725.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)727.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)731.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)732.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)733.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)738.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)739.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)741.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)742.pdf
	McWhorter & Lopez-Calleja (2000)743.pdf

