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Neonicotinoid pesticides can have a multitude of negative
sublethal effects on bees. Understanding their impact on wild
populations requires accurately estimating the dosages bees
encounter under natural conditions. This is complicated by the
possibility that bees might influence their own exposure:
two recent studies found that bumblebees (Bombus terrestris)
preferentially consumed neonicotinoid-contaminated nectar,
even though these chemicals are thought to be tasteless and
odourless. Here, we used Bombus impatiens to explore two
elements of these reported preferences, with the aim of
understanding their ecological implication and underlying
mechanism. First, we asked whether preferences persisted
across a range of realistic nectar sugar concentrations, when
measured at a series of time points up until 24 h. Second, we
tested whether bees’ neonicotinoid preferences were driven by
an ability to associate their post-ingestive consequences with
floral stimuli such as colour, location or scent. We found no
evidence that foragers preferred to consume neonicotinoid-
containing solutions, despite finding effects on feeding
motivation and locomotor activity in line with previous work.
Bees also did not preferentially visit floral stimuli previously
paired with a neonicotinoid-containing solution. These results
highlight the need for further research into the mechanisms
underlying bees’ responses to these pesticides, critical for
determining how neonicotinoid-driven foraging preferences
might operate in the real world for different bee species.

1. Introduction
Pollinator declines are thought to be driven in part by the
direct and indirect effects of increased exposure to pesticides [1].
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Neonicotinoids have been an area of particular concern, including being recently banned in the European

Union (EUPress Release, 27April 2018). As systemic pesticides, they are often found in the nectar and pollen
of both crop plants [2] andwildflowers in the vicinity of target applications (via dust from seed treatments or
runoff [3]). When consumed, neonicotinoid pesticides can have a number of negative effects on bee colony
growth and queen production [4–6], and have also been the focus of substantial study for their sublethal
behavioural effects on bees [7,8]. For example, after exposure, bees may be impaired in their motivation
to forage [9–11] and collect less pollen [4,12–15] (but see [16]). Bees may also be impaired in their ability
to efficiently handle flowers [16] and learn floral associations [17] (but see [10,11,18]). Some of the
clearest effects of neonicotinoids on bees’ behaviour are disruptions to locomotor activity [19–23], as well
as to feeding motivation [23–27].

Most of the research on how neonicotinoids affect bee behaviour has been conducted in laboratory
settings [8]. Laboratory-based experiments are often more practically feasible than field-based research,
and can allow for specific behavioural effects to be more easily identified. At the same time, it is important
that laboratory-based experiments use pesticide dosages that accurately represent bees’ exposure, as effects
often depend on both the dose and duration. Thus, the question of whether controlled laboratory
experiments reflect realistic exposure scenarios is critical for predicting real-world impacts.

One variable likely to impact exposure likelihood is whether bees actively avoid or preferentially visit
flowers containing neonicotinoids. This possibility was raised by two recent studies [27,28]. In the first of
these studies, Kessler et al. [27] offered individual workers (Bombus terrestris and Apis mellifera) three
feeding tubes, each containing water, sucrose or sucrose + a neonicotinoid. At the end of the 24 h trial,
more solution was consumed from the tubes containing the neonicotinoid, but the effect depended
on neonicotinoid identity and concentration. In a second study, Arce et al. [28] exposed colonies of free-
foraging bumblebees (B. terrestris) to six feeders of three possible neonicotinoid concentrations, for
6 h d−1 for 10 days. Contrary to Kessler et al., Arce et al. found that at 24 h, there was no preference
between control and 11 ppb solutions, and that bees consumed less of 2 ppb solutions. However, across
the testing period of 10 days, individuals increased their consumption of solutions of 2 and 11 ppb at a
higher rate than control solutions. These, and indeed nearly all experimental studies on bees to date,
involve offering bees simple sucrose solutions with a single pesticide of interest added to simulate doses
encountered in floral nectar. In reality, floral nectars are chemically complex, for example, also containing
secondary compounds such as alkaloids, iridoid glycosides and phenolics [29]. The limited amount of
research into how bees respond to variation in more than one nectar trait suggests that preference or
aversion can strongly depend on chemical context. For example, bumblebees’ responses to nectar
containing high levels of an alkaloid depend on sucrose concentration [30], and bumblebees’ preference
for a pollen fatty acid in solution disappears once sucrose is present [31]. Given the wide range of sugar
concentrations of floral nectars (approx. 5–70%, with bumblebees preferring flowers in the 30–55% range
[32,33]), we know little about how neonicotinoid preferences identified previously [27,28] might play out
across a range of ecologically relevant nectar sugar concentrations.

An additional component of the previously reported preference for neonicotinoids [27,28] that remains
unknown is the underlying mechanism. In both Kessler et al. and Arce et al. studies, the mechanism
underlying the preference for neonicotinoids is unclear, although electrophysiological results from
Kessler et al. [27] indicate that preference driven by oral taste seems unlikely. Likewise, because
neonicotinoids are not volatile at room temperature [34], it also seems unlikely that olfactory cues drive
preferences. Rather than taste or olfaction, both studies suggest the possibility that preferences may arise
through some form of post-ingestive effect. For example, a neonicotinoid might enhance learning of
the spatial location of the neonicotinoid-containing ‘floral’ source through its action on nicotinic
acetylcholine receptors (nAChRs) in the bee brain [35–38]. It is also possible that bees prefer
neonicotinoid-containing solutions through other post-ingestive means. After all, animals are widely
able to associate positive or negative consequences of ingesting a nutrient or toxin with food-related
stimuli [39–42]. However, the possibility that preference for a neonicotinoid is driven by its
post-ingestive consequences has not been directly explored.

Using concentrations of the neonicotinoid imidacloprid that we confirmed had effects on bumblebees’
feeding motivation and locomotor activity (electronic supplementary material, experiments S1 and S2), we
asked how bees’ relative preferences for imidacloprid in solution depended upon sucrose concentration
(experiment 1; figure 1). By closely measuring bees’ consumption of solutions across time, we also aimed
to gain insight into when preferences for a particular solution emerge, and thus how readily preferences
might transfer to a natural foraging scenario. Presumably, the longer any preferences take to emerge, the
more difficult it would be for bees visiting multiple floral types or patches to be able to associate the
source of the pesticide-laced nectar with its post-ingestive effects [43,44].
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After not finding evidence for neonicotinoid preferences in this experiment (experiment 1) or in other
attempts (electronic supplementary material, experiments S1 and S3), we hypothesized that the lack of
preference may have been because bees were unable to associate post-ingestive effects with the location
of the solution containing the neonicotinoid. To directly test whether neonicotinoids can have post-
ingestive impacts (positive or negative) on the learning of associated stimuli, we carried out an
experiment where bees were presented with temporally separated, alternating imidacloprid-containing
and control solutions paired with salient stimuli (experiment 2). If neonicotinoids either directly enhance
learning of conditioned stimuli or have positive post-ingestive consequences for bees, we expected that
they would preferentially visit stimuli paired during training with a neonicotinoid-containing solution.
Conversely, if consuming neonicotinoids has detrimental post-ingestive consequences (in the same way
as toxins in food [39] or plant-derived defensive compounds [45]), we expected that bees would avoid
the stimuli previously paired with the neonicotinoid-containing solution.
2. Methods
2.1. Subjects, colony maintenance and general methods
Bumblebee colonies (Bombus impatiens, 50–70 individuals colony−1 with natal queen) were purchased
from Koppert Biological Systems (MI, USA). They were maintained on approximately 0.5 g of
honeybee-collected pollen (Koppert Biological Systems), placed directly into colonies every 1–2 days.
Depending on the experiment, a given colony was connected to one of three foraging arenas (ranging
in size from 13 to 16 m3), lit from above by an LED light strip (2100 lumens, 4000 K, Lithonia
Lighting, Conyers, GA, USA); the room was illuminated by both fluorescent and natural light. Bees
could free-forage on 15% (w/w) sucrose solution provided ad libitum via a white cotton-wicked
feeder in each arena. We chose this concentration of sucrose to be low enough that bees would still be
motivated to consume sucrose in the experimental assay, but high enough that colonies would remain
productive when maintained on it. We collected bees from these sucrose feeders upon landing using
an insect aspirator (Bioquip Products, CA, USA) for use in experiments. We then cold-anaesthetized
bees, and transferred them to a preference tube (experiment 1) or container (experiment 2); details in
sections below. For all experiments, we used bees from multiple colonies, represented equally across
treatments within each experiment (experiment 1 n = 5 colonies; experiment 2 n = 2 colonies), and
inter-colony variation was always accounted for in analyses.



Table 1. Final sample sizes for experiment 1 by treatment (12 total) (summary of excluded bees by treatment shown in
electronic supplementary material, table S2). (We tested bees’ preferences for imidacloprid (IMD) across a range of sucrose and
pesticide concentrations, across a series of time points. Bees were presented with two feeding tubes: one containing sucrose with
imidacloprid present and the other containing sucrose of the same concentration but with no imidacloprid present. To see values
in ppb, see the electronic supplementary material, table S3.)

IMD concentration (µg kg–1)

sucrose concentration (%)

0 5 15 30

0.25 13 31 33 34

1 20 26 35 36

10 16 28 32 34
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2.2. Pesticide solutions
To make up pesticide solutions for use in experiments, 93.00 mg of analytical standard PEDESTAL®
imidacloprid powder was dissolved in 93 ml of acetone. Aliquots of this solution were then added to
sucrose solution (concentration dependent on the experimental treatment) for use in experiments. To
make control solutions, we added the same amount of acetone to the same volume and concentration
of sucrose. Solutions were stored in amber bottles in a refrigerator at 4°C, and were always presented
to bees immediately after being poured from these bottles (solutions then immediately returned to the
refrigerator). Fresh solutions were made every 4–5 days.
2.3. General protocol for data analyses
All analyses were carried out in R v. 3.5.1. [46]. To carry out generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs),
we used the glmer() function in the lme4 package [47] and to carry out linear mixed models (LMMs), we
used the lme() function in the nlme package [48]. In cases where our models did not generate p-values
(i.e. for GLMMs), we compared the fit of models using the anova() function to carry out a likelihood ratio
(LR) test between models with and without the variable in question. In all cases, we ran full models
initially, before removing non-significant interaction terms. To determine the direction of interaction
effects and to carry out post hoc tests on GLMMs to determine where significance lay between
treatments, we used the packages effects() [49] and emmeans() [50]. Details on analyses for each
experiment are given in the subsections below.
2.4. Experiment 1: imidacloprid preferences across a range of sucrose and pesticide
concentrations

2.4.1. Methods

After establishing effects on feeding motivation (electronic supplementary material, experiment S1 and
figure S4) and locomotor activity (electronic supplementary material, experiment S2 and figure S5) in line
with previous studies, we sought to explore preferences for neonicotinoids across a range of imidacloprid
and sucrose concentrations (12 treatments total; treatments and final sample sizes shown in table 1). To do
this, we placed individual bees in transparent plastic cylindrical preference tubes with ventilation holes
(TAP plastics, USA; length × diameter 13 × 2.5 cm, wall thickness: 1.6 mm), sealed at both ends with
rubber stoppers. After a 2 h acclimatization period, we removed one of the rubber stoppers, and replaced
it with two glass feeding tubes (internal diameter × length: 3.4 × 150 mm, World Precision Instruments,
USA) fitted into a plug (figure 1). The cotton-plugged feeding tubes were spaced 5 mm apart and each
filled with 1000 µl of a given solution. We measured how much of each solution bees consumed (the
distance the meniscus migrated in each tube from its marked initial point) at the following time intervals:
15, 30, 60, 90 min and 3, 4, 5, 7 and 24 h (1 mm= 9.079 µl). We chose these times based on previous work
showing that they were informative for comparing consumption over time [31]. In this experiment, the
two tubes always contained different solutions: one held the imidacloprid-containing solution and the
other held the control solution for that treatment (i.e. the same concentration of sucrose, but without
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imidacloprid present). The amount of acetone used in control solutions always matched the amount used in

imidacloprid-containing treatments (12 different control solutions in total). The imidacloprid concentrations
we usedwere bothwithin the range ofwhat has been used previously [27] and ofwhat has been found in the
nectar of flowers in the field [2,51] (see also the electronic supplementarymaterial, table S2 in [17]). We chose
sucrose concentrationswithin the range of natural flowers that bumblebees visit [32].We also includedwater
because bees will consumewater, and because previouswork indicates that preferencesmay exist for reward
chemicals inwater that disappear once sucrose is present [31]. Previouswork addressed preferences at 0.5M
(approx. 17%) [27] and at 30% sucrose [28].

Alongside the experimental treatments, we also carried out controls to account for evaporation which
could differ depending on sucrose and pesticide concentration: we set up preference tubes in the same way
as described above, but without a bee. We collected data for 8–13 replicates for each of the 24 solutions
(sample sizes in the electronic supplementary material, table S1). After finding that solutions did not differ
in evaporation over time depending on imidacloprid concentration, we pooled the evaporative controls for
each sucrose concentration, and subtracted the mean evaporation at each time point from the raw data
(electronic supplementary material, figure S1; details in the electronic supplementary material).

We tested 30–38 bees in each treatment initially, but excluded all bees that had not consumed a solution
at 7 h, or consumed less than 2 mm after controlling for evaporation (18.19 µl) at 24 h; we chose this cut-off
because bees that had discovered a solution would typically drink more than this, so it was deemed that
such a small amount ‘consumed’ was possibly owing to error (leaking). The resulting sample sizes are
shown in table 1. Bees that were excluded were mostly from the water and 5% sucrose treatment groups
(summary of excluded bees by treatment is shown in the electronic supplementary material, table S2).

2.4.2. Data analyses

To determine whether bees preferred neonicotinoid-containing solutions over control solutions, and
whether this differed by imidacloprid concentration, sucrose concentration, and over time, we carried
out an LMM (model 1) with the response variable ‘amount consumed’ (of each specific solution), using
the non-cumulative amount consumed since the previous time point measured, and the explanatory
variables: ‘sucrose concentration’ (ordinal factor, four levels), ‘imidacloprid concentration’ (ordinal factor,
three levels), ‘solution type’ (neonicotinoid or control), ‘time’ (continuous variable) and the random
factor ‘bee’ nested in the random factor ‘colony’. We limited this analysis to the data from five time
points: 90, 180, 240, 300 and 420 min. We did this because at time points previous to this, many bees had
not consumed anything, resulting in residuals from models which were greatly skewed, and which
could not be transformed to be used in a parametric analysis. Similarly, the consumption data at 24 h
were much larger than the rest of these values, and so we analysed these data separately (total amount
consumed at 24 h), carrying out a single LMM (model 2) with the same explanatory variables described
in model 1, except for the variable ‘time’. We also tested for differences in the cumulative amount
consumed (of each solution) at 90 min using an LMM (model 3), again, using the same explanatory
variables as model 1 except for ‘time’, to determine whether there were differences early on that then
disappeared across the course of testing.

2.4.3. Results

When comparing consumption of solutions across a series of specific time points (from 90 min to 7 h), we
found no overall preference for imidacloprid versus control solutions (model 1: F1,3029 = 0.62; p = 0.43;
figure 2). Instead, the total amount consumed was explained by the three-way interaction between time,
imidacloprid concentration and sucrose concentration (F6,3029 = 2.15; p < 0.05): the amount bees consumed
decreased over time (F1,3029 = 190.78; p < 0.0001; electronic supplementary material, figure S2), but this
effect depended on the concentration of sucrose and imidacloprid. Specifically, bees consumed least in
the water treatment, and most in the 15% sucrose treatment (F3,322 = 26.31; p < 0.0001; electronic
supplementary material, figure S2), and this interaction further depended on imidacloprid concentration,
with the higher-dose treatment of 10 µg kg−1 suppressing feeding most in the 15% sucrose treatment
(unsurprising since bees would have consumed the most neonicotinoid in this treatment).

Because the amount of solution consumed varied greatly across sucrose concentration treatments
(potentially masking some of the variation within each of these treatments), we additionally ran
separate models within each sucrose concentration treatment (including the same variables as model 1
except for ‘sucrose concentration’), in order to clarify whether preferences might exist within each of
these groups (results in table 2).
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When we separately addressed whether preferences might have emerged by 24 h (the time point at
which preferences were measured in [27]), we found no evidence for a preference for a neonicotinoid-
containing solution over control solutions (model 2: F1,337 = 0.54; p = 0.46). There was a significant
interaction between the concentration of sucrose and the concentration of neonicotinoid (F6,322 = 2.45;
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Figure 3. Experimental design of experiment 2. The specific location, scent and colour of stimuli shown here are a single example;
in the experiment, eight possible combinations were used. Similarly, the order that the reward type was presented (sucrose or
sucrose + neonicotinoid first) was represented equally across treatments.
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p < 0.05): bees generally consumed least in the water treatment, and most in the 15% sucrose treatment,
while at the highest dose of 10 µg kg−1, bees consumed a similar quantity across all sucrose concentration
treatments (electronic supplementary material, figure S3).

Finally, to address the possibility that preferences at 90 min (the first time point at which bees had
consumed enough to be statistically assessed using a parametric model) might be masked in our
analyses if they subsequently disappeared over time, we separately analysed the data at 90 min. Again,
we found that bees did not consume more of the neonicotinoid-containing solution relative to the control
solution (model 3: F1,337 = 0.35; p = 0.56) and that they consumed least in the water treatment, and most
in the 15% sucrose treatment (F3,328 = 21.32; p < 0.0001). Bees did not differ in how much they had
consumed overall at 90 min depending on imidacloprid concentration (F2,328 = 1.32; p = 0.27).

2.5. Experiment 2: do bees develop preferences for or against a neonicotinoid based on its
post-ingestive effects?

2.5.1. Methods

We aimed to determine whether bees would preferentially approach or avoid a stimulus paired with a
neonicotinoid solution when presentations were temporally separated, allowing for post-ingestive effects
to be associatied with the stimulus. To do this, we carried out an experiment where bees were presented
with neonicotinoid-containing and control solutions, each paired with a particular stimulus, with a delay
between presentations (diagram of experimental design in figure 3). In this experiment, bees (n = 76) were
individually held in plastic preference containers (Rubbermaid TakeAlongs®, USA; length ×width ×
height = 22 × 15 × 5.5 cm, lid centre replaced with ventilation mesh). After 1 h, we presented each bee with
a stimulus (consisting of three components) paired with either 10 µl of 30% sucrose with no imidacloprid,
or with imidacloprid added (a dose of 0.1 ng). We chose 30% sucrose because it is a concentration that we
knew would readily be consumed by bees. To mimic a scenario in which bees encounter two readily
distinguishable flower types differing in neonicotinoid presence, we used floral stimuli that a
supplementary experiment (electronic supplementary material, experiment S4) demonstrated that bees
would readily learn to distinguish. These floral stimuli differed in three components [52]: colour (blue or
yellow), scent (eugenol or geraniol) and location (left or right). We always presented the same
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combination of stimuli for each bee, but we used eight possible combinations of these three stimuli across

bees. We chose stimuli that varied in multiple aspects to make it as easy as possible for bees to learn
associations between the stimuli and outcome. While this meant that we could not address possible
interactive effects of stimuli on preference, we included the same combinations of stimuli across both
treatments to control for preferences being driven by particular stimuli. These stimuli were spaced 45 mm
apart, and constructed from a laminated strip of paper printed with a coloured disc (20 mm diameter).
A small square of filter paper (approx. 5 × 5 mm) was taped next to each coloured disc, onto which we
pipetted 1 µl of scent (diluted 1 : 300 in mineral oil). We pipetted 10 µl of the treatment or control solution
directly onto the laminated coloured disc, and observed the bee consume it. Directly after consumption,
we removed the stimulus from the preference container. If bees did not move upon a stimulus
presentation, we stimulated their antennae with 30% sucrose on a toothpick to induce them to feed. All
bees included in the final dataset consumed the solution presented to them on all trials.

We presented each bee with a stimulus–reward pair every hour for 6 h, alternating between
neonicotinoid-containing and control solutions (i.e. three presentations per stimulus–reward type pair;
figure 3). We used this inter-trial interval in order to give the bee time to associate the post-ingestive
effects of a solution with the cues paired with it, as this time period ensures maximal pesticide
absorption [53–55]. We alternated which solution was given to the bee first, with n = 30 bees receiving
the neonicotinoid-containing solution first and n = 46 receiving control solution first.

One hour after the final presentation, we gave bees a test (probe) trial (electronic supplementary material,
figure S7). In the test phase, bees were presented with both stimuli they had previously encountered, spaced
45 mmapart, each containing 10 µlwater. During the test trial (but not stimulus presentation trials), we filmed
the bee from above for 5 min. From this video, we coded the total time they spent on each stimulus in the five-
minute observation period (using the programSOLOMONCODER, solomoncoder.com). Videoswere coded byan
observer blind to treatment.We then used data from the first 5 min of the observation to determine if bees had
a preference; a supplementary experiment (electronic supplementarymaterial, experiment S4) confirmed that
preferences could be detected just as strongly both after 1 min and after 5 min of observation. We did not
address the first colour bees probed because electronic supplementary material, experiment S4 showed that
this was not a useful measure of preference. Because this was a new protocol, electronic supplementary
material, experiment S4 also served to confirm that bees could learn to discriminate between the
conditioned stimuli on the basis of differences in sucrose concentration (10 versus 50%) under the same
training conditions (electronic supplementary material, experiment S4). While the rewards used in
electronic supplementary material, experiment S4 could be discriminated based on taste rather than post-
ingestive consequences, the strong effects that we found using this protocol, combined with other evidence
that bees are able to learn based on post-ingestive feedback on shorter timescales [31] supported the idea
that this protocol would capture learning based on post-ingestive effects of neonicotinoids (which are
absorbed within 1 h [53–55]).

2.5.2. Data analyses

To determine whether bees preferred the stimulus that had previously been paired with either the
neonicotinoid-containing solution or the control solution, we carried out an LMM (model 4) with the
response variable being the total time on the stimulus (seconds) and the following explanatory factors:
‘solution type’ (neonic or control); ‘colour paired with neonic’ (blue or yellow); ‘scent paired with
neonic’ (geraniol or eugenol); ‘location of neonic’ (left or right); order of presentation (neonic or
control solution first) and the random factor ‘bee’ nested in the random factor ‘colony’.

2.5.3. Results

Bees did not prefer a particular stimulus based on the solution type it had previously been paired with:
during the test phase, bees did not spend more time on either the stimulus that had previously been
paired with the neonicotinoid-containing solution or the stimulus paired with the control solution
(model 4: F1,34 = 0.05; p = 0.94; figure 4).
3. Discussion
Despite being recently banned in the EU, neonicotinoid pesticides are still widely used in many parts of
the world, including the USA and China. They have been of intense concern in terms of their effects on
bees, however some of the more basic aspects of their effects on behaviour still remain unclear, especially
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in non-honeybee species [56]. In line with previous studies, we found that the consumption of
imidacloprid by bumblebees disrupted feeding motivation and locomotion activity shortly after initial
exposure. Contrary to previous findings, we did not find that bees preferred to consume solutions
containing neonicotinoid pesticides, at any of the pesticide or sucrose concentrations we tested (or in
any of a variety of preference chamber arrangements: figure 1).
3.1. No evidence for preferences for neonicotinoid-containing solutions
Without knowing the behavioural mechanism behind the previously found preferences in Kessler et al. [27], it
is difficult to knowwhywedidnot find themhere.However,we can suggest a fewpossibilities. First, themain
differencebetweenour studyandthepreviousones is the species of bumblebeeused (B. impatiens in the current
study compared toB. terrestris). DifferentBombus species could have a numberof physiological differences that
might give rise to different dose–response curves, including their body size, the sensitivity of their
acetylcholine receptors [35,37] or their speed at metabolizing neonicotinoids [23]. Comparing the inter-
tegular span (as a proxy for body size [57]) of the bees (B. impatiens) we used in experiment 1 with data
available on the inter-tegular span in a study that used commercial B. terrestris (Dryad Digital Repository
dataset from [13]) indicates that commercial B. terrestris workers may be larger than commercial B. impatiens
workers (mean ± s.d. (in mm): B. terrestris: 4.10 ± 0.57 (n = 340); B. impatiens: mean ± s.d.: 3.32 ± 0.25
(n= 253)). Given that in Kessler et al. [27], the imidacloprid preference was only found at one of the four
dose levels tested, it could be that none of the doses we tested struck upon the one that would generate a
preference in B. impatiens. However, it is worth noting that we did find similar dose-dependent effects to
Kessler et al. [27] in terms of imidacloprid’s effect on feeding motivation, indicating that B. impatiens reacts
similarly to B. terrestris in response to this neonicotinoid in at least one aspect of behaviour.

We currently know little about species- or colony-level differences in sensitivity to pesticides, although
studies comparing across genera (e.g. A. mellifera versus B. terrestris) have found that these bees differ in
their sensitivity to and speed at which they metabolize neonicotinoids [23,25]. To our knowledge, the
sensitivity of different bumblebee species to neonicotinoids have not been directly compared, and indeed,
the vast majority of work that has been done uses only two commercial species, B. terrestris and
B. impatiens [58]. Beyond the clear need to expand genera-level comparisons, a broader species comparison
within Bombus would be useful, because bumblebees are key for both agricultural and ecosystem services,
and appear to be one of the groups of bees more sensitive to neonicotinoid pesticides [59,60].

It is also possible that differences in protocol account for the discrepancy between our and previous
results. For example, although it is not clear from Kessler et al. [27] how spatially separated feeding tubes
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were, bees might be more able to associate post-ingestive effects of a solution with feeding tubes that are

more spatially separated than in our experiment. For example, if a neonicotinoid enhances learning of
associated cues such as spatial location (as suggested by the authors in [27,28]), this might happen
more readily if the two solutions are more clearly spatially identifiable. However, we did not find
such an effect either in the electronic supplementary material, experiment S3 where we had a greater
distance between feeding tubes (electronic supplementary material, figure S6), or in experiment 2
where we made the stimuli associated with the two solutions salient and distinct (containing colour,
scent and location cues), and thus readily learnable (electronic supplementary material,
experiment S4). Finally, it is of course possible that differences exist in wild-foraging bees that we did
not detect here. While individuals do show clear preferences for solutions using our assay when
solutions are readily distinguishable (confirmed with solutions of different sucrose concentration,
A. S. Leonard 2013, unpublished data), there may be differences between how bees sample and
consume sucrose when contained individually versus free-foraging on flowers [61].

Interestingly, we did find that bees preferred to consume water over water containing imidacloprid. It
is possible that bees preferred the taste of the water over the neonicotinoid-containing solution, which
was then masked once sucrose was present (as is also the case for fatty acid preferences [31]).
Although sugar would always be present in nectar, bees have been found consuming water from
rainwater puddles containing neonicotinoids and other pesticides [62]. Future work might determine
whether the preference we found here for pesticide-free water plays out in a more natural setting. If
so, it might be advantageous to provide commercial bees with pesticide-free water sources.

3.2. No evidence for post-ingestive preferences
In the absence of evidence that bees taste or smell neonicotinoid solutions, post-ingestive feedback has
been suggested to be a mechanism that could drive bees’ preference for neonicotinoid-containing
sucrose solutions. However, this possibility has, until now, to our knowledge not been tested. At least in
other scenarios, bees are able to associate the consequences of ingesting a solution with paired stimuli. For
example, Ayestaran et al. [45] tested honeybees in a scenario in which a scent was first paired with a sugar
reward, and then the sugar reward was devalued through being paired with a compound that induced
post-ingestional ‘malaise’. After this, bees responded less to the original conditioned scent compared to
controls [45]. In experiment 2, we failed to find evidence that bees, at least under the conditions of this
experiment, formed associations between neonicotinoid-containing solutions and a combination of salient
stimuli, based on the post-ingestive effects of the neonicotinoid. We also did not find evidence that
neonicotinoid consumption enhanced learning of cues paired with it (as suggested by the authors
in [27,28]), andashasbeenshowntobe thecase fornicotine in floral nectarunderexperimental conditions [63].

Why did bees not form post-ingestive preferences? One possibility may be that the post-ingestive
effects of imidacloprid at the dose we used were not strong enough to give rise to an association with
the cue combinations we presented. We selected this dose (0.1 ng per exposure) because it represents
a field-realistic acute exposure that we expected would have behavioural effects based on previous
B. impatiens research [10]; in this study, we found behavioural effects at 0.2 ng, but we reduced the
dose in the current study because bees were exposed to it three times. Alternatively, bees may not
have been able to associate the post-ingestive effects of consuming a dose of imidacloprid with a
particular stimulus because the effects they experienced lasted for longer than the time period
between association–reward pairings (1 h), meaning that bees were unable to pinpoint which stimulus
was causing the post-ingestive effect [43]. Finally, it is possible that imidacloprid impaired learning
such that bees were unable to pair the post-ingestive effects with the associated stimulus. While
olfactory and spatial learning have been found to be impaired by neonicotinoids [17,53], visual
learning generally is not [10,11,18,64], so this explanation seems unlikely, given that bees could have
learned to discriminate between the two stimuli exclusively on the basis of colour.

One of the most robust effects found both within our experiment and across related experiments
[23–27] relates to the negative effects of neonicotinoid consumption on feeding motivation. This
raises the issue of whether it is problematic to determine preferences for a chemical that inhibits
feeding motivation by measuring how much an animal consumes of food containing that
chemical. For example, in experiments where the bee controls which solutions it samples and the
order in which it samples them, we might expect that bees which consumed neonicotinoid-containing
solutions first would be less motivated to locate and/or feed from the control solution, compared to
bees discovering the solutions in the opposite order, generating an apparent preference. Such effects
could be reduced by having the experimenter control solution sampling rather than the bee.
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3.3. Neonicotinoid effects on feeding motivation and locomotor activity

Despite not finding any preferences or evidence of learning based on post-ingestive effects, we did find clear
behavioural effects of imidacloprid on two other aspects of bee behaviour relevant to performance. Bees that
consumed higher doses of neonicotinoid were less motivated to feed (electronic supplementary material,
experiment S1), in line with previous findings [23–27]. We also found short-term effects on locomotor
activity (electronic supplementary material, experiment S2), with the general trend of dosed bees being
less active in the short term (less than 60 min after exposure), and more active after a longer period had
elapsed (1–2 h). Previous work in honeybees has found that effects on locomotor activity are both dose-
and time-dependent: bees given 1.25 ng of neonicotinoid were more active at the three time points
sampled (15, 30 and 60 min), whereas bees given higher doses (2.5–20 ng) were generally less active after
30 and 60 min [20]. With regard to bumblebees, we know of no studies prior to this one that have
addressed acute effects of a neonicotinoid to locomotor activity. A study of the long-term effects on
activity, by contrast, found no effect of imidacloprid on bumblebee activity 4 days after being dosed [25],
while another found that imidacloprid decreased the daily activity of bees across a number of days [23].
Disruption to locomotor activity through either hypoactivity or hyperactivity may explain some of the
detrimental effects found on foraging and flower-handling ability in free-flying bumblebees [10,13,16].

In conclusion, our results highlight the need for more research into the behavioural mechanism
behind previous findings of bees’ preference for neonicotinoid pesticides. If the lack of replicability is
owing to species differences, or a small difference in protocol, both of these have implications for how
we interpret such results in an ecologically realistic setting. Further, establishing clear and replicable
behavioural protocols is critical for informing future research into how bees respond to other systemic
pesticides introduced as replacements for neonicotinoids [65].

Data accessibility. Data are available from the Dryad Digital Repository: https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.0gb5mkkxw [66].
Authors’ contributions. All authors contributed to experimental design and the writing of the manuscript. R.L.G. collected
data for experiments 1 and 2; and electronic supplementary material, experiments S2 and S3. F.M. collected the data for
experiment 2; and electronic supplementary material, experiments S1 and S4. F.M. carried out the statistical analyses
and drafted the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for publication and agree to be held accountable for the
work performed therein.
Competing interests. The authors have no competing interests.
Funding. Funding was provided by the US Department of Agriculture NIFA postdoctoral fellowship and a L’Oréal For
Women in Science postdoctoral fellowship (F.M. and R.L.G.). A.S.L. was funded by the USDA (AWD no. 2018-67014-
27543).
Acknowledgements. We thank the Leonard Laboratory (J. Francis, D. Picklum, S. Richman and A. Tatarko) and Maj
Rundlöf for helpful comments on earlier versions of the manuscript, and Matt Forister and Ali Urza for advice on
statistical analysis of data. We also thank Anna Tatarko for assistance collecting data in experiment 2.
References

1. Biesmeijer JC. 2006 Parallel declines in

pollinators and insect-pollinated plants in
Britain and the Netherlands. Science 313,
351–354. (doi:10.1126/science.1127863)

2. Goulson D. 2013 An overview of the
environmental risks posed by neonicotinoid
insecticides. J. Appl. Ecol. 50, 977–987. (doi:10.
1111/1365-2664.12111)

3. Botías C, David A, Horwood J, Abdul-Sada A,
Nicholls E, Hill E, Goulson D. 2015 Neonicotinoid
residues in wildflowers, a potential route of
chronic exposure for bees. Environ. Sci. Technol.
49, 12 731–12 740. (doi:10.1021/acs.est.
5b03459)

4. Stanley DA, Russell AL, Morrison SJ, Rogers C,
Raine NE. 2016 Investigating the impacts of
field-realistic exposure to a neonicotinoid
pesticide on bumblebee foraging,
homing ability and colony growth. J. Appl.
Ecol. 53, 1440–1449. (doi:10.1111/1365-
2664.12689)
5. Whitehorn PR, O’Connor S, Wackers FL, Goulson
D. 2012 Neonicotinoid pesticide reduces bumble
bee colony growth and queen production.
Science 336, 351–352. (doi:10.1126/science.
1215025)

6. Rundlöf M et al. 2015 Seed coating with a
neonicotinoid insecticide negatively affects wild
bees. Nature 521, 77–80. (doi:10.1038/
nature14420)

7. Goulson D, Nicholls E, Botias C, Rotheray EL.
2015 Bee declines driven by combined stress
from parasites, pesticides, and lack of flowers.
Science 347, 1255957. (doi:10.1126/science.
1255957)

8. Blacquière T, Smagghe G, van Gestel CAM,
Mommaerts V. 2012 Neonicotinoids in bees: a
review on concentrations, side-effects and risk
assessment. Ecotoxicology 21, 973–992. (doi:10.
1007/s10646-012-0863-x)

9. Decourtye A, Devillers J, Cluzeau S, Charreton M,
Pham-Delègue M-H. 2004 Effects of
imidacloprid and deltamethrin on associative
learning in honeybees under semi-field
and laboratory conditions. Ecotoxicol. Environ.
Saf. 57, 410–419. (doi:10.1016/j.ecoenv.2003.
08.001)

10. Muth F, Leonard AS. 2019 A neonicotinoid
pesticide impairs foraging, but not learning, in
free-flying bumblebees. Sci. Rep. 9, 4764.
(doi:10.1038/s41598-019-39701-5)

11. Lämsä J, Kuusela E, Tuomi J, Juntunen S, Watts
PC. 2018 Low dose of neonicotinoid insecticide
reduces foraging motivation of bumblebees.
Proc. R. Soc. B 285, 20180506. (doi:10.1098/
rspb.2018.0506)

12. Feltham H, Park K, Goulson D. 2014 Field
realistic doses of pesticide imidacloprid reduce
bumblebee pollen foraging efficiency.
Ecotoxicology 23, 317–323. (doi:10.1007/
s10646-014-1189-7)

13. Stanley DA, Garratt MPD, Wickens JB, Wickens
VJ, Potts SG, Raine NE. 2015 Neonicotinoid

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.0gb5mkkxw
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.0gb5mkkxw
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1127863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b03459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b03459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1215025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1215025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature14420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature14420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1255957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1255957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10646-012-0863-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10646-012-0863-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2003.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2003.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-39701-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10646-014-1189-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10646-014-1189-7


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
R.Soc.Open

Sci.7:191883
13
pesticide exposure impairs crop pollination

services provided by bumblebees. Nature 528,
548–550. (doi:10.1038/nature16167)

14. Gill RJ, Ramos-Rodriguez O, Raine NE. 2012
Combined pesticide exposure severely affects
individual- and colony-level traits in bees.
Nature 491, 105–108. (doi:10.1038/
nature11585)

15. Gill RJ, Raine NE. 2014 Chronic impairment of
bumblebee natural foraging behaviour induced
by sublethal pesticide exposure. Funct. Ecol. 28,
1459–1471. (doi:10.1111/1365-2435.12292)

16. Stanley DA, Raine NE. 2016 Chronic exposure
to a neonicotinoid pesticide alters the
interactions between bumblebees and wild
plants. Funct. Ecol. 30, 1132–1139. (doi:10.
1111/1365-2435.12644)

17. Siviter H, Koricheva J, Brown MJF, Leadbeater E.
2018 Quantifying the impact of pesticides on
learning and memory in bees. J. Appl. Ecol. 55,
2812–2821. (doi:10.1111/1365-2664.13193)

18. Karahan A, Çakmak I, Hranitz JM, Karaca I,
Wells H. 2015 Sublethal imidacloprid effects
on honey bee flower choices when foraging.
Ecotoxicology 24, 2017–2025. (doi:10.1007/
s10646-015-1537-2)

19. Tosi S, Burgio G, Nieh JC. 2017 A common
neonicotinoid pesticide, thiamethoxam, impairs
honey bee flight ability. Sci. Rep. 7, 1201.
(doi:10.1038/s41598-017-01361-8)

20. Lambin M, Armengaud C, Raymond S, Gauthier
M. 2001 Imidacloprid-induced facilitation of the
proboscis extension reflex habituation in the
honeybee. Arch. Insect Biochem. Physiol. 48,
129–134. (doi:10.1002/arch.1065)

21. Medrzycki P, Montanari R, Bortolotti L, Sabatini
AG, Maini S, Porrini C. 2003 Effects of
imidacloprid administered in sub-lethal doses
on honey bee behaviour. Laboratory tests. Bull.
Insectology 56, 59–62.

22. Teeters BS, Johnson RM, Ellis MD, Siegfried BD.
2012 Using video-tracking to assess sublethal
effects of pesticides on honey bees (Apis
mellifera L.). Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 31,
1349–1354. (doi:10.1002/etc.1830)

23. Cresswell JE, Robert F-XL, Florance H, Smirnoff
N. 2014 Clearance of ingested neonicotinoid
pesticide (imidacloprid) in honey bees (Apis
mellifera) and bumblebees (Bombus terrestris).
Pest. Manag. Sci. 70, 332–337. (doi:10.1002/ps.
3569)

24. Laycock I, Cotterell KC, O’Shea-Wheller TA,
Cresswell JE. 2014 Effects of the neonicotinoid
pesticide thiamethoxam at field-realistic levels
on microcolonies of Bombus terrestris worker
bumble bees. Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf. 100,
153–158. (doi:10.1016/j.ecoenv.2013.10.027)

25. Cresswell JE et al. 2012 Differential sensitivity of
honey bees and bumble bees to a dietary
insecticide (imidacloprid). Zoology 115,
365–371. (doi:10.1016/j.zool.2012.05.003)

26. Thompson HM, Wilkins S, Harkin S, Milner S,
Walters KF. 2015 Neonicotinoids and
bumblebees (Bombus terrestris): effects on
nectar consumption in individual workers.
Pest Manag. Sci. 71, 946–950. (doi:10.1002/
ps.3868)

27. Kessler SC, Tiedeken EJ, Simcock KL, Derveau S,
Mitchell J, Softley S, Stout JC, Wright GA. 2015
Bees prefer foods containing neonicotinoid
pesticides. Nature 521, 74–76. (doi:10.1038/
nature14414)

28. Arce AN, Ramos Rodrigues A, Yu J, Colgan TJ,
Wurm Y, Gill RJ. 2018 Foraging bumblebees
acquire a preference for neonicotinoid-
treated food with prolonged exposure.
Proc. R. Soc. B 285, 20180655. (doi:10.1098/
rspb.2018.0655)

29. Parachnowitsch AL, Manson JS, Sletvold N. 2019
Evolutionary ecology of nectar. Ann. Bot. 123,
247–261. (doi:10.1093/aob/mcy132)

30. Gegear RJ, Manson JS, Thomson JD. 2007
Ecological context influences pollinator
deterrence by alkaloids in floral nectar. Ecol.
Lett. 10, 375–382. (doi:10.1111/j.1461-0248.
2007.01027.x)

31. Muth F, Breslow PR, Masek P, Leonard AS. 2018
A pollen fatty acid enhances learning and
survival in bumblebees. Behav. Ecol. 29,
1371–1379. (doi:10.1093/beheco/ary111)

32. Willmer P. 2011 Pollination and floral ecology.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

33. Bailes EJ, Pattrick JG, Glover BJ. 2018 An
analysis of the energetic reward offered by field
bean (Vicia faba) flowers: nectar, pollen, and
operative force. Ecol. Evol. 8, 3161–3171.
(doi:10.1002/ece3.3851)

34. Hladik ML, Main AR, Goulson D. 2018
Environmental risks and challenges associated
with neonicotinoid insecticides. Environ. Sci.
Technol. 52, 3329–3335. (doi:10.1021/acs.est.
7b06388)

35. Tomizawa M, Casida JE. 2005 Neonicotinoid
insecticide toxicology: mechanisms of selective
action. Annu. Rev. Pharmacol. Toxicol. 45,
247–268. (doi:10.1146/annurev.pharmtox.45.
120403.095930)

36. Jones AK, Brown LA, Sattelle DB. 2007 Insect
nicotinic acetylcholine receptor gene families:
from genetic model organism to vector, pest
and beneficial species. Invertebr. Neurosci. 7,
67–73. (doi:10.1007/s10158-006-0039-6)

37. Brown LA, Ihara M, Buckingham SD, Matsuda K,
Sattelle DB. 2006 Neonicotinoid insecticides
display partial and super agonist actions on
native insect nicotinic acetylcholine receptors.
J. Neurochem. 99, 608–615. (doi:10.1111/j.
1471-4159.2006.04084.x)

38. Palmer MJ, Moffat C, Saranzewa N, Harvey J,
Wright GA, Connolly CN. 2013 Cholinergic
pesticides cause mushroom body neuronal
inactivation in honeybees. Nat. Commun. 4,
1634. (doi:10.1038/ncomms2648)

39. Garcia J, Ervin FR, Koelling RA. 1966 Learning
with prolonged delay of reinforcement. Psychon.
Sci. 5, 121–122. (doi:10.3758/BF03328311)

40. Lee JC, Bernays EA. 1990 Food tastes and toxic
effects: associative learning by the polyphagous
grasshopper Schistocerca americana (Drury)
(Orthoptera: Acrididae). Anim. Behav. 39,
163–173. (doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(05)80736-5)

41. Sclafani A. 1991 Conditioned food preferences.
Bull. Psychon. Soc. 29, 256–260. (doi:10.3758/
BF03342693)

42. Burke CJ, Waddell S. 2011 Remembering
nutrient quality of sugar in Drosophila.
Curr. Biol. 21, 746–750. (doi:10.1016/j.cub.
2011.03.032)
43. Yearsley JM, Villalba JJ, Gordon IJ, Kyriazakis I,
Speakman JR, Tolkamp BJ, Illius AW, Duncan AJ.
2006 A theory of associating food types with
their postingestive consequences. Am. Nat. 167,
705–716. (doi:10.1086/502805)

44. Duncan AJ, Young SA. 2002 Can goats learn
about foods through conditioned food aversions
and preferences when multiple food options are
simultaneously available? J. Anim. Sci. 80,
2091–2098. (doi:10.1093/ansci/80.8.2091)

45. Ayestaran A, Giurfa M, de Brito Sanchez MG.
2010 Toxic but drank: gustatory aversive
compounds induce post-ingestional malaise in
harnessed honeybees. PLoS ONE 5, e15000.
(doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015000)

46. R CoreTeam. 2017 R: a language and
environment for statistical computing. Vienna,
Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.
See http://www.R-project.org/.

47. Bates D, Mächler M, Bolker B, Walker S. 2015
Fitting linear mixed-effects models using
lme4. J. Stat. Softw. 67, 1–48. (doi:10.18637/
jss.v067.i01)

48. Pinheiro J, Bates D, DebRoy S, Sarkar D. 2016
nlme: Linear and nonlinear mixed effects
models_. R package version 3.1-128. See http://
CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme.

49. Fox J. 2003 Effect displays in R for generalised
linear models. J. Stat. Softw. 8, 1–27.

50. Lenth RV. 2018 emmeans: estimated marginal
means, aka least squares means. R package
version 1.2.2. See https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=emmeans.

51. Bonmatin J-M et al. 2015 Environmental fate
and exposure; neonicotinoids and fipronil.
Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 22, 35–67. (doi:10.
1007/s11356-014-3332-7)

52. Leonard AS, Masek P. 2014 Multisensory
integration of colors and scents: insights from
bees and flowers. J. Comp. Physiol. A 200,
463–474. (doi:10.1007/s00359-014-0904-4)

53. Samuelson EEW, Chen-Wishart ZP, Gill RJ,
Leadbeater E. 2016 Effect of acute pesticide
exposure on bee spatial working memory using
an analogue of the radial-arm maze. Sci. Rep. 6,
38957. (doi:10.1038/srep38957)

54. Tan K, Chen W, Dong S, Liu X, Wang Y, Nieh JC.
2015 A neonicotinoid impairs olfactory learning
in Asian honey bees (Apis cerana) exposed as
larvae or as adults. Sci. Rep. 5, 10989. (doi:10.
1038/srep10989)

55. Williamson SM, Baker DD, Wright GA. 2013
Acute exposure to a sublethal dose of
imidacloprid and coumaphos enhances olfactory
learning and memory in the honeybee Apis
mellifera. Invertebr. Neurosci. 13, 63–70.
(doi:10.1007/s10158-012-0144-7)

56. Lundin O, Rundlöf M, Smith HG, Fries I,
Bommarco R. 2015 Neonicotinoid
Insecticides and their impacts on bees: a
systematic review of research approaches
and identification of knowledge gaps. PLoS
ONE 10, e0136928. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0136928)

57. Hagen M, Dupont YL. 2013 Inter-tegular span
and head width as estimators of fresh and dry
body mass in bumblebees (Bombus spp.).
Insectes Soc.. 60, 251–257. (doi:10.1007/
s00040-013-0290-x)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature16167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12644
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12644
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10646-015-1537-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10646-015-1537-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-01361-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/arch.1065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.1830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ps.3569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ps.3569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2013.10.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.zool.2012.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ps.3868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ps.3868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature14414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature14414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0655
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0655
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcy132
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01027.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01027.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ary111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3851
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b06388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b06388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.pharmtox.45.120403.095930
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.pharmtox.45.120403.095930
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10158-006-0039-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-4159.2006.04084.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-4159.2006.04084.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2648
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03328311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(05)80736-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03342693
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03342693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.03.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.03.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/502805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ansci/80.8.2091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0015000
http://www.R-project.org/
http://www.R-project.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme
http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme
http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=emmeans
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=emmeans
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3332-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3332-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00359-014-0904-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep38957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep10989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep10989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10158-012-0144-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0136928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0136928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00040-013-0290-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00040-013-0290-x


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
14
58. Lundin O, Svensson GP, Larsson MC, Birgersson

G, Hederström V, Lankinen Å, Anderbrant O,
Rundlöf M. 2017 The role of pollinators,
pests and different yield components for organic
and conventional white clover seed yields.
F. Crop. Res. 210, 1–8. (doi:10.1016/J.FCR.
2017.05.014)

59. Goulson D, Hanley ME, Darvill B, Ellis JS, Knight
ME. 2005 Causes of rarity in bumblebees. Biol.
Conserv. 122, 1–8. (doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2004.
06.017)

60. Bartomeus I, Ascher JS, Gibbs J, Danforth BN,
Wagner DL, Hedtke SM, Winfree R. 2013
Historical changes in northeastern US bee
pollinators related to shared ecological traits.
Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 110, 4656–4660.
(doi:10.1073/pnas.1218503110)

61. Richman SK., Muth F, Leonard AS. In
preparation. Measuring foraging preferences in
bees: a comparison of popular laboratory
methods and a test for sucrose preferences
under neonicotinoid exposure.

62. Samson-Robert O, Labrie G, Chagnon M,
Fournier V. 2014 Neonicotinoid-contaminated
puddles of water represent a risk of intoxication
for honey bees. PLoS ONE 9, e108443. (doi:10.
1371/journal.pone.0108443)

63. Baracchi D, Marples A, Jenkins AJ, Leitch AR,
Chittka L. 2017 Nicotine in floral nectar
pharmacologically influences bumblebee
learning of floral features. Sci. Rep. 7, 1951.
(doi:10.1038/s41598-017-01980-1)

64. Muth F, Francis JS, Leonard AS. 2019 Modality-
specific impairment of learning by a
neonicotinoid pesticide. Biol. Lett. 15,
20190359. (doi:10.1098/rsbl.2019.0359)

65. Siviter H, Brown MJF, Leadbeater E. 2018
Sulfoxaflor exposure reduces bumblebee
reproductive success. Nature 561, 109–112.
(doi:10.1038/s41586-018-0430-6)

66. Muth F, Gaxiola RL, Leonard AS. 2020 Data
from: No evidence for neonicotinoid preferences
in the bumblebee Bombus impatiens. Dryad
Digital Repository. (https://doi.org/10.5061/
dryad.0gb5mkkxw)
R
.Soc.Open
Sci.7:191883

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.FCR.2017.05.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.FCR.2017.05.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.06.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.06.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1218503110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0108443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0108443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-01980-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2019.0359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0430-6
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.0gb5mkkxw
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.0gb5mkkxw

	No evidence for neonicotinoid preferences in the bumblebee Bombus impatiens
	Introduction
	Methods
	Subjects, colony maintenance and general methods
	Pesticide solutions
	General protocol for data analyses
	Experiment 1: imidacloprid preferences across a range of sucrose and pesticide concentrations
	Methods
	Data analyses
	Results

	Experiment 2: do bees develop preferences for or against a neonicotinoid based on its post-ingestive effects?
	Methods
	Data analyses
	Results


	Discussion
	No evidence for preferences for neonicotinoid-containing solutions
	No evidence for post-ingestive preferences
	Neonicotinoid effects on feeding motivation and locomotor activity
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	Funding

	Acknowledgements
	References




