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In many pollinating insects, foraging preferences are adjusted on the basis of floral cues learned at the
foraging site. In addition, olfactory experiences gained at early adult stages might also help them to ini-
tially choose food sources. To understand pollen search behavior of honeybees, we studied how responses
elicited by pollen-based odors are biased in foraging-age workers according to (i) their genetic predispo-
sition to collect pollen, (ii) pollen related information gained during foraging and (iii) different experi-
ences with pollen gained at early adult ages. Bees returning to the hive carrying pollen loads, were

ﬁi{l v:orbzise: strongly biased to unfamiliar pollen bouquets when tested in a food choice device against pure odors.
Fora gsi/n g Moreover, pollen foragers’ orientation response was specific to the odors emitted by the pollen type they

were carrying on their baskets, which suggests that foragers retrieve pollen odor information to recognize
rewarding flowers outside the hive. We observed that attraction to pollen odor was mediated by the
exposure to a pollen diet during the first week of life. We did not observe the same attraction in forag-
ing-age bees early exposed to an artificial diet that did not contain pollen. Contrary to the specific
response observed to cues acquired during foraging, early exposure to single-pollen diets did not bias ori-
entation response towards a specific pollen odor in foraging-age bees (i.e. bees chose equally between the
exposed and the novel monofloral pollen odors). Our results show that pollen exposure at early ages
together with olfactory experiences gained in a foraging context are both relevant to bias honeybees’ pol-

Pollen odors
Early experiences
Odor memories

len search behavior.

© 2014 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

Honeybees choose the flowers from which they forage for nec-
tar and pollen. The differential visitation of flowers for nectar is
governed, on the one hand, by the profitability of the food sources
(Seeley, 1985) and on the other hand, by the presence of previously
learned floral cues that provide bees with relevant information
about the resources and facilitate their discovery during foraging
flights (von Frisch, 1918, 1919; Ribbands, 1955; Menzel, 1999;
Dukas, 2008). Among the flowers that offer pollen some species
are visited more frequently than others (Free 1963, 1993; Nye
and Mackensen, 1965; Olsen et al., 1979) probably because their
pollen differs in chemical composition, nutritional value and/or
amount of attractant components (Robertson et al., 1999; Kitaoka
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and Nieh, 2009; Hanley et al., 2008). In contrast, the influence of
previous experiences on pollen foraging behavior of honeybees, a
topic relevant for understanding pollination interactions, is less
well known (Arenas and Farina, 2012).

Whilst most foraging honeybees are able to collect nectar, pol-
len-foraging behavior is restricted to the most sensitive members
of the colony, those who are able to respond to gustatory stimuli,
such as sugar or fatty acids, present at very low concentrations
(Page et al., 1998; Scheiner et al., 2004; Arenas and Farina, 2012).
Pollen is mainly collected in order to supply brood and young bees
with a source of protein, but it is rarely consumed by foragers, who
have a limited capacity to digest it (Winston, 1987; Crailsheim,
1998).

Most flowers emit highly complex, species-specific bouquets of
volatile organic chemicals (Knudsen et al., 1993; Raguso, 2008;
Schiestl, 2010). The composition of these floral scents may vary
according to different plant parts and organs (Flamini et al.,
2002, 2003, 2007). Maximal pollinator activity often coincides with
high floral emissions (Hoballah et al., 2005), which suggests that
floral signals play an adaptive role in guiding pollinators to flowers
(Dobson et al.,, 1999; Raguso, 2008). However, how bees select
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flowers for pollen collection is not completely understood. Previ-
ous results suggest that pollen foraging is strongly elicited by pol-
len odor (van der Pijl, 1960), in which steroid substances and free
fatty acids are the main components mediating the attraction
(Hiigel, 1962; Lepage and Boch, 1968). Recent evidence shows that
learning of olfactory cues might also be involved (Griiter et al.,
2008; Arenas and Farina, 2012) as honeybee foragers are able to
learn odors associated with pollen as the only reward stimulus.
Interestingly enough, foragers that gathered pollen performed bet-
ter than non-pollen foragers during olfactory conditioning, which
suggests that a differential response towards pollen related stimuli
is a key component in task allocation and division of labor between
these two functional sub-castes (Robinson, 1992).

In honeybee colonies, young workers are highly prone to per-
ceive (and probably learn) cues whilst they feed on or manipulate
pollen in the hive (Winston, 1987; Crailsheim, 1998). Early experi-
ences with pollen odors might provide future foragers with key
information about how exploited pollen sources smell (Arenas
et al., 2013). In this regard, initial preferences for pollen odors in
a solitary-pollen-specialist bee (Colletes fulgidus longi plumosus)
were observed to be shaped by the pollen diet on which bees were
reared as larvae (Dobson, 1987). In honeybees, whether pollen
odors experienced early in life bias later pollen foraging response
or not is still under debate (Boelter and Wilson, 1984).

In order to provide a framework for the interpretation of honey-
bee plasticity regarding pollen foraging activities, we aimed to
study honeybees’ pollen search images. We wondered how search-
ing is modified according to: (i) foraging functional sub-castes (i.e.
genetic predisposition to collect pollen); (ii) species-specific pollen
related information acquired during foraging and (iii) different
experiences with pollen which occur at early adult stages. In a first
experiment, we tested whether pollen foraging bees (carrying pol-
len) and non-pollen (presumably foraging for nectar) foraging bees
were equally attracted to novel pollen bouquets. In a second exper-
iment, we tested the influence of species-specific pollen odors
experienced previously on bees’ pollen preference. We captured
pollen loaded bees and let them choose between the odor emitted
by the same pollen type that they had been carrying in their bas-
kets and the odor emitted by other pollen that was being simulta-
neously exploited by workers of the same colony. In a third
experiment, we investigated if attraction to pollen odors was
shaped by the exposure to pollen during the first week after adult
emergence. Responses to pollen bouquets and pure odors were
measured in foraging-bees that had been reared with a multifloral
pollen diet. Finally, in a fourth experiment, we tested the hypoth-
esis that species-specific experiences gained at early adult ages are
memorized and bias later foraging behavior. Experimentally, we
fed newly emerged bees with monofloral diets and measured their
preferences between the experienced and an unfamiliar pollen
odor when they reached foraging ages.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Study site and animals

The experiments were carried out during the summer seasons
of 2011 and 2012 in the experimental field of the School of Exact
and Natural Sciences of the University of Buenos Aires (34°32’S,
58°26'W). Worker bees from 4 colonies of European honeybees
(Apis mellifera), containing about 25,000 bees each, were used in
the different experiments.

In the experiments that required foragers (Experiments 1 and
2), bees were captured as they entered the hive. Incoming bees car-
rying pollen loads were considered pollen foragers whilst those

bees that entered without pollen loads were defined as non-pollen
foragers. All the experimental bees were tested within 30 min of
being captured.

For the experiments that required control of the bees’ previous
olfactory experiences (Experiments 3 and 4), we used workers that
were Kkept in the laboratory from the time of their emergence. They
were obtained from sealed brood frames maintained under con-
trolled conditions inside an incubator (36 °C, 55% relative humid-
ity, no light). Newly emerged bees were collected in groups of
about 150 individuals and placed in wooden cages (“lab-caged
bees”). The cages (10 x 10 x 10 cm) were maintained inside a sec-
ond incubator (30 °C, 55% relative humidity, no light). Bees were
provided with water and fed with 1.8 M sugar solution ad libitum
until they were tested at 17 days of age, at which age workers com-
monly initiate foraging tasks (Rosch, 1925; Lindauer, 1952; Seeley,
1982). Rearing conditions did not affect the general constitution of
the bees.

2.2. Y-maze and odor stimulation

We used an acrylic Y-maze (Arenas and Farina, 2012) to quan-
tify honeybees’ preferences towards two odors. We measured each
bee’s first choice and the proportion of time spent in each arm of the
maze. Whilst the former variable indicates the animal’s orientation
towards a preferred cue, the latter reflects how meaningful this cue
is according to the time the animal invests searching the area.

Before testing for the bees’ orientation responses in the Y-maze,
each bee was individually allowed to explore the unscented set-up
for 5 min (for details, see Arenas and Farina, 2012). After this per-
iod of familiarization, the bee was gently removed and the maze
was cleaned with ethanol (96% v/v). Ten minutes later, the bee
was released again in the Y-maze in order to measure its orienta-
tion response in the presence of the odors. We focused on three
maze areas: the entrance channel, the scented arms. If the bee’s
first choice took longer than 3 min, the test was interrupted and
the bee was excluded from the experiment. Less than 8% of the
tested animals (24 bees) were excluded. The time spent in each
area of the maze was recorded for 2 min after the first choice.
The proportion of time spent in each arm was calculated as the rel-
ative time that the bee spent in that area of the maze. Although we
recorded the time spent in the three areas of the maze, we just pre-
sented and compared the mean score of the proportion of time the
bees spent in the arms. Each bee was tested only once.

Olfactory stimuli used to scent the arms were (i) pure odors,
(ii) a multifloral pollen bouquet or (iii) monofloral pollen bouquets.
In all cases, preferences were tested between two olfactory cues.
We did not test odors (either pure or pollen-related) against a
blank because bees showed a strong bias towards the scented
option in preliminary experiments. Linalool (LIO), Phenylacetalde-
hyde (PHE) and 1-hexanol (1-HEX) were used as pure odors to con-
trol for olfactory stimulation during testing. We decided to use
pure odors since they are more likely to be unknown for free-flying
bees than complex floral blends. A small piece of filter paper was
soaked with 4 pl of pure odor and placed inside a syringe. Pollen
bouquets were obtained by placing pollen samples of 0.7 mg of
bee-collected pollen inside a syringe. The filter papers with the
pure odor and the pollen samples were replaced every two hours
to ensure that the odor intensity did not vary greatly. For multifl-
oral pollen bouquets were used bee-collected pollen samples gath-
ered in a distant apiary (about 1150 km away, provided by Cabafia
Brandsen, Santiago del Estero, Argentina). The plant species
available in Santiago del Estero differ from those surrounding our
apiary. Thus, we assume that multifloral pollen bouquets were
unfamiliar for our bees, although no headspace measurements
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were performed to confirm the identity of the samples. For mono-
floral pollen odors we used pollen samples of Hypochaeris sp, Taxo-
dium sp and a Solanaceae.

Each olfactory stimulus was delivered by means of a constant
air flow (15 ml/s) that passed through the 1 ml syringes that con-
tained the odorant source. Both airstreams were driven from the
bases of the two arms by means of an air pump. Laminar airflows
carried the odorants towards the intersection of both arms: the
decision area of the maze. The bee was introduced at the proximal
end of the entrance channel. The entrance channel of the maze and
the arms were 8 cm and 6 cm long, respectively, and 1.9 cm high.
These dimensions enabled the bees to walk, but not to fly. The
arms were at a 90° angle, each at 135° from the entrance channel.
The maze was placed on a rectangular supporting base
(13.5 x 14.5 cm), from where it was removed and cleaned after
each recording. The maze was covered by a glass rectangle
(10 x 15 cm), which prevented the bees from flying and escaping.

2.3. Experimental series

2.3.1. Experiment 1. Testing preferences in bees returning with and
without pollen loads

In this experiment we tested the effect that pollen odors have
on the orientation response of foraging bees that are actively
involved in pollen collection and of non-pollen foragers (i.e. free-
flying bees that were not handling pollen at the time). Bees were
tested for their odor preferences to unfamiliar scents: a multifloral
pollen bouquet vs. a pure odor (LIO, PHE, or 1-HEX). Each bee was
confronted with only one of the three pure odors. We then evalu-
ated whether orientation to pollen-related cues is set according to
foraging functional sub-castes or not.

2.3.2. Experiment 2. Testing pollen odor memory of free-flying pollen
foragers

We tested whether pollen odor cues experienced whilst forag-
ing on a specific pollen type provide reliable information to guide
a forager towards the food source. We focused on bees returning to
the hive carrying pollen loads collected from a Solanaceae and
from Hypochaeris sp. Immediately after capture, the pollen loads
were removed by means of soft forceps, observed under the micro-
scope (Labomed microscope CXR III) and identified using palyno-
logical techniques (Hodges, 1984; Kearns and Inouye, 1993). For
the test, foraging bees were placed inside the maze and one of
the arms of the maze was scented with the pollen the forager
brought back to the hive (Hypochaeris sp or Solanaceae) and the
other arm with the alternative (Solanaceae or Hypochaeris sp).

We assumed that free-flying bees carrying pollen had collected
it from natural sources and hence they had experienced its odor
while foraging. We did not rule out the possibility that pollen-odor
memory in pollen-foraging bees was established through several
foraging bouts or even inside the hive (e.g. in the recruiting con-
text). Since we did not control for the previous experiences of these
bees, we can only be sure that they experienced the carried pollen
at least once prior to being captured.

2.3.3. Experiment 3. Testing olfactory preference in bees exposed to
pollen at an early age

To answer whether responses to pollen odors in foraging-age
bees are affected by the exposure of bees to pollen at early adult
ages or not, we compared the orientation responses of individuals
reared in lab-cages with or without pollen as a component of their
diet. The first group was offered an ad libitum mixture of bee-col-
lected pollen (provided by Apicola Calandri, Buenos Aires, Argen-
tina). The second group was given artificial food for honeybees
(NutriApis; Apilab, Buenos Aires, Argentina). This product
contained: vitamins A, B2, B6, B12, C, D3, E and K; biotin;

methionine; lysine; arginine; choline; nicotinic acid; calcium pan-
tothenate; folic acid and sucrose. Food intake, mortality, and loco-
motor activity at 17 days of age were normal in bees exposed to
the artificial food, which suggests that all bees, independently of
the diet to which they were exposed, had a similar physiological
state. Bee-collected pollen was mechanically crushed with a mor-
tar and then hydrated before being offered. The pollen and the arti-
ficial food (henceforth: surrogate) were offered during the first
7 days of the bees’ adult lives and removed from the cages on
the 8th day. After this time, the bees were offered water and
1.8 M sugar solution.

Caged-bees were tested for their olfactory orientation at
17 days of age. A novel multifloral pollen bouquet and a pure odor
(LIO, PHE or 1-HEX) were presented in the Y-maze. Because exper-
imental bees were kept in captivity their whole lives, we are sure
that both stimuli were not experienced previously.

2.3.4. Experiment 4. Testing pollen odor memory in early exposed bees

Here we tested memory to the odors of pollen offered as food to
lab-caged bees during the first week of life. We evaluated the
hypothesis that newly (naive) foragers are more attracted to a
scent reminiscent of pollen odors experienced at young adult ages.
Lab-caged bees were fed with a single-pollen diet containing pol-
len from one of the following: Hypochaeris sp, a Solanaceaeor Taxo-
dium sp. All three pollen types were collected and processed as in
Experiment 2.

Preferences were tested between the experienced monofloral
pollen odor and a second novel monofloral pollen odor. Bees that
experienced Solanaceae pollen were tested to Solanaceae vs. Taxo-
dium sp pollen odors, bees that experienced Taxodium sp pollen
were tested to Taxodium sp vs. Hypochaeris sp pollen odors and
those which experienced Hypochaeris sp pollen were tested to Hyp-
ochaeris sp vs. Solanaceae pollen odors.

2.4. Statistics

We applied a chi-square test for goodness of fit to the bees’ first
choices to determine whether the observed frequencies deviated
significantly from random (50% for each; Sokal and Rohlf, 1995).
To compare the orientation responses between the different odors
used along the series (LIO, PHE and 1-HEX), we applied G tests to
the proportions (Sokal and Rohlf, 1995). Since the homogeneity
of variance assumption was met, we compared the means of the
proportion of time spent in each arm of the maze using repeated
measures ANOVA (RM-ANOVA). LSD tests were performed for post
hoc comparisons to determine differences among the pure odors
used in different series. When significant interactions between fac-
tors were detected, we applied simple effects to evaluate the effect
of one factor separately for each level of the other factor (Quinn
and Keough, 2002).

3. Results

3.1. Experiment 1. Testing preferences in bees returning with and
without pollen loads

In this experiment we tested the response to pollen odors of for-
aging bees actively involved in pollen collection and of bees that
were not handling pollen at the time. Since no differences for the
first choices were detected among the 3 series of this experiment
(LIO, PHE or 1-HEX), data within pollen and non-pollen groups
were pooled (G-testgirst choice/pollen foragers- G, =0.300, p=0.860,
N=43; G-testps choice/non-pollen  foragers- G2=1.259, p=0.532,
N =43). Pooled data revealed on the one hand, that pollen foraging
bees were more attracted to a pollen bouquet than to a pure
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odorant, even when pollen bouquets were unfamiliar for
the bees (Chi-Square testrirst choice/non-pollen foragers- X% =14.534,
p<0.001, N=43; Fig. 1A). On the other hand, non-pollen foragers
were equally attracted to pollen than to pure odors (Chi-square
testrirst choice/pollen foragers: X% =3.842, p=0.445, N=43, Fig. 1B).
Significant differences in odor preferences were detected between
pollen and non—pollen foragers (G‘teStnonfpollen forager/pollen forager-
G, =5.384, p=0.020, N = 86).

We applied a 3-way repeated measures ANOVA to compare the
means of the proportion of time spent in each arm. The odors used in
the 3 series of the experiment (LIO, PHE or 1-HEX) and the forager
type (pollen and non-pollen foragers) were the independent fac-
tors, whereas the time spent in each arm (pollen-scented or pure
odor-scented arm) was the repeated measure. We found significant
differences among the 3 series of the experiment (RM-ANOVAqo;:
F>80=6.692, p =0.002, N = 86). Post hoc comparison revealed longer
times spent in the pollen odor arm in the LIO and PHE-series than
in the 1-HEX series. In addition, the interaction between the time
spent in each arm and forager type revealed that pollen foragers
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stayed relatively longer in the pollen scented arm than non-pollen
foragers (RM'ANOVAtime spent in each armsforager type- Fl,80=6'422-
p=0.013, N=86; Fig. 1C and D). Thus, these results show that
although the orientation behavior of bees towards pollen odors
can vary depending on the identity of the tested stimuli, it is nev-
ertheless influenced by the bees’ predisposition to collect pollen.

3.2. Experiment 2. Testing pollen odor memory of free-flying pollen
foragers

With the results of Experiment 1 in mind, we investigated
whether sensitivity for pollen in pollen foraging bees also leads
to type-specific memory for pollen odors. To do this, we tested for-
agers for memories of the odor of the pollen loads that they had
carried back to the hive. No differences were detected between
the responses for the two types of pollen carried by the foragers
(Solanaceae or Hypochaeris sp), which allowed us to pool the data
(G-testFirst choice/pollen type: G2 =0.2333, p=0.629, N=51; Fig. 2A).
Pooled data revealed that the foragers strongly preferred the odor

Returning bees without pollen loads
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Fig. 1. Orientation preferences of pollen foragers (A and C) and bees returning without pollen loads (B and D) in the Y-maze. The maze contained a novel pollen bouquet in
one arm and a pure odorant (LIO, PHE or 1-HEX) in the other. Presentation of the stimuli was randomized. A and B indicate First choice towards the pollen odor arm. The
dashed line at 50% indicates random choice between the pollen odor and the pure odor arm. C and D indicate the proportion of time spent in each arm (X+SE). Asterisks indicate
statistical differences (***p < 0.001). The number of subjects is indicated at the bottom of the bars in A and B.
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Y-maze, which contained single natural pollen odors from a Solanaceae in one arm and from Hypochaeris sp in the other. A indicates the First choice towards the previously
learned pollen odor arm. The dashed line at 50% indicates random choice between the learned stimuli and the unfamiliar pollen odor arm. B indicates the proportion of time
spent in each arm (X+SE). Asterisks indicate statistical differences (***p < 0.001). The number of subjects is indicated at the bottom of the bars in A.

of the pollen that they had carried (Chi-square teStgisst choice:
%% =3.841, p=0.035, N=51; Fig. 2A) and that they could accurately
discriminate between the pollen odors.

The time spent in each arm was irrespective of the identity of the
pollen type. However, foragers spent significantly more time in the
arm with the scent of the pollen they had carried than in the arm
scented with the alternative pollen odor (RM ANOVAime:
F146=4.475, p<0.039, N=51). These results indicate that odors
of specific pollen types could be accurately learned under natural
conditions, transferred and retrieved within a different context
(Gerber et al., 1996).

3.3. Experiment 3. Testing olfactory preference in bees exposed to
pollen at an early age

To investigate early exposure effects of pollen on bees of forag-
ing age, we reared animals in the lab with or without pollen as a
component of their diet. Both groups responded equally regarding
the 3 series (G-testchoicejodor: G2 =2.880, p =0.236, N =61, Fig. 3A;
G-teStchoicejodor: G2 =0.146, p=0.929, N =62; Fig. 3B). Therefore
the data were pooled for both bees early exposed to pollen and
for naive bees. Bees reared on pollen preferred the arm scented
with the pollen bouquet (Chi-square testenoice: x3 =27.557,
p <0.001, N = 61; Fig. 3A). In contrast, bees reared in absence of pol-
len exhibited no preferences (Chi-square testenoice: ¥3 =3.161,
p=0.075, N=62; Fig. 3B). Comparison between exposed and naive
groups revealed that choice responses differed significantly
(G‘tEStchoice/exposed bees vs. naive bees: G1=27.348, p<0.001, N=123),
which indicates that exposure to pollen at early adult ages affects
decisions taken later in the life.

Next, we assayed the time spent in each arm of the maze by pol-
len-exposed or naive bees by means of a 3-way repeated measures
ANOVA. The 3 odors used during tests and the exposure at early
stages of life (diet with pollen or without pollen) were the inde-
pendent factors. The time spent in each arm (novel pollen bouquet
or pure odor-scented arm) was the repeated measure. Fig. 3C and D

show the overall performance of both groups of bees. As we
already found in previous experiments, the time spent in each
arm was affected by the identity of the pure odorant
(RM‘ANOVAtime spent in each armsodor+ F2.118=3-887v p< 0-023n
N=123; Fig. 3C and D). ANOVA also revealed that pollen exposed
bees stayed longer on the pollen-scented arm than bees without
any prior pollen experience (RM'ANOVAtime spent in each armsexposure-
F, ,=23.204, p<0.001, N=123). In concordance with the first
choice response, these results highlight the role of early pollen
exposure in biasing later pollen-odor mediated behavior.

3.4. Experiment 4. Testing pollen odor memory in early exposed bees

To further investigate the exposure effects of pollen on foragers’
orientation response, we tested memory to the odors of pollen
(Solanaceae, Taxodium sp and Hypochaeris sp) offered as food dur-
ing the first week of life. We first observed that choice responses
were equally distributed among the different pollen types (G-
teStchoice/pollen type: G2 = 3.648, p=0.161, N = 69; Fig. 4A). Although
biases induced by pollen of Taxodium sp appeared to be quite
strong and might denote the presence of a long-term pollen-based
odor memory, overall analysis did not detect particular preferences
towards any of the odors experienced in the diet (Chi-square
testrirst choice: X% =0.014, p=0.904, N = 69; Fig. 4A).

In contrast, pollen odor of Taxodium sp did bias the time spent in
each arm. The interaction between time spent in each arm and pollen
type confirmed that not all three pollen olfactory stimuli produced
the same outcome (RM ANOVAtime spent in each armspollen type-
Fy66 =3.543, p=0.0345, N=69; Fig. 4B). Simple effect analysis
revealed that foraging-age bees fed on Taxodium sp pollen stayed
significantly longer in the Taxodium sp pollen odor arm than in
the arm with a different pollen odor (F; 132 =13.120, p < 0.001).
Divergence in results indicates that although young adult workers
were able to learn some pollen odor as early as a few days after
emergence and to recall it at foraging ages, learning and retrieval
is strongly influenced by the identity of the pollen.
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Fig. 3. Orientation preferences of foraging-age bees after early pollen exposure. The bees were reared in laboratory conditions and exposed to different diets during the first
week of adulthood: with pollen (A and C) or with a surrogate (B and D). Bees were tested at the age of 17 days in a maze which contained a novel pollen bouquet and a novel
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arm. C and D indicate the proportion of time spent in each arm (X+SE). Asterisks indicate statistical differences (***p < 0.001). The number of subjects is indicated at the bottom

of the bars in A and B.

4. Discussion

We confirmed that pollen odor is an important cue that influ-
ences the orientation of pollen foraging honeybees in a Y-maze,
suggesting that it might similarly do so when pollen-foraging bees
are selecting flowers in the field (van der Pijl, 1960). In addition, we
showed that choice behavior of bees to pollen odors is influenced
by their predisposition to collect pollen (pollen or non-pollen for-
agers). Orientation was not biased in bees that were not exposed
to pollen stimuli in the rearing environment, suggesting that expo-
sure soon after emergence might play a role in setting up later
odor-mediated responses, at least in bees predisposed to collect
pollen. Moreover, we found that species-specific olfactory cues
from the pollen carried by foragers returning to the hive were sig-
nificantly preferred as shown by the bees’ orientation in the Y-
maze. Whereas experiences of free-flying bees with specific pollen
odors biased the orientation of the bees when tested in the Y-maze,
olfactory orientation responses by lab-caged bees exposed to

specific single-species pollen diets were not affected by the pollen
type.

During this study we used bee-collected pollen, which is not
pure pollen as presented by flowers but is mixed with oral sub-
stances produced by the worker bees themselves. Therefore, we
cannot exclude the possibility that bees responding to pollen odors
are actually responding to the composite of plant- and bee-pro-
duced constituents. However, using bee-collected pollen as stimuli
for all our experiments and for comparing different groups of bees,
enables us to draw conclusions regarding bees’ genetic predisposi-
tion to collect pollen, their previous foraging-related experiences,
etc. Moreover, and even if bees were responding to added products,
this might be biologically relevant for the transfer of information
within the hive, as was suggested by von Frisch (1923).

Linalool, PHE, I-HEX are common components of headspace vol-
atiles of flowerheads (Knudsen et al., 1993). Less frequently, they
can also be found in pollen (Flamini et al., 2002, 2003, 2007). Since
these pure odors are not exclusively found among pollen volatiles,
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they are less likely to elicit a distinct innate behavioral response
than whole-flower fragrances, as they do not provide specific infor-
mation for recognition of pollen quantity and quality (Pernal and
Currie, 2001). The fact that we obtained similar responses in
free-flying bees and in lab-reared-bees, which were certainly naive
to pure odors, suggests that honeybees are not innately predis-
posed to these cues and that they had not been learnt in the field
by tested foragers.

4.1. Orientation response to pollen odors by pollen foraging bees

Recently it has been suggested that in plant families where pol-
len is exposed and easily available, the final and ultimate host rec-
ognition occurs upon landing through pollen contact chemicals
(Piskorski et al., 2011). Our results, however, confirm that pollen
odor is sufficient to bias orientation in pollen foraging honeybees
(Louveaux, 1959; Hiigel, 1962; Lepage and Boch, 1968). In the
absence of previously encountered pollen odors, foragers were able
to orientate towards unfamiliar pollen bouquets (Fig. 1A and C).
Such strong orientation responses seem to depend on the maturity
and foraging tasks of each bee, since incoming bees without pollen
loads exhibit no orientation preferences towards pollen odors
(Fig. 1B). This might reflect that pollen odor cues, though relevant
to foragers involved in pollen gathering, do not attract mature bees
involved in other tasks. Whether or not a honeybee’s response to
pollen odors depends on the bee’s current role is not trivial and
indicates that the development and/or expression of pollen-odor
mediated responses might contribute to separate bees into nectar-
and pollen-foraging tasks (Page et al., 1998; Scheiner et al., 2004).
Furthermore, different preferences towards pollen odors by pollen
and non-pollen foragers could be related to different response
thresholds that are under genetic control (Page et al., 1998) and/
or influenced by the condition of the colony (Pernal and Currie,
2001; Pankiw et al., 2002; Fewell, 2003). Responsiveness to pol-
len-based odors, as well as to other pollen-related cues such as

fatty acids (Arenas and Farina, 2012) might represent a key compo-
nent in task allocation and division of labor between these two
functional sub-casts (Robinson, 1992).

Our results further suggest that pollen foragers learn species-
specific pollen odors (Fig. 2). In Experiment 2 we observed that
bees that had handled a particular pollen type could recall this pre-
vious experience when the odor was tested against other pollen
types that had been simultaneously available in the surroundings
and were being exploited by the colony at the time (Fig. 2A and
B). The accuracy of the choice according to the type of pollen
brought back to the hive is consistent with learning abilities of for-
agers to associate odors and pollen reward (Arenas and Farina,
2012). Recently, we showed that honeybee foragers are able to
learn neutral odor cues (LIO and PHE) associated with pollen as
the only reward stimulus. In those experiments, olfactory memory
established while bees foraged on a scented feeder were accurately
retrieved in a dual-choice test (Y-maze), suggesting that the same
process is involved in the acquisition and transfer of non-pollen
floral odors (LIO and PHE) and pollen odors. In this case, similarly
to what occurred with scented nectars, pollen may provide a
rewarding stimulus (US), whereas its species-specific aroma
(Dobson et al., 1996) might act as the conditioned stimulus (CS;
Cook et al., 2005).

Cook et al. (2003) showed that foraging honeybees with prior
experience of oilseed rape pollen (Brassica napus) preferred to land
on and collect this pollen over that of field bean (Viciafaba). Despite
the lack of controls for visual and tactile stimulation, these exper-
iments suggest that memory established whilst a bee exploits a
pollen source can be helpful for guiding the forager towards the
learned stimulus later on. Such a process should increase foraging
efficiency, as it would mean that a bias is established towards food
sources (von Frisch, 1918, 1919; Ribbands, 1955; Menzel, 1999).

Generalization on the part of the bees towards pollen olfactory
cues (Ghirlanda and Enquist, 2003; Guerrieri et al., 2005) might
direct foragers to new pollen types by allowing the bees to extract
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information from common features of pollen aromas. Controlled
experiments assaying bees’ olfactory perception showed that for-
aging bees broadly generalized pollen odors from different species
during an absolute classical conditioning (Cook et al., 2005). How-
ever, these odors could be successfully distinguished if they were
learned in a discrimination conditioning, a protocol that forced
bees to respond differentially to the odors since one of them is
paired with reward whilst the other remains unrewarded
(Bitterman et al., 1983; Cook et al., 2005). These previous tests sup-
port our findings that honeybees can distinguish specific pollen
odors and may use them in recognition/discrimination of floral
species. Finally, generalization might help foragers to find potential
food sources when previously learned cues are no longer available
in the surroundings.

4.2. Early olfactory experiences affect pollen odor preferences

Within the hive, young bees may have the chance to perceive
and even learn many odors whilst performing tasks such as nurs-
ing or food processing. Nurses consume stored pollen to cover their
own protein requirement and to produce a protein enriched fluid
called brood food in their hypopharyngeal glands (Winston,
1987). Our study (Experiments 3 and 4) suggests that early experi-
ences are responsible for the positive orientation response towards
pollen by bees of older ages (Figs. 3 and 4). Thus, pollen odors in
the food or in the rearing environment during the in-hive period
might prepare workers for later tasks, providing individuals, at
least those genetically predisposed to collect pollen, with key
information about how pollen sources might smell. Pollen odors
perceived from the diet might interact with odors perceived
through other in-hive experiences, such as pollen odors clinging
to the bodies of dancing bees (Diaz et al., 2007), which enables
the formation of a positive bias in novice foragers.

Memory that resists metamorphosis has been suggested to be a
mechanism by which feeding preferences are established in soli-
tary-pollen-specialist bees (Dobson, 1987), whereby the bees
become imprinted to pollen odor during pre-imaginal stages and
subsequently as adults show a preference for the same scent
(Dobson, 1994; Masson and Arnold, 1984). On the contrary, previ-
ous studies on honeybees showed that bees reared on a single pol-
len diet did not prefer the pollen types on which they had been fed
as they developed (Boelter and Wilson, 1984). Our results are con-
sistent with these studied, as we demonstrated that early experi-
ences with specific pollen odors could only be retrieved in 1 out
of 3 cases (Fig. 4A and B).

Young adult workers can learn odors diluted in sugar solution
as early as a few days after emergence and can recall this memory
at foraging ages (Arenas and Farina, 2008; Arenas et al., 2009).
However, it seems that a process other than associative learning
must be involved in the development of pollen-odor mediated
response in young workers. Whatever the process, our results sug-
gest that the olfactory system of young bees needs to be primed by
pollen-related inputs to change and enhance its responsiveness to
pollen odors.

5. Conclusion

Our results led us to conclude that exposures at early ages and
the olfactory experiences gained in the foraging context interact
with pollen foragers’ genetic predisposition to bias their search
behavior towards pollen sources.

Acknowledgements

We are indebted to M.S. Balbuena and L.T. Herbert for their sup-
port during the experiments. We are also indebted to the two

anonymous referees for their valuable comments and suggestions
on an early version of this manuscript. Authors thank the CONICET,
ANPCYT and the University of Buenos Aires for support. The exper-
iments comply with the “Principles of animal care”, publication No.
86-23, revised 1985 of the National Institute of Health, and also
with the current laws of the country in which the experiments
were performed.

References

Arenas, A., Farina, W.M., 2008. Age and rearing environment interact in the
retention of early olfactory memories in honeybees. J. Comp. Physiol. A 194,
629-640.

Arenas, A., Fernandez, V.M., Farina, W.M., 2009. Associative learning during early
adulthood enhances later memory retention in honeybees. PLoS One 4, e8046.

Arenas, A., Farina, W.M., 2012. Learned olfactory cues affect pollen-foraging
preferences in honeybees, Apis mellifera. Anim. Behav. 83, 1023-1033.

Arenas, A., Ramirez, G., Balbuena, M.S., Farina, W.M., 2013. Behavioral and neural
plasticity caused by early social experiences: the case of the honeybee. Front.
Physiol. 4, 41. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2013.00041.

Bitterman, M.E., Menzel, R., Fietz, A., Schafer, S., 1983. Classical conditioning of
proboscis extension in honeybees (Apis mellifera). J. Comp. Physiol. A 97 (2),
107-119.

Boelter, A.M., Wilson, W.T., 1984. Attempts to condition the pollen preference of
honey bees. Am. Bee J. 124, 609-610.

Cook, S.M., Awmack, C.S., Murray, D.A., Williams, LH., 2003. Are honey bees’
foraging preferences affected by pollen amino acid composition? Ecol. Entomol.
28, 622-627.

Cook, S.M., Sandoz, ].C., Martin, A.P., Murray, D.A., Poppy, G.M., Williams, .H., 2005.
Could learning of pollen odours by honey bees (Apis mellifera) play a role in their
foraging behaviour? Physiol. Entomol. 30, 164-174.

Crailsheim, K., 1998. Trophallactic interactions in the adult honeybee (Apis mellifera
L.). Apidologie 29, 97-112.

Diaz, P.C., Griiter, C., Farina, W.M., 2007. Floral scents affect the distribution of hive
bees around dancers. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 61 (10), 1589-1597.

Dobson, H.E.M., 1987. Role of flower and pollen aromas in host-plant recognition by
solitary bees. Oecologia 72, 618-623.

Dobson, H.E.M., 1994. Floral Volatiles in Insect Biology. In: Bernays, E.A. (Ed.),
Insect-Plant Interactions, vol. V. CRC Press, Boca Raton, pp. 47-81.

Dobson, H.E.M., Groth, 1., Bergstrom, G., 1996. Pollen advertisement: chemical
contrasts between whole-flower and pollen odors. Am. J. Bot. 83, 877-885.
Dobson, H.E.M., Danielson, E.M., van Wesep, D., 1999. Pollen odor chemicals as
modulators of bumble bee foraging on Rosa rugosa Thunb. (Rosaceae). Plant

Spec. Biol. 14, 153-166.

Dukas, R., 2008. Evolutionary biology of insect learning. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 53,
145-160.

Flamini, G., Cioni, P.L., Morelli, P.L., 2002. Differences in the fragrances of pollen and
different floral parts of male and female flowers of Laurusnobilis. ]. Agric. Food
Chem. 50, 4647-4652.

Flamini, G., Cioni, P.L., Morelli, P.L., 2003. Differences in the fragrances of pollen,
leaves, and floral parts of garland (Chrysanthemum coronarium) and
composition of the essential oils from flower heads and leaves. . Agric. Food
Chem. 51, 2267-2271.

Flamini, G., Tebano, M., Cioni, P.L., 2007. Volatiles emission patterns of different
plant organs and pollen of Citrus limon. Anal. Chim. Acta 589, 120-124.

Fewell, ].H., 2003. Social insect networks. Science 301, 1867-1870.

Free, ].B., 1963. The flower constancy of honeybees. J. Anim. Ecol. 32, 119-131.

Free, ].B., 1993. Insect Pollination of Crops, second ed. Academic Press, London.

von Frisch, K., 1918. Uber den Geruchsinn der Biene und seine Bedeutung fiir den
Blumenbesuch. II. Mitteilung. Verh. Zool-. Bot. Ges. Wien 65, 129-144.

von Frisch, K., 1919. Uber den Geruchssinn der Biene und seine blutenbiologische
Bedeutung. Zool. Jahrb. 37, 1-238.

von Frisch, K., 1923. Uber die “Sprache” der Bienen. Zool. Jahrb. Abt. f. Allg. Zool. u.
Physiol. 40, 1-186.

Gerber, B., Geberzahn, N., Hellstern, F., Klein, ]., Kowalksy, O., Wiistenberg, D.,
Menzel, R., 1996. Honey bees transfer olfactory memories established during
flower visits to a proboscis extension paradigm in the laboratory. Anim. Behav.
52, 1079-1085.

Ghirlanda, S., Enquist, M., 2003. A century of generalization. Anim. Behav. 66, 15-
36.

Griiter, C., Arenas, A., Farina, W.M., 2008. Does pollen function as a reward for
honeybees in associative learning? Insectes Soc. 55, 425-427.

Guerrieri, F., Schubert, M., Sandoz, ].C., Giurfa, M., 2005. Perceptual and neural
olfactory similarity in honeybees. PLoS Biol. 3, e60.

Hanley, M.E., Franco, M., Pichon, S., Darvill, B., Goulson, D., 2008. Breeding system,
pollinator choice and variation in pollen quality in British herbaceous plants.
Funct. Ecol. 22, 592-598.

Hoballah, M.E., Stuurman, J., Turlings, T.CJ., Guerin, P.M., Connétable, S.,
Kuhlemeier, C., 2005. The composition and timing of flower odour emission
by wild Petunia axillaris coincide with the antennal perception and nocturnal
activity of the pollinator Manducasexta. Planta 222, 141-150.

Hodges, D., 1984. The Pollen Loads of the Honeybee: A Guide to their Identification
by Colour and Form. International Bee Research Association, London.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0015
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2013.00041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0155

36 A. Arenas, W.M. Farina/Journal of Insect Physiology 66 (2014) 28-36

Hiigel, M.F., 1962. Etude de quelques constituents du pollen. Ann. Abeille 5, 97-133.

Kearns, C.A., Inouye, D.W., 1993. Techniques for Pollination Biologists. University
Press of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado.

Kitaoka, T.K., Nieh, J.C., 2009. Bumble bee pollen foraging regulation: role of pollen
quality, storage levels, and odor. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 63, 501-510.

Knudsen, J.T., Tollsten, L., Bergstrom, L.G., 1993. Floral scents - a checklist of volatile
compounds isolated by headspace techniques. Phytochemistry 33, 253-280.

Lepage, M., Boch, R., 1968. Pollen lipids attractive to honeybees. Lipids 3, 530-534.

Lindauer, M., 1952. Ein Beitrag zur Frage der Arbeitsteinlung im Bienenstaat. Z.
Vergl. Physiol. 34, 299-345.

Louveausx, J., 1959. Recherchessur la recolte du pollen par les abeilles (Apis mellifica
L.). Ann. Abeille 2, 13-111.

Masson, C., Arnold, G., 1984. Ontogeny, maturation and plasticity of the olfactory
system in the worker bee. ]. Insect Physiol. 30, 7-14.

Menzel, R., 1999. Memory dynamics in the honeybee. ]. Comp. Physiol. A 185 (4),
323-340.

Nye, W.P., Mackensen, O., 1965. Preliminary report on selection and breeding of
honeybees for alfalfa pollen collection. J. Apic. Res. 4, 43-48.

Olsen, L., Hoopingarner, R., Martin, E.C., 1979. Pollen preferences of honeybees sited
on four cultivated crops. J. Apic. Res. 18, 196-200.

Page, R.E., Erber, J., Fondrk, M.K,, 1998. The effect of genotype on response
thresholds to sucrose and foraging behavior of honey bees (Apis mellifera L.). ].
Comp. Physiol. A 182, 489-500.

Pankiw, T., Tarpy, D.R., Page, R.E., 2002. Genotype and rearing environment affect
honeybee perception and foraging behavior. Anim. Behav. 64, 663-672.

Pernal, S.F., Currie, R.W., 2001. The influence of pollen quality on foraging behaviour
in honeybees (Apis mellifera L.). Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 51, 53-68.

van der Pijl, L., 1960. Ecological aspects of flower evolution. I. Phyletic evolution.
Evolution 14, 403-416.

Piskorski, R., Kroder, S., Dorn, S., 2011. Can pollen headspace volatiles and pollenkitt
lipids serve as reliable chemical cues for bee pollinators? Chem. Biodivers. 8,
577-586.

Quinn, G., Keough, M., 2002. Experimental Design and Data Analysis for Biologists.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Raguso, R.A., 2008. Wake up and smell the roses: the ecology and evolution of floral
scent. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 39, 549-569.

Ribbands, C.R., 1955. The scent perception of the honeybee. Proc. R. Soc. B 143, 367-
379.

Robertson, A.W., Mountjoy, C., Faulkner, B.E., Roberts, M.V., Macnair, M.R., 1999.
Bumble bee selection of Mimulus guttatus flowers: the effects of pollen quality
and reward depletion. Ecology 80, 2594-2606.

Robinson, G., 1992. Regulation of division of labor in insect societies. Annu. Rev.
Entomol. 37, 637-665.

Rosch, G.A., 1925. Untersuchungen iiber die Arbeitsteilung im Bienenstaat. 1. Teil:
Die Tatigkeiten im normalen Bienenstaate und ihre Beziehungen zum Alter der
Arbeitsbienen. Z. Vergl. Physiol. 2, 571-631.

Scheiner, R., Page, RE., Erber, ], 2004. Sucrose responsiveness and behavioral
plasticity in honey bees (Apis mellifera). Apidologie 35, 133-142.

Schiestl, F.P.,, 2010. The evolution of floral scent and insect chemical
communication. Ecol. Lett. 13, 643-656.

Seeley, T.D., 1982. Adaptive significance of the age polyethism schedule in
honeybee colonies. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 11, 287-293.

Seeley, T.D., 1985. Honeybee Ecology. Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Sokal, R.R., Rohlf, FJ., 1995. Biometry: the Principles and Practice of Statistics in
Biological Research. W.H. Freeman, New York.

Winston, M.L,, 1987. The Biology of the Honey Bee. Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, Massachusetts.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1910(14)00085-7/h0300

	Bias to pollen odors is affected by early exposure and foraging experience
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Study site and animals
	2.2 Y-maze and odor stimulation
	2.3 Experimental series
	2.3.1 Experiment 1. Testing preferences in bees returning with and without pollen loads
	2.3.2 Experiment 2. Testing pollen odor memory of free-flying pollen foragers
	2.3.3 Experiment 3. Testing olfactory preference in bees exposed to pollen at an early age
	2.3.4 Experiment 4. Testing pollen odor memory in early exposed bees

	2.4 Statistics

	3 Results
	3.1 Experiment 1. Testing preferences in bees returning with and without pollen loads
	3.2 Experiment 2. Testing pollen odor memory of free-flying pollen foragers
	3.3 Experiment 3. Testing olfactory preference in bees exposed to pollen at an early age
	3.4 Experiment 4. Testing pollen odor memory in early exposed bees

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Orientation response to pollen odors by pollen foraging bees
	4.2 Early olfactory experiences affect pollen odor preferences

	5 Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


