
ers from the same colony distribute 
themselves over a huge area and inter- 
mingle with others in the feeding 
grounds such that it is very unlikely 
that in any given flower meadow the 
parasitized individuals all come from 
the same nest. 
Our findings are preliminary but suggest 
that flower choice is not independent of  
parasitization of  the pollinator. I f  this 
effect can be substantiated in future 
studies, the presence of  parasites adds 
intriguingly new aspects to the study of  
pollinator behavior and plant-polli- 
nator interactions. On the other hand, 
we do not yet know what causes the alt- 
ered behavior of  parasitized workers. 
The presence of  the endoparasitic lar- 
vae probably stresses the host phy- 
siologically [18]. Visiting less difficult 
flowers (such as B. officinalis; Fig. 1) 
may thus be a coping strategy that 
could be expected when costs and be- 
nefits of  flower choice are different ac- 
cording to body condition of  para- 
sitized vs nonparasitized bees. Alterna- 
tively, the presence of  the parasites 
might impair sensory capabilities, so 
that workers alight more often on inflo- 
rescences of  B. officinalis which 
protrude conspicuously above 
the grasses in our meadows (inflo- 
rescences are 32 .0+5 .9cm above 
ground, n = 50), while inflorescence of  
P. grandiflora are presumably more 
difficult to locate close to the ground 
(6.3+ 1.9cm, n = 51). Whatever the 
exact mechanism (and note that here we 

are not concerned with causation), the 
consequences of  parasite-induced 
behavioral changes are potentially far- 
reaching for the study of  pollinator 
ecology and coevolution with ento- 
mophilous plants, as parasitization 
rates are so high. For example, if para- 
sitized bees avoided difficult flowers (as 
hypothesized here), variation in par- 
asite pressure on pollinator populations 
could affect selection for or against cer- 
tain flower morphs. Hence, the pres- 
ence of the conopid parasites may also 
affect the reproductive success of  a 
third party - the plants. The present 
situation is therefore somewhat differ- 
ent from earlier reports on altered host 
behaviors which have discussed modi- 
fications in the context of  either faci- 
litating parasite transmission [19] or 
minimizing fitness loss in the host [20]. 
As we mentioned before, entire as- 
semblages of  coexisting bumblebee 
species are affected by conopids [10, 
12]. Consequently, interspecific differ- 
ences in flower choice o f  bumblebees 
that have been used as evidence for the 
importance of  competitive interactions 
as a force structuring ecological com- 
munities may have to be reassessed in 
the light of  possible effects of  parasites. 
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Erratum 

B. D. Jackson, S. J. Keegans, E. D. Morgan: Trail Phe- 
romone of  the Ant Tetramorium meridionale 

Naturwissenschaften 77, 294 - 296 (1990) 

Unfortunately, the same error occurred three times in one 
paragraph of  this paper. 
The middle column on p. 295 should read as follows from 
the middle of  the first line: 

The natural compound showed m / z  40:m/z  39 of  2:3 in two 
samples. Of the three possible isomers of  EDMP,  the mass 
spectrum of 5-E-2,3-DMP is easily distinguished from the 

other two. The spectrum of 3-E-2,5-DMP shows m/z  42 at 
almost three times the intensity of  m/z  56 while that of  
3-E-2,6-DMP shows m/z  42 to be slightly weaker than that 
of  m/z  56. 

On line 4 of  the legend to Fig. 1 it should read D indole (not 
E indole). 
We apologize for these errors. 
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