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Neonicotinoids are often applied as systemic seed treatments to crops and have reported negative
impact on pollinators when they appear in floral nectar and pollen. Recently, we found that bees in

a two-choice assay prefer to consume solutions containing field-relevant doses of the neonicotinoid
pesticides, imidacloprid (IMD) and thiamethoxam (TMX), to sucrose alone. This suggests that
neonicotinoids enhance the rewarding properties of sucrose and that low, acute doses could improve
learning and memory in bees. To test this, we trained foraging-age honeybees to learn to associate
floral scent with a reward containing nectar-relevant concentrations of IMD and TMX and tested
their short (STM) and long-term (LTM) olfactory memories. Contrary to our predictions, we found
that none of the solutions enhanced the rate of olfactory learning and some of them impaired it. In
particular, the effect of 20nM IMD was observed by the second conditioning trial and persisted 24 h
later. In most other groups, exposure to IMD and TMX affected STM but not LTM. Our data show that
negative impacts of low doses of IMD and TMX do not require long-term exposure and suggest that
impacts of neonicotinoids on olfaction are greater than their effects on rewarding memories.

Neonicotinoid compounds applied as systemic seed treatments to crops are some of the most commonly
used insecticides in the world"2. Systemic administration of pesticides to seeds causes pesticides to perme-
ate plant tissues including floral nectar and pollen®. However, the extent to which pesticide-contaminated
nectar and pollen affect insect pollinators is controversial. Several studies have shown that sub-lethal
doses of neonicotinoids disrupt important behaviours including navigation*®, learning and memory®~?,
and motor function'®! in honeybees. However, these studies have often been performed using con-
centrations of neonicotinoids greater than the amount found in the nectar and pollen of seed-treated
crops'>13,

Recently, we observed that honeybees presented with a choice of two solutions prefer to consume
sucrose laced with nectar-relevant doses of the neonicotinoid pesticides, imidacloprid (IMD) and thia-
methoxam (TMX), to sucrose alone'. We also found that the bees’ mouthparts gustatory sensilla do not
respond to these compounds when they are present in sucrose solutions. We reasoned that bees could
not taste nectar-relevant concentrations of IMD and TMX, but instead consumed more of these solutions
because of a pharmacological effect of these compounds on the bee’s brains. Neonicotinoids are agonists
of insect nicotinergic acetylcholine receptors (nAChRs)", and their activation at very low doses could
enhance neurotransmission in the neurons involved encoding rewarding memories of food!®. For this
reason, we predicted that bees exposed to IMD and TMX in nectar rewards during an olfactory learning
task should exhibit enhanced learning and memory.
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Massed IMD TMX

Control 0.31 (87) 0.05 (63)
0.1nM 0.39 (98) 0.17 (70)
1nM 0.39 (99) 0.20 (75)
10nM 0.51" (124) 0.10 (67)
Spaced IMD TMX

Control 0.26 (81) 0.09 (66)
0.1nM 0.29 (84) 0.05 (63)
1nM 0.24 (79) 0.03 (62)
10nM 0.44° (107) 0.10 (67)

Table 1. Relative proportion of bees that failed to respond on any trials during the conditioning
experiments in Fig. 1. Number in parentheses is the total sample size for each group including responding
and non-responding bees. “indicates P < 0.05 for comparisons with control.

In contrast, however, several previous studies have shown that honeybees exposed to neonicotinoids
prior to learning and memory tasks exhibit slower rates of learning and poor memory formation®-*. Most
studies of the impact of neonicotinoids on bee learning expose bees to neonicotinoids chronically for
several days prior to olfactory conditioning of the proboscis extension response (PER)* or administer
one dose within an hour before conditioning®!”. We could find only one study in which bees were trained
with food containing neonicotinoids during conditioning, and this was for a 1-trial olfactory learning
task using a very high dose that did not examine the impact on learning®. Additionally, most previous
work has used concentrations that exceed levels found in the nectar of pesticide-treated plants. None
have examined learning performance in a task with repeated conditioning trials that mirrors what bees
would experience while foraging on the nectar of seed-treated plants.

Based on Kessler et al. (2015)'*, we predicted that bees fed with IMD and TMX should exhibit faster
rates of learning and longer lasting memories if neonicotinoids experienced in nectar increased the value
of the reward during a learning task. To test this, we examined how nectar-relevant concentrations of
IMD and TMX in sucrose rewards affected the rate of learning during olfactory conditioning of the PER.
We trained bees using two conditioning protocols (massed and spaced) to measure their effects on the
honeybee’s short (STM) and long-term (LTM) appetitive memories. Massed conditioning (30 s inter-trial
interval) was used to examine how IMD and TMX would affect learning as bees might experience it
during foraging. Spaced conditioning (5min inter-trial interval) was used to determine the extent to
which IMD and TMX affected the formation of LTM.

Results

IMD in food rewards impairs olfactory learning. We first measured the proportion of bees that
failed to exhibit a learned response on any of the trials during conditioning. Bees fed with sucrose solu-
tions containing 10nM IMD during massed or spaced conditioning were less likely to learn the task than
the control bees (Table 1, massed: Ireg, X ;*=9.48, P=0.023; spaced: lreg, x5*=10.9, P=0.012). TMX
did not significantly affect the number of bees that failed to exhibit learned responses (Table 1, massed:
Ireg, X 5= 6.41, P=0.093; spaced: Ireg, x ;*=3.26, P=0.353).

Providing honeybees with sucrose solution containing IMD or TMX as a reward did not enhance
learning in either the massed or spaced learning tasks (Fig. 1). To show this, we separately analysed the
rate of learning of the bees that exhibited conditioned PER on at least one trial during the task (Fig. 1).
Bees rewarded with sucrose containing IMD during both massed and spaced learning were less likely to
learn to associate the odour with food (Fig. 1a,b, massed: repeated-measures lreg, x5*>=29.9, P < 0.001;
spaced: repeated-measures lreg, X ;*=56.8, P < 0.001). The impact of IMD on learning manifested as
early as the second conditioning trial; approximately half as many (massed: 23%, spaced: 25%) of the
bees responded on the 2" trial in the 10nM IMD group compared to the control (massed: P=0.002;
spaced: P < 0.001).

Bees fed with 1 nM TMX during massed conditioning had a slower rate of learning than the control
(Fig. 1c; repeated-measures lreg, X 5*=8.30, P=0.040). TMX did not affect learning in the spaced con-
ditioning task (Fig. 1d; repeated-measures lreg, X 5> = 0.440, P=10.931).

IMD and TMX impair short-term olfactory memory. We also predicted that if IMD and TMX
enhanced the rewarding properties of the food during conditioning, bees should respond more to the
conditioned odour during the memory tests at 10min and 24h than the control. Memory was mainly
tested via comparison of the responses of bees on the 6" trial to their responses at 10 min (STM) and 24h
(LTM) after the training period, but we also compared performance relative to the control. The responses
of bees fed with IMD during massed conditioning depended both on the dose of IMD and the time of
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Figure 1. Bees rewarded with 1 M sucrose solution containing IMD during massed (a) and spaced (b)
conditioning had a slower rate of learning. Bees rewarded with TMX solutions were largely unaffected
during massed (c) and spaced (d) conditioning. The y-axis represents the probability of eliciting a
conditioned PER to the odour prior to food presentation. Each treatment group for each neonicotinoid
contained 60 responding subjects, therefore the overall sample size consisted of 480 honeybees.

the test (Fig. 2a, repeated-measures Ireg, US x test time: X ;> = 14.5, P=0.024). Spaced-conditioned bees
responded less when fed with 10nM IMD (Fig. 2b, repeated-measures Ireg, US: x;>=20.1, P < 0.001),
but on average, the responses were lowest during the STM test (repeated-measures lreg, time point:
X2=19.2, P<0.001). In particular, the bees fed 10nM IMD had low performance during both tests
whereas those fed 1 nM IMD had poor performance only during the 10 min test for STM.

Bees fed TMX were less likely to respond to the test odour at 10min than at 24h (Fig. 2c,d; massed:
repeated-measures lreg, test time: X,>=26.1, P<0.001; spaced: repeated-measures lreg, test time:
X32=45.9, P<0.001). On average, the responses at each time point of the bees fed with TMX were not
different to the controls (Fig. 2¢,d). However, comparisons within groups revealed that bees conditioned
with TMX in rewards were more likely to respond during the LTM test than the STM test.

Discussion

The premise of these experiments was to test whether low, field-relevant doses of the neonicotinoids,
IMD and TMX, enhanced learning and memory when they were present in food rewards during olfac-
tory conditioning. Contrary to our predictions, we found that IMD and TMX in some cases impaired
learning and consistently reduced performance during the STM test. Performance during the 24h test
for LTM was largely unaffected.

Our data show that the impact of neonicotinoids on olfactory learning depends on the dose but not
on the period of exposure prior to the learning task. Several groups have used olfactory PER conditioning
to show that long-term exposure to neonicotinoids such as IMD impairs learning and memory®>17-20,
‘Impairment’ as previously defined is largely characterized by fewer bees exhibiting conditioned responses
and fewer responding consistently during training. The only previous study providing bees with neonic-
otinoids in reward during conditioning administered 12 ng/bee IMD during a single conditioning trial®.
Using a test for olfactory memory, they reported that 70% fewer bees recognized the conditioned odour
24h later. Our experiments establish that long-term exposure is not necessary to observe a reduction
in the responses of a population of bees during olfactory learning and afterwards in memory tests. We
found that an acute dose of 6.12pg/bee IMD (i.e. six 0.4pl droplets of 10nM IMD-laced reward) or
0.69 pg/bee TMX (i.e. six 0.4pl droplets of 1nM TMX) experienced during acquisition was sufficient to
reduce the rate of learning. This effect occurred within 30s of the consumption of the first food reward in
the massed conditioning experiments. If bees could taste the pesticides, the reduced responding during
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Figure 2. Comparisons of the bees’ conditioned PER responses on the 6 conditioning trial to their
responses at 10 min (STM) and 24h (LTM) after training. Bees fed with rewards containing 10nM

IMD were less likely to respond overall during massed (a) and spaced (b) conditioning. Bees fed with
TMX were least likely to respond during the 10min test and most likely to respond during the 24 h test
during both massed (c) and spaced (d) conditioning. Error bars are + SE. Letters indicate comparisons

of the control group to each treatment group (subscripts: 1= 6% trial, 2= 10 min, 3=24h). *indicates

P <0.003 (Bonferroni-adjusted critical value) for comparisons within treatment groups. Each treatment
group contained 60 responding subjects in the STM test at 10 min. The sample size for the 24 h test
changed overnight because some bees died. For the massed trained group at the 24h test, the sample sizes
were as follows: IMD: control= 56, 0.1 nM = 53, 1nM =48, 10nM = 53; TMX: control =58, 0.1 nM = 60,
1nM =57, 10nM = 56. For the spaced-trained group at the 24h test, the sample sizes were as follows: IMD:
control =56, 0.1nM =48, I nM =57, 10nM = 52; TMX: control =53, 0.1 nM =58, 1 nM =58, 10nM = 60.

conditioning could be accounted for by the fact that they were repelled by it and were learning to avoid
odours associated with pesticide laced solution?'. However, we established previously that honeybees
cannot taste IMD and TMX in the sucrose solution'*. For this reason, our experiments indicate that IMD
gets across the blood-brain barrier very quickly to cause an observable change in the number of bees that
respond during conditioning due to its direct action on the brain.

The most robust effect of IMD or TMX exposure we found was a reduction in the number of responses
during the 10min STM test. The metabolism of neonicotinoids takes bees several hours?; the STM test
would have been the period of greatest exposure to all of the pesticide doses in the experiments. In
contrast, however, concentrations of 1nM (0.612pg/bee) doses or less of IMD or TMX had no negative
effects on olfactory LTM memory in honeybees. It is possible that TMX may have even slightly enhanced
performance during the LTM test, but our assay was not sensitive enough to measure it. Honeybees
metabolise IMD rapidly, and a dose as high as 50pg/bee is completely metabolised in 24h*. For this
reason, we suspect that the bees’ poor performance in the learning and STM test was a result of a direct
influence of IMD or TMX on nAChRs in the olfactory system which may have occluded an effect on the
areas of the brain involved in reward.

Both IMD and TMX also have compound-specific pharmacological effects on nAChRs, and these
receptors have specific distributions in bee’s neuropil®*?%. Previous studies in the honeybee have shown
that antennal lobe neurons responsible for encoding information about odours express 4 different
nAChR subunits (a2, a7, a8, bl) whereas Kenyon cells express 3 (a2, a8, b1)?%. Other neurons in the
honeybee brain have not yet been examined in detail, but could express any combination of the sub-
units, as all 11 are expressed in the bee brain?. The Kenyon cells and a subset of the antennal lobe
neurons have been described as housing fast desensitizing nAChRs; Kenyon cells exhibit fast neuronal
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inactivation at relatively low doses of IMD'6**. We predict that neuronal activation of antennal lobe
neurons and/or Kenyon cells accounts for the reduced performance of bees given 10nM IMD in reward
in our experiments.

Neurons in the insect olfactory system are primarily cholinergic®® and inactivation of neurons or
desensitization of the receptors by IMD'** could rapidly lead to disruption of neurotransmission.
Studies that have administered IMD prior to testing bees in a gustatory assay have shown that bees are
less sensitive to sucrose applied to their antennae'®? and are more apt to habituate the PER when the
antennae are stimulated with sucrose?””® supporting the idea that exposure to IMD disrupts sensory
function in gustation as in olfaction**. Another way that IMD exposure could affect olfaction is by alter-
ing the activity of neurons in the antennal lobe or the Kenyon cells of the mushroom bodies. This would
cause changes to odour perception and hence odour recognition. For example, a recent study in the
moth, Agrotis ipsilon, found that low doses (0.25ng) of clothianidin in food made male moths less likely
to recognize a female pheromone, but that slightly greater doses (10 ng) increased the males” recognition
and hence attraction to the pheromone®. Coding of odours is complex and involves precise excitation
and inhibition in the antennal lobe and Kenyon cells’®*!; slight changes in the way the antennal lobe
network is balanced could influence olfactory perception and hence odour recognition®.

The fact that we did not observe an obvious enhancement in olfactory learning or memory as we
predicted could also be a result of the doses we used. The concentrations with the greatest effect on
honeybees in Kessler et al. (2015) were 100nM IMD and TMX!. Concentrations as high as 10nM IMD
or TMX are rarely reported from the nectar of seed-treated crops®****, but concentrations as high as
40nM IMD and TMX have been obtained from the nectar of orange trees that have been sprayed while
in flower or soil-treated cucurbit crops®*. Overall, the lowest concentrations we tested (e.g. 0.1-1nM)
affected STM, but had no lasting impact on LTM. Bees are likely to visit several hundred flowers during
foraging, which could increase the dose they would be exposed to even if nectar concentrations were as
low as 1nM. For example, if a bee fed on nectar laced with 1 nM IMD, it would need to collect sixty 0.4 .l
droplets (24 l) to achieve a 6 pg/bee dose. This quantity is in the range of the volume of the honeybee’s
crop (i.e. honey stomach), but they also hold much of the nectar they collect in their crop to bring it
back to the colony as nectar.

Our data show that IMD and TMX concentrations in nectar <1nM are not likely to have appreciable
lasting effects on honeybee olfactory learning and memory when experienced during a short foraging
bout. As predicted by Kessler et al. (2015)™, IMD and TMX could, however, affect other forms of learn-
ing and memory such as spatial memory and may have stronger effects on other bee species. Exposure
to concentrations greater than 1 nM or that lasts several days and that leads to an accumulation of IMD
or TMX, however, would ultimately impact neuronal function and lead to poor foraging performance
in an olfactory learning task.

Materials and Methods

Honeybees. Foraging adult worker honeybees (Apis mellifera var. Buckfast) were obtained from
the UK’s National Bee Unit (Sand Hutton, Yorkshire); colonies were maintained outdoors at Newcastle
University. The bees were collected from the entrance of the hive in glass vials, cold anaesthetised for
2-3min on ice, and then restrained in modified plastic harness (Fig. 1b). After harnessing, bees were
fed with 15pl of 0.7 M sucrose solution using a 2ml Gilmont micrometer syringe (GS-1200), and left in
a humidified box at RT for ~18-22h. The next day, the antennae of each subject were stimulated with
a droplet of 0.7M sucrose solution to provoke the proboscis extension reflex (PER); if a bee did not
respond by extending its proboscis, it was not used in the experiments.

Conditioning procedure and stimuli. Honeybees were trained using a procedure for olfactory con-
ditioning of the proboscis extension reflex”. The conditioned (CS) and unconditioned stimuli (US) were
presented on a massed schedule (30s inter-trial interval) or a spaced schedule (5min inter-trial inter-
val)®. The conditioned stimulus was the odour, 1-hexanol (99.8% purity; Sigma-Aldrich, St Louis, MO),
presented for 4s duration, and the unconditioned stimulus was a reward of 0.4 pl of treatment solution.
The odour stimulus arose from a 3l aliquot applied to a strip of filter paper placed within a glass
tube and attached to controlled air supply (the arena and training apparatus are previously described
in Wright et al. (2007)*. The unconditioned stimulus was one of the following solutions: 0.7 M sucrose
(control), or 0.7 M sucrose containing 0.1nM, 1nM, 10nM of imidacloprid or thiamethoxam. (A 10nM
solution of IMD equates to 2.55pg/pl; a 10nM solution of TMX equates to 2.91 pg/ul. The entire dose
received during conditioning for bees trained with 10nM IMD would be 6.12pg/bee). Imidacloprid
and thiamethoxam were obtained in dry powder form (Pestanal, Sigma-Aldrich); solutions were made
by directly dissolving the powder into 0.7 M sucrose to make a stock solution that diluted to the cor-
rect concentration using 0.7 M sucrose solution. Bees that failed to exhibit PER when stimulated with
0.7 M sucrose solution applied to the antennae were omitted from training; likewise, bees that responded
to the conditioned stimulus prior to conditioning were removed from the experiment. Each subject
received 6 conditioning trials. After conditioning, each bee was tested with the conditioned stimulus
and a novel odour (2-octanone) at 10min and 24h. The order of presentation of the test odours was
randomized across subjects, and each test was presented with a 3-5min interval between each test. The
10min test was performed to assess short-term memory (STM) and the 24h test was performed to test
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early long-term memory (LTM)?®. The bees were fed 15ul of 0.7 M sucrose solution within 30 min of the
10 min test and left in a humidified box at RT to ensure survival to the 24h test.

Statistics. Analyses were performed using IBM SPSS v.21. The response of each subject to the odour
stimulus during conditioning and testing was scored as a binary response (proboscis extension). The
conditioning data were partitioned into ‘responding’ and ‘non-responding’ bees; non-responders were
subjects that did not exhibit conditioned PER on any of the trials. Generalized linear models for logistic
regression (Ireg) were used to analyze the proportion of bees that did not respond during conditioning.
For the conditioning and memory test data, we partitioned out only the animals that responded during
conditioning. The acquisition curves and the tests were analyzed using repeated-measures Ireg (gener-
alized estimating equations in SPSS). The first training trial was excluded from the analysis to facilitate
model fit. Least squares post-hoc tests were performed for pair-wise comparisons against the control
for the learned response data and the test data; critical values were Bonferroni-adjusted for specific
hypotheses.

References

1. Goulson, D. Review: An overview of the environmental risks posed by neonicotinoid insecticides. ] Appl Ecol 50, 977-987 (2013).

2. Jeschke, P. & Nauen, R. Neonicotinoids - from zero to hero in insecticide chemistry. Pest Manag Sci 64, 1084-1098 (2008).

3. Schmuck, R., Schoning, R., Stork, A. & Schramel, O. Risk posed to honeybees (Apis mellifera L. Hymenoptera) by an imidacloprid
seed dressing of sunflowers. Pest Manag Sci 57, 225-238, doi: 10.1002/ps.270 (2001).

4. Fischer, J. et al. Neonicotinoids interfere with specific components of navigation in honeybees. PloS One 9, €91364, doi: 10.1371/
journal.pone.0091364 (2014).

5. Henry, M. et al. A common pesticide decreases foraging success and survival in honey bees. Science 336, 348-350, doi: 10.1126/
science.1215039 (2012).

6. Decourtye, A. et al. Imidacloprid impairs memory and brain metabolism in the honeybee (Apis Mellifera 1.). Pestic Biochem Phys
78, 83-92 (2004).

7. Decourtye, A., Devillers, J., Cluzeau, S., Charreton, M. & Pham-Delegue, M. H. Effects of imidacloprid and deltamethrin on
associative learning in honeybees under semi-field and laboratory conditions. Ecotox Environ Safe 57, 410-419 (2004).

8. El Hassani, A. K. et al. Effects of sublethal doses of acetamiprid and thiamethoxam on the behavior of the honeybee (apis
mellifera). Arch Environ Con Tox 54, 653-661 (2008).

9. Williamson, S. M. & Wright, G. A. Exposure to multiple cholinergic pesticides impairs olfactory learning and memory in
honeybees. ] Exp Biol 216, 1799-1807 (2013).

10. Williamson, S. M., Willis, S. J. & Wright, G. A. Exposure to neonicotinoids influences the motor function of adult worker
honeybees. Ecotoxicol 23, 1409-1418, doi: 10.1007/s10646-014-1283-x (2014).

11. Colin, M. E. et al. A method to quantify and analyze the foraging activity of honey bees: Relevance to the sublethal effects
induced by systemic insecticides. Arch Environ Con Tox 47, 387-395 (2004).

12. Carreck, N. L. & Ratnieks, F. L. The dose makes the poison: Have “field realistic” rates of exposure of bees to neonicotinoid
insecticides been overestimated in laboratory studies? J Apicult Res 53, 607-614 (2014).

13. Godfray, H. C. et al. A restatement of the natural science evidence base concerning neonicotinoid insecticides and insect
pollinators. Proc Roy Soc B 281, doi: 10.1098/rspb.2014.0558 (2014).

14. Kessler, S. C. et al. Bees prefer foods containing neonicotinoid pesticides. Nature 521, 74-U145 (2015).

15. Tomizawa, M., Lee, D. L. & Casida, J. E. Neonicotinoid insecticides: Molecular features conferring selectivity for insect versus
mammalian nicotinic receptors. ] Agr Food Chem 48, 6016-6024 (2000).

16. Palmer, M. J. et al. Cholinergic pesticides cause mushroom body neuronal inactivation in honeybees. Nature Commun 4, 1634,
doi: 10.1038/ncomms2648 (2013).

17. Williamson, S. M., Baker, D. D. & Wright, G. A. 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 (2013).

18. Aliouane, Y. et al. Subchronic exposure of honeybees to sublethal doses of pesticides: Effects on behavior. Environ Toxicol Chem
28, 113-122 (2009).

19. Decourtye, A. & Devillers, J. Ecotoxicity of neonicotinoid insecticides to bees. Adv Exp Med Biol 683, 85-95 (2010).

20. Ramirez-Romero, R., Desneux, N., Decourtye, A., Chaffiol, A. & Pham-Delegue, M. H. Does crylab protein affect learning
performances of the honey bee Apis mellifera L. (Hymenoptera, Apidae) Ecotox Environ Safe 70, 327-333 (2008).

21. Wright, G. A. et al. Parallel reinforcement pathways for conditioned food aversions in the honeybee. Curr Biol 20, 2234-2240
(2010).

22. Suchail, S., Debrauwer, L. & Belzunces, L. P. Metabolism of imidacloprid in apis mellifera. Pest Manag Sci 60, 291-296 (2004).

23. Gauthier, M. State of the art on insect nicotinic acetylcholine receptor function in learning and memory. Adv Exp Med Biol 683,
97-115 (2010).

24. Dupuis, J. P, Gauthier, M. & Raymond-Delpech, V. Expression patterns of nicotinic subunits alpha 2, alpha 7, alpha 8, and beta
1 affect the kinetics and pharmacology of ach-induced currents in adult bee olfactory neuropiles. ] Neurophysiol 106, 1604-1613
(2011).

25. Breer, H. In Arthropod brain: Its evolution, development, structure and functions (ed A., P. Gupta) (Wiley, 1987).

26. Eiri, D. M. & Nieh, J. C. A nicotinic acetylcholine receptor agonist affects honey bee sucrose responsiveness and decreases waggle
dancing. ] Exp Biol 215, 2022-2029 (2012).

27. Guez, D., Belzunces, L. P. & Maleszka, R. Effects of imidacloprid metabolites on habituation in honeybees suggest the existence
of two subtypes of nicotinic receptors differentially expressed during adult development. Pharmacol Biochem Behav 75, 217-222
(2003).

28. Guez, D., Suchail, S., Gauthier, M., Maleszka, R. & Belzunces, L. P. Contrasting effects of imidacloprid on habituation in 7- and
8-day-old honeybees (Apis mellifera). Neurobiol Learn Memory 76, 183-191 (2001).

29. Rabhi, K. K. et al. Unexpected effects of low doses of a neonicotinoid insecticide on behavioral responses to sex pheromone in
a pest insect. PloS one 9, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0114411 (2014).

30. Laurent, G. Olfactory network dynamics and the coding of multidimensional signals. Nat Rev Neurosci 3, 884-895 (2002).

31. Stopfer, M., Bhagavan, S., Smith, B. H. & Laurent, G. Impaired odour discrimination on desynchronization of odour-encoding
neural assemblies. Nature 390, 70-74 (1997).

32. Choudhary, A. E, Laycock, I. & Wright, G. A. Gamma-aminobutyric acid receptor a-mediated inhibition in the honeybees
antennal lobe is necessary for the formation of configural olfactory percepts. Eur ] Neurosci 35, 1718-1724 (2012).

SCIENTIFIC REPORTS | 5:15322 | DOI: 10.1038/srep15322 6



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

33. Department for Environment Food & Rural Affairs. An assessment of key evidence about neonicotinoids and bees. https://www.
gov.uk/government/publications/an-assessment-of-key-evidence-about-neonicotinoids-and-bees (2013).

34. Pohorecka, K. et al. Residues of neonicotinoid insecticides in bee collected plant materials from oilseed rape crops and their
effect on bee colonies. ] Apic Sci 56, 115-134 (2012).

35. Dively, G. P. & Kamel, A. Insecticide residues in pollen and nectar of a cucurbit crop and their potential exposure to pollinators.
J Agr Food Chem 60, 4449-4456 (2012).

36. Stoner, K. A. & Eitzer, B. D. Movement of soil-applied imidacloprid and thiamethoxam into nectar and pollen of squash
(cucurbita pepo). PloS One 7 (2012).

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

38. Menzel, R., Manz, G., Menzel, R. & Greggers, U. Massed and spaced learning in honeybees: The role of CS, US, the intertrial
interval, and the test interval. Learn Memory 8, 198-208 (2001).

39. Wright, G. A., Mustard, J. A., Kottcamp, S. M. & Smith, B. H. Olfactory memory formation and the influence of reward pathway
during appetitive learning by honey bees. ] Exp Biol 210, 4024-4033 (2007).

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Malcolm Thompson for beekeeping and Newcastle University for partially
supporting HE and SS. This work was funded jointly by a grant from the BBSRC, NERC, the Wellcome
Trust, Defra, and the Scottish Government under the Insect Pollinators Initiative (BB/1000143/1) to
GAW.

Author Contributions
G.A.W. designed the experiments, analysed the data, and wrote the manuscript; S.S. and H.E. performed
the experiments.

Additional Information
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.

How to cite this article: Wright, G. A. et al. Low doses of neonicotinoid pesticides in food rewards
impair short-term olfactory memory in foraging-age honeybees. Sci. Rep. 5, 15322; doi: 10.1038/
srep15322 (2015).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The

oam images or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Com-
mons license, unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the
Creative Commons license, users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce
the material. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

SCIENTIFIC REPORTS | 5:15322 | DOI: 10.1038/srep15322 7


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-assessment-of-key-evidence-about-neonicotinoids-and-bees
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-assessment-of-key-evidence-about-neonicotinoids-and-bees
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Low doses of neonicotinoid pesticides in food rewards impair short-term olfactory memory in foraging-age honeybees
	Introduction
	Results
	IMD in food rewards impairs olfactory learning
	IMD and TMX impair short-term olfactory memory

	Discussion
	Materials and Methods
	Honeybees
	Conditioning procedure and stimuli
	Statistics

	Additional Information
	Acknowledgements
	References



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Low doses of neonicotinoid pesticides in food rewards impair short-term olfactory memory in foraging-age honeybees
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep15322
            
         
          
             
                Geraldine A. Wright
                Samantha Softley
                Helen Earnshaw
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep15322
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2015 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2015 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep15322
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep15322
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep15322
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep15322
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




