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Abstract
Non-native plant species reliant on insect pollination must attract novel pollinators in their introduced habitat to reproduce. 
Indeed, pollination services provided by resident floral visitors may contribute to the spread of non-native species, which 
may then affect the pollination services received by native plants. To determine the mechanisms by which an invasive 
thistle attracts pollinators in its introduced range, and whether its presence changes the pollinator visitation to native plant 
species, we compared bee visitation to native plants in the presence or absence of the invader. We experimentally tested 
the effect of a thistle invasion into a native plant community. We found that the non-native thistle was the most attractive 
of the plant species to visiting bee species. However, there was no effect of experimental treatment (presence of thistle) on 
bee abundance or visitation rate (bees per unit floral area per sample) to native plant species. Across 68 bee and 6 plant spe-
cies, we found a significant correlation between pollen protein content and bee abundance and visitation rate. Thistle pollen 
also had a similar protein:lipid ratio to legumes, which correlated with bumble bee visitation. The high protein content of 
the thistle pollen, as compared to four native asters, may allow it to attract pollinators in novel ecosystems, and potentially 
contribute to its success as an invader. At the same time, this high protein pollen may act as a novel resource to pollinators 
in the thistle’s invaded range.
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Introduction

Non-native plant species have the potential to integrate into 
communities by providing attractive and nutritious floral 
resources to pollinators (Vilà et al. 2009), with implications 

for the structure of plant–pollinator interactions (Aizen 
et al. 2008; Stout and Morales 2009; Valdovinos et al. 2009; 
Russo et al. 2014). Invasive plants are often generalists in 
their interactions with pollinators, attracting a large number 
of species (Bartomeus et al. 2008; Russo et al. 2014, 2016). 
Moreover, some non-native plants are extremely attractive to 
resident pollinators in their invaded range (e.g., Lopezaraiza-
Mikel et al. 2007), in some cases increasing the abundance 
of bee visitors to mixed communities of plants by over 300% 
(Russo et al. 2016). The ability to generally attract large 
numbers of pollinators is thought to be one mechanism 
facilitating the invasion of entomophilous non-native spe-
cies into novel ecosystems (Richardson et al. 2007; Traveset 
and Richardson 2011) and, in some cases, there is a higher 
proportion of introduced plant species which depend on pol-
linators, relative to the proportion of pollinator-dependent 
native plants (Pyšek et al. 2011). Non-native plant species 
can also provide resources to resident pollinator species 
(Gleditsch and Carlo 2011), especially in highly modified 
agroecosystems (Pywell et al. 2005; Russo et al. 2016) and 
may even play central, stabilizing roles in plant–pollinator 
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networks (Stouffer et al. 2014; Russo et al. 2014 but see Kai-
ser-Bunbury et al. 2017). Non-native plants readily integrate 
into native plant–pollinator networks (Chittka and Schurkens 
2001), suggesting that biotic pollination does not generally 
provide an effective barrier to invasion (Stout and Tiedeken 
2017). Non-native plants may integrate into new communi-
ties if they have similar floral traits to native plant species 
and therefore exploit similar pollinator species (Morales and 
Traveset 2009; Gibson et al. 2012, but see Vilà et al. 2009; 
Maruyama et al. 2016). Moreover, in some cases, non-native 
species have higher flowering densities that can compete 
with less abundant native species (Seifan et al. 2014), while 
in others, there does not appear to be a density effect of the 
non-native species (Sun et al. 2013; Stanley and Stout 2014).

It is possible that invasive plants attract resident pollina-
tors by providing high-quality nutritional resources. Bees are 
common pollinators, and pollen is the sole protein source for 
developing offspring in most bee species (Michener 2000) 
and mounting evidence suggests bees selectively forage to 
optimize pollen quality. Two bumble bee species (Bombus 
impatiens and B. terrestris) regulate their dietary intake 
to high protein to lipid ratios (Vaudo et al. 2016a) and B. 
impatiens preferentially visits plants with a pollen protein to 
lipid ratio of 5:1 (Vaudo et al. 2016b). Other studies suggest 
honey bees (Apis mellifera) and other bumble bees (Bombus 
spp.) forage for pollen based on its nutritional content (Cook 
et al. 2003; Hanley et al. 2008; Ruedenauer et al. 2016), 
though A. mellifera and Bombus spp. may base their for-
aging preferences on different pollen qualities (Leonhardt 
and Blüthgen 2012). In addition, some specialist bee spe-
cies (e.g., Colletes succinctus group) switch to novel plant 
hosts with similar pollen nutritional content (Vanderplanck 
et al. 2017 but see Roulston and Cane, 2000). The quality 
of foraged pollen can be essential for the development and 
survival of offspring (Roulston and Cane 2002; Sedivy et al. 
2011; Vanderplanck et al. 2014).

While individual bee species can forage selectively for 
pollen nutritional quality, the factors driving the preference 
of multispecies bee communities in mixed plant communi-
ties remain unknown. Complex floral traits, including the 
abundance or availability of nectar and pollen resources, 
may act synergistically with pollen nutritional quality to 
shape foraging behavior (Rasheed and Harder 1997). Pol-
linators make foraging decisions in a plant community 
based on the traits they are able to perceive. Some plants can 
restrict pollinator visitation with floral morphology (Harder 
and Thomson 1989), while both chemical and visual cues 
(e.g., floral display) are used to attract pollinators (Junker 
and Parachnowitsch 2015). Plants can use chemical tools to 
advertise nutritional content (e.g., pollen protein, lipid, and 
carbohydrate content) with volatile compounds (Dobson and 
Bergström 2000). In addition, the relative attractiveness of 
species may vary depending on the community context; in 

other words, pollinators may actively compare the traits of 
one flower species with other available flower species (Jun-
ker and Parachnowitsch 2015) or visit more abundant and 
available flower species (Bartomeus 2013; Carvalheiro et al. 
2014). Non-native species may therefore attract pollinators 
by producing more apparent or stronger signals or simply by 
being more abundant (Bartomeus et al. 2016).

We designed an experiment to better understand how 
plant traits drive preferential visitation by bees to a non-
native species. We focused this study on the invasive thistle, 
Carduus acanthoides, shown to be highly attractive to pol-
linators in its invaded range (Russo et al. 2016), despite the 
fact that members of the plant family Asteraceae are gener-
ally thought to have poor-quality pollen (Praz et al. 2008). 
We established communities of five native plant species and 
then experimentally introduced C. acanthoides into a subset 
of these. Four of the five native species used were asters, 
confamilial with the invader, to better compare nutritional 
traits that may vary within plant families. Carduus acan-
thoides was previously shown to be particularly attractive 
to bumble bees (Russo et al. 2016), thus, we also included 
a native legume in this study as a nutritional outgroup, 
because legume pollen has been shown to be preferred for-
age by bumble bees in some systems, and is sometimes 
found to have higher protein and lower lipid content than 
aster pollen (Pywell et al. 2005; Mata 2018). The legume 
we used here, Chamaecrista fasciculata, also has poricidal 
anthers, indicating it is targeting pollinators that can buzz 
pollinate, primarily bumble bees in the study region. We 
then measured the visitation rate of bees to different plant 
species, as well as plant traits including: number of inflo-
rescences (proxy for the availability and abundance of flo-
ral resources), size of floral display, above-ground biomass, 
and three attributes of pollen nutritional quality (protein, 
lipid, and carbohydrate concentrations). Our objective was 
to answer three main questions: (1) is this invasive thistle 
more attractive than native confamilial species to resident 
pollinators?; (2) does the attractiveness of the invasive spe-
cies affect the visitation rate to nearby native species?; (3) 
which traits of the invasive species allow it to preferentially 
attract bees?

Materials and methods

Experimental design

Six species of plants, including four native asters (Helian-
thus annuus, Gaillardia pulchella, Rudbeckia hirta, and 
Coreopsis tinctoria), and one native legume (Chamaecrista 
fasciculata) were grown from seed in 30 2 × 2 m plots at 
the Russell Larson Agricultural Research Center, Pennsyl-
vania State University, PA, USA. These native plant species 
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were recommended for pollinator attractiveness, but were 
also chosen because plants in the family Asteraceae have 
sometimes been found to have low protein, high lipid, pol-
len [(Genissel et al. 2002), H. annuus (Human et al. 2007; 
Nicolson and Human 2013), G. pulchella (Mata 2018)], 
while some legumes have been shown to have relatively high 
protein, low lipid, pollen (Vaudo et al. 2016a; Mata 2018). 
Thus, we wanted to contrast the pollen quality within the 
aster family to an outgroup with potentially very different 
pollen quality. All plots were located on the edges of crop 
fields, and all were separated from one another by more than 
100 m. This research farm includes many different crops 
managed in a variety of ways; for this reason, we used a 
blocked design to ensure plots within a block experienced 
a relatively similar background environment (Fig. S1). The 
research farm was located in the Ridge-and-Valley system 
of the Appalachian Mountains, and was bordered by con-
ventional farmland (mostly corn and soy), fragmented forest 
habitat, and an approximately 39,000 ha state forest to the 
south. To establish the plots, 2 x 2 m patches of grass on 
the edges of agricultural fields were sprayed with glypho-
sate following manufacturer’s instructions early in April. 
Three weeks later, each plot was seeded with 7.5 g of each 
of the native plant species and the plots were then covered 
in mulch. Because of low germination early in the spring, 
we reseeded the plots with an additional 7.5 g of each native 
plant species in late May. Contaminant plants were removed 
weekly and plots were watered during periods of drought 
(> 5 consecutive days without rain) throughout the season.

The 30 plots were placed into 6 blocks according to their 
location and surroundings, generally classified as adjacent 
to forest fragments, the state forest, or surrounded on all 
sides by farm fields (Fig. S1), and each of the five plots in 
each block was randomly assigned an experimental treat-
ment. All experimental treatments concerned the presence 
of the invasive thistle (C. acanthoides): a control with no 
thistle, two early treatments (high and low intensity), and 
two late treatments (high and low intensity). We planted 
the thistles as seeds the previous autumn in a greenhouse 
and transplanted them to an open field to overwinter out-
doors. We transferred rosettes to 5 gallon pots the following 
spring and watered them daily until their introduction to 
the experimental plots. We planted four individual thistles 
in the low-intensity treatment and eight individual thistles 
in the high-intensity treatment on the plot edges. Though 
C. acanthoides can sometimes reach high population den-
sities, it does not compete well with other plant species in 
undisturbed habitat (Jongejans et al. 2007). Thus, flowering 
at lower densities is often found, such as the ones explored 
here, along with other species of flowering plants. Moreover, 
our objective was to provide a relatively similar abundance 
of each plant species, in which visiting insects could exhibit 
a preference. Relative to the native species in this study, the 

thistle produced both an intermediate floral display (Fig. S2) 
and above-ground biomass (Table S2).

For the early treatment, we planted the thistles around 
the plot before sampling began in July. At this stage, the 
thistles were bolting but not yet flowering and the remaining 
species in the plots were also not yet in flower. The thistle 
was the first species to bloom in July, followed by C. tincto-
ria, C. fasciculata, H. annuus, and R. hirta, in order. Gail-
lardia pulchella began flowering last in August (Fig. S2). 
The thistle individuals for the late treatment were planted 
while already flowering in the plots on 1 August for the 
remainder of sampling. This species generally flowers from 
early July until the first frost in Pennsylvania. We tested the 
intensity (Russo et al. 2014) and timing (Russo et al. 2013) 
of invasion, because previous research indicated they might 
impact the integration of invasive species with plant–pol-
linator communities (Russo et al. 2019).

Beginning in July, we checked each plot in the morning 
and afternoon every week. Sampling only occurred on plants 
in flower; as species and plots began flowering at different 
times, this resulted in variable sampling intensity among 
the different species (Table S1, Fig. S3). On each sampling 
date throughout the flowering season (July and August), each 
plant species flowering in the plot was sampled for 5 min 
by insect vacuum and all insect visitors were collected. The 
order in which we sampled the different flowering plant 
species was randomized on each visit. The insect vacuum 
was a modified handheld vacuum with low power, which 
was essential to prevent damage to the flowering plants in 
the experimental study; a hand net would have damaged the 
plants and made it impossible to track plant health over the 
course of the season. The insect vacuum was only turned on 
when an insect contacted the reproductive parts of the flower 
for more than one second, and the sound of the vacuum did 
not appear to alter pollinator behavior (pers. obs, L. Russo). 
These collections provided data for the number of insects 
visiting the inflorescences of a given plant species over a 
5-min sample, for the duration of its flowering period. At 
each sampling date, we also recorded the number of inflo-
rescences of each species. This allowed us to measure the 
abundance of the floral resources provided by each species at 
each sampling event. We also obtained an average diameter 
of the inflorescence of each species and used the number of 
individual inflorescences multiplied by the average size of 
the floral unit to calculate the total size of the floral display 
for each sample. At the end of the season, we conducted 
an above-ground destructive census. We dried all above-
ground biomass in a drying oven for a minimum of 48 h and 
weighed the dry biomass of each species (Table S2).

We spent a total of 58.3 h (700 5-min samples) sampling 
insects during the course of the field season, divided une-
venly between the plant species due to differences in the 
timing of flowering and unequal flowering across the plots 
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(Table S1, Fig. S3). Sampling was evenly divided between 
morning (9 am–12 pm) and afternoon (12 pm–4 pm) to 
ensure we accounted for variation in visitation rates during 
different times of the day (Vaudo et al. 2014). Some addi-
tional sampling (not included here) demonstrated little bee 
activity outside of sampling hours (L. Russo, unpub. data). 
Cool, wet mornings were common in the field during this 
field season and precluded most early bee activity. For the 
purposes of this study, we focus on the bee visitors to the 
different plant species, as they are completely dependent on 
pollen as a protein source for their offspring. We identified 
the majority (98%) of the bee specimens to species with 
help from Samuel Droege, a bee taxonomist with the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS).

Abundance vs. visitation rate

We calculated bee visitation in two different ways. First, we 
totaled the number of individuals collected in a 5-min sam-
ple on each species: the bee abundance. Averaged across the 
samples for a given species, abundance described the aver-
age number of bees per 5 min independent of the number of 
inflorescences. We used this abundance value to compare 
the relative importance of different plant traits across the six 
species, but not to compare bee preference.

Because the size of the floral display may affect the total 
number of visitors to a given species during a sample, we 
also calculated visitation rate. The visitation rate was the 
number of bee individuals per 5-min sample divided by the 
product of inflorescence number and average floral area of a 
given plant species. Visitation rate considered bees per unit 
floral area per 5-min sample. This allowed us to better under-
stand the relative attractiveness of plants with different floral 
displays to bees, controlling for the number of inflorescences 
and size of the display. It was important to consider floral 
area because it related to the abundance of the floral resource 
provided, in addition to the quality of those resources.

Pollen collection and analysis

We did not collect pollen from the plants in the experiment 
to avoid interfering with pollinator visitation. Instead, pollen 
was collected from separately grown potted individuals of 
each plant species in the same potting soil and greenhouse 
conditions (22–27 °C, 50–60% humidity). To acquire suf-
ficient pollen for the nutritional analyses, pollen was pooled 
from many individuals of each species. To collect pollen 
from the asters, we removed inflorescences and placed them 
in a water tube, and then into an isolation chamber (see 
Costa and Yang 2009). We let pollen fall passively and used 
a razor to remove any additional pollen sticking to anthers. 
The legume (C. fasciculata) required buzz pollination, so 
we used an electric toothbrush to buzz the anthers. Pollen 

was stored in a − 80 °C freezer until it could be analyzed 
for nutritional content. We used a Bradford assay to measure 
protein content, and a modified Van Handel and Day (1988) 
protocol for carbohydrate and lipid content. We analyzed 
protein, lipid, and carbohydrate content in three subsam-
ples of pooled pollen from each species. A full description 
of the methodology used to determine pollen protein, lipid, 
and carbohydrate concentrations is presented in Vaudo et al. 
(2016a). We did not evaluate nectar quality in this study as 
we were focused on pollen as an essential resource that bees 
use to provision their offspring (Roulston and Cane 2000); 
however, nectar may also contribute to the relative attractive-
ness of different flower species and therefore guide foraging 
preferences (Heil 2011).

Data analysis

First, we tested for the presence of spatial autocorrelation in 
the communities of bees visiting the research plots. To deter-
mine whether plots closer in proximity had a more similar 
bee community, we used a Mantel test to calculate the cor-
relation between two matrices: (1) a matrix of the pairwise 
physical distances, in meters, between plots and (2) a matrix 
of average pairwise Euclidean distances between the interac-
tion matrices of the different plots.

Next, we tested whether the experimental design had 
the desired effect using generalized linear mixed effects 
models (glmms) to build four different models: (1) whether 
the experimental treatment affected the number of thistle 
inflorescences produced in different plots (a proxy for the 
intensity of the invasion of the thistle), (2) whether the treat-
ment affected the total number of bees collected at each plot, 
(3) whether there was a significant relationship between the 
number of thistle inflorescences and the abundance of bees, 
and (4) whether there was a relationship between the number 
of thistle inflorescences and the visitation rate of bees (R 
Core Team 2013). For all four of these models, time, date, 
and block were used as random effects and the experimental 
treatment was the fixed effect.

Because there was no significant difference between the 
number of thistle inflorescences produced in the high- and 
low-intensity treatments (see below), we instead tested 
whether the number of thistle inflorescences affected the 
visitation rate (number of bees collected per unit floral 
area over each 5 min sample) of the other plant species. 
We separately tested whether the timing of the treatment, or 
the presence or absence of the thistle, affected the visitation 
rate of bees to the other plant species. Because G. pulchella 
received very few visits across the experiment, we were not 
able to conduct this analysis with this species.

To distinguish between factors associated with bee pref-
erence among the six species, we obtained an average bee 
abundance per five minute sample for each plant species by 
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averaging across all samples collected in the entire season, 
and across all the plots sampled, for each plant species. We 
then calculated the Pearson correlation coefficient of bee abun-
dance with each of the following plant traits: average number 
of inflorescences, inflorescence diameter, biomass, and pro-
tein, lipid, and carbohydrate content of the pollen. Because 
the protein to lipid ratio of pollen has previously been shown 
to be an important factor determining bumble bee preference 
(Vaudo et al. 2016a, b), we also tested the correlation between 
the average protein:lipid ratio of each species and its visiting 
bee abundance.

We then separated the bees visiting native plants in control 
plots from the bees visiting native plants in treatment plots 
and tested whether the presence of the thistle changed (1) the 
abundance of bees visiting native plants (2) whether the rela-
tionship between the bee abundance and plant traits differed. 
To test the effect of the thistle on bee abundance per sample 
on the native plant species, we used a GLMM with a fixed 
effect of the presence/absence of the thistle, random effects of 
date, time, and block, and a Poisson distribution. We repeated 
the above test for the relationship between bee abundance and 
plant traits with a Pearson correlation coefficient for the native 
plants in control plots and treatment plots separately.

We used visitation rate to compare preference of bees 
between different plant species. Because inflorescence count 
and inflorescence size in part determine visitation rate, we 
tested its correlation only with biomass and four aspects of 
pollen quality (protein, lipid, and carbohydrate content, and 
protein:lipid ratio). We repeated these analyses with subsets 
of special interest, including the honey bee (A. mellifera), 
bumble bee genus (Bombus), most abundant bee species 
in our samples (Halictus ligatus, a social halictid), male 
and cleptoparasitic bees, and females of pollen-collecting 
species.

To further determine the model that best predicted bee 
visitation to the different plant species, we used the dredge 
function in the MuMIn package in R (Barton 2018). This 
function compared all possible models, and then ranked 
them according to their AICc value. For these models, we 
used the means of all predictors (plant traits) that were not 
correlated, log normalizing biomass as it was on a very dif-
ferent scale from the rest of the predictors, with the abun-
dance of the bees at each sample as the response. We then 
reported all models with a delta of < 2, and their r2 values. 
We repeated this model selection process with and without 
the thistle.

Results

Overall, we collected 3,749 bee specimens, representing 68 
species (Table S3). A Mantel test found no significant cor-
relation between the physical proximity of different plots 

and the bee communities visiting those plots (Mantel r stat 
− 0.04, P = 0.63), suggesting there was no spatial autocor-
relation (Fig. S4). When testing the number of inflorescences 
produced by the thistles in the different experimental treat-
ments, we found that there was no significant difference 
between the high-intensity and low-intensity early treat-
ments (est − 4.55, t value − 1.45, P value = 0.15). There 
was a significant relationship between the number of thistle 
inflorescences and the number of bees collected at each plot 
(est 0.23, t value 9.49, P ≪ 0.001), so we used the number 
of thistle inflorescences as a proxy for the intensity of the 
invasion instead of the categorical (high vs. low) treatments.

When the visitation rate was averaged across all plots 
(including control and treatment plots), the visitation rates 
to different plant species differed significantly (Fig. 1). The 
invasive thistle, Carduus acanthoides, had the highest visi-
tation rate (number of bees per unit floral area in a 5-min 
sample), while the native legume, C. fasciculata, had the 
lowest visitation rate (Fig. 1), probably because its floral 
morphology (poricidal anthers) restricts pollinator access to 
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pollen. There was no effect of the number of thistle inflores-
cences, the presence/absence of the thistle, or the timing of 
the thistle invasion on the visitation rates to C. fasciculata, 
C. tinctoria, H. annuus, or R. hirta (Table S4). In addition, 
there was no difference in the abundance of bees visiting 
native plants in control plots vs treatment plots (est 0.12, z 
value 1.77, P = 0.08).

The aspects of the pollen quality that we measured here 
(protein, lipid, and carbohydrate content) varied among the 
plant species (Fig. 2). The invasive thistle (C. acanthoides) 
had by far the highest protein content (Fig. 2c). It had a lower 
lipid content than the native asters, except H. annuus, but 
higher lipid content than the native legume, C. fasciculata 
(Fig. 2a). The balance between these two factors led to the 

thistle having a similar protein:lipid ratio but higher protein 
and lipid concentrations than the legume, and a much higher 
protein:lipid ratio than the native asters (Fig. 2b). There was 
no clear difference between the non-native and native asters 
in terms of sugar content, but the legume had a much lower 
sugar content than the asters (Fig. 2d). The six different plant 
species also varied in other factors we measured (Table S2).

Within a given plant species, the number of inflores-
cences was significantly correlated with bee abundance 
(P < 0.05, Fig. S5), though this relationship was not signifi-
cant across species (Fig. 3a). In other words, the abundance 
of the floral resource alone was not associated with foraging 
preferences among these plant species. The average inflores-
cence size and biomass of each species also did not correlate 
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with average bee abundance across plant species. Indeed, 
the only significant correlation between plant traits and bee 
abundance across species was with the protein content of 
the pollen (Fig. 3e). This correlation also had a high r value 
(0.9) across all plant species. Though other studies found 
protein:lipid ratio drove the visitation of some bumble bee 
species (Vaudo et al. 2016a, b), the relationship between this 
trait and the abundance of the overall bee community was 
not significant (P > 0.05, Fig. 3d). Because bee species rich-
ness was tightly correlated with bee abundance (r = 0.99), 
we did not repeat these tests with species richness. Using 
the model selection process, we identified the best model for 
bee abundance (i.e., the model with the lowest AICc score) 
as a model which includes inflorescence size, biomass, and 
protein content as predictors (r2 = 0.26, Table 1, Fig. 4). 
Though inflorescence size and biomass were not individu-
ally correlated with bee abundance, they did improve the fit 
of the model overall. When we used visitation rate (number 
of bee visitors per floral area per 5-min sample) instead of 
abundance (number of bees per sample, not controlled for 

floral display) as a response variable, visitation rate was sig-
nificantly and strongly correlated with protein concentration, 
but not biomass, protein:lipid ratio, or lipid or carbohydrate 
concentration (Fig. S6).

The abundance and visitation rate of bees just to the 
native species (excluding thistle data) did not correlate 
with any of the pollen nutritional qualities (protein, lipid, 
sugar, or protein:lipid ratio). Instead, bee abundance cor-
related strongly with the average number of inflorescences 
(r = 0.89, P = 0.04), biomass (r = 0.97, P < 0.01), and total 
floral area (r = 0.96, P < 0.01) of each species (Fig. S7). We 
found only minor differences in the correlations between 
bee abundance on native plants in control vs treatment plots, 
suggesting that the presence of the thistle did not affect the 
relationship between the plant traits and bee abundance on 
native plants. Bee abundance on native plants in both control 
and treatment plots correlated significantly only with the 
number of inflorescences (control: r = 0.94, P = 0.02; thistle 
present: r = 0.88, P = 0.0497) and biomass (control: r = 0.98, 
P = 0.003; thistle present: r = 0.92, P = 0.03). This suggested 
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Fig. 3   Correlations between means of measured plant traits and bee abundance (number of bee visits per sample). The r value is reported as a 
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abundance, rather than pollen protein, of the floral resource 
was more important in guiding bee foraging preferences 
among the native plant species. The visitation rate of the 
bees (excluding the thistle) was not significantly correlated 
with the plant biomass, or any of the nutritional qualities of 
the pollen. Similarly, there were no significant correlations 
between the visitation rate to native plants and any meas-
ured plant trait in control or treatment plots. In light of these 
similarities, and to increase replication, we used visitation to 
native plants in all plots to run the model selection process. 
The best model identified included inflorescence size and 
sugar content as predictors (r2 = 0.15, Table S5, Fig. S8). 
Once again, though sugar content was not individually cor-
related with bee visitation, it remained as a predictor in the 
model of best fit.

Of the subsets analyzed, Bombus species, pollen-col-
lecting, and male and cleptoparasitic bees all had a highest 

visitation rate on C. acanthoides. H. ligatus and A. mellifera 
had similar visitation rates across all plant species (Fig. S9). 
The visitation of these subsets was also associated with pol-
len protein content, except for H. ligatus, whose visitation 
did not correlate with any measured plant traits (Fig. S10). 
Notably, the visitation of bees of the genus Bombus also cor-
related with the protein:lipid ratio of the pollen (Fig. S10A).

Discussion

Plant–pollinator interactions are considered by many to be 
structured by coevolution (Jordano et al. 2002). However, 
despite the absence of a coevolutionary past, non-native 
species are often highly attractive to novel pollinators 
(Lopezaraiza-Mikel et al. 2007; Russo et al. 2016). That they 
are able to integrate into novel plant–pollinator communities 

Table 1   Model selection process for identifying the best predictors of bee abundance (including all plant species) based on AICc value

Models with a delta < 2 are included

(Int) Inflorescence 
size

Lipid Log (biomass) Protein Sugar Degrees of 
freedom

LogLik AICc Delta Weight r2

− 0.68 − 0.17 1.84 0.06 5 − 2214.99 4440.1 0 0.209 0.26
− 2 1.72 0.06 4 − 2216.45 4441 0.89 0.134 0.25
− 0.83 − 0.19 0.002 1.79 0.06 6 − 2214.96 4442 1.97 0.078 0.26
− 38.62 − 0.46 − 0.09 − 7.97 0.3 6 − 2214.96 4442 1.97 0.078 0.26
− 7.77 − 0.24 − 0.01 0.05 0.05 6 − 2214.96 4442 1.97 0.078 0.26
− 1.53 − 0.19 1.61 0.06 0.006 6 − 2214.96 4442 1.97 0.078 0.26
24.76 0.06 8.4 0.1 − 0.2 6 − 2214.96 4442 1.97 0.078 0.26
− 0.83 − 0.19 0.002 1.79 0.06 6 − 2214.96 4442 1.97 0.078 0.26
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indicates non-native plants are able to co-opt the same visual 
and chemical mechanisms native species use to attract floral 
visitors. The ease with which non-native species integrate 
into resident pollination networks may also facilitate their 
invasion into novel ecosystems (Richardson et al. 2007; 
Traveset and Richardson 2011). We examined the prefer-
ences of a bee community for visual and nutritional traits 
of one plant invader (C. acanthoides) attractive to resident 
pollinators in its invaded range (Russo et al. 2016), relative 
to five native plant species. The five native species com-
prised four species confamilial with the invader to determine 
whether the invader had similar visual and nutritional quali-
ties as native members of the same family. To contrast, we 
also included one native legume, as legumes are preferred 
by some bee species (Pywell et al. 2005), and are thought to 
have a different nutritional profile (e.g., Mata 2018).

We found the invasive thistle not only had the highest rate 
of visitation, but also the highest protein content of any of 
the plant species analyzed. Furthermore, there was a strong 
significant correlation between the pollen protein content 
and bee visitation rate over the course of the experiment. 
Pollen protein was included in the best model based on the 
model selection process and was consistently associated 
with bee visitation in subsets of the bees captured, includ-
ing pollen-collecting bees, bumble bees, honey bees, and 
male/cleptoparasitic bees. Interestingly, the visitation of the 
most abundant bee in this study, H. ligatus, was not corre-
lated with plant pollen protein, or any other measured trait. 
Another species of halictid bee was previously shown to not 
detect pollen protein content, despite the fact that protein 
content correlated with the ultimate body size of its off-
spring (Roulston and Cane 2002). The importance of pollen 
protein to bumble bee foraging behavior is well established 
(e.g., Rasheed and Harder, 1997; Vaudo et al. 2016a, b). On 
the other hand, results are mixed on the ability of honey bees 
to detect protein content (e.g., Pernal and Currie 2002; Cook 
et al. 2003). Future research may investigate whether other 
species of halictid bees, or bees of other families, are unable 
to detect pollen protein content.

Using just bee abundance (not visitation rate), traits, such 
as the number or size of the inflorescences, or above-ground 
biomass, did not correlate with bee abundance across all 
species, but the inflorescence size and above-ground bio-
mass were included as predictors in the best model selected 
(Table 1; Fig. 4). This indicates that these two factors help 
to explain some of the variation in bee abundance. Using 
a visitation rate model, pollen lipid and carbohydrate con-
tent did not correlate with bee visitation overall or in any 
subset we analyzed. The pollen protein:lipid ratio of the 
plant species in this study did significantly correlate with 
bumble bee visitation rate, consistent with previous stud-
ies on factors driving bumble bee visitation (Vaudo et al. 
2016a, b). Furthermore, the protein:lipid ratio of the thistle 

significantly differed from the other asters, but not from the 
legume (Fig. 2b).

When we excluded the thistle from the analysis, we found 
the plant traits associated with bee visitation changed. With-
out the thistle, pollen nutrition did not affect bee abundance 
or visitation rates to the other plant species. Instead, the 
number and size of inflorescences, as well as biomass, deter-
mined bee visitation among the native plant species. Moreo-
ver, there was no difference between the correlation between 
these plant traits and bee abundance on the native plants in 
control plots vs in treatment plots, suggesting the presence of 
the thistle did not change the bee foraging preferences when 
selecting among the native plant species. In the best model 
selected when the thistle was excluded, the inflorescence 
size and sugar content were included (Table S5, Fig. S8). 
This is likely due to relatively little variation in the pollen 
nutrition of the four native asters and a low bee visitation 
to the legume in general, likely due to its need for buzz pol-
lination. When pollen nutrition varies little, bees may use 
other cues, such as the size of the floral display, to make 
their foraging selections.

It is also possible that plant attributes other than the ones 
we measured may have a role in driving pollinator forag-
ing preference. For example, we measured the abundance of 
the floral resources through the proxy of total floral display 
(floral area × number of inflorescences), but the volume of 
pollen or nectar produced by individual inflorescences may 
vary between plant species and thus contribute to foraging 
behavior. However, it seems likely that the volume of the 
pollen produced and its quality are not correlated. Bumble 
bees have been shown to forage based on the highest avail-
ability of pollen protein in a community context, including 
both pollen protein content and pollen volume (Rasheed and 
Harder 1997). The quality of the pollen as a resource may 
also vary based on attributes we were not able to measure, 
such as the presence of particular amino acids (Leonhardt 
and Blüthgen 2012), the availability of micronutrients (Har-
manescu et al. 2012), or secondary plant compounds (Irwin 
et al. 2014). Furthermore, we did not evaluate nectar quality 
in this study, though it is an attractant and may also contrib-
ute to foraging preferences among bees (Heil 2011). Other 
factors that have been shown to affect the foraging behavior 
of bees include floral morphology (Harder 1983), compe-
tition (Goulson et al. 1998), and even caffeine (Thomson 
et al. 2015).

Another possible explanation is the thistle has a signifi-
cantly different volatile chemical profile that attracts bee 
visitors or indicates the protein content of its pollen, as pol-
len odors can be important determinants of pollinator visi-
tation (Dobson and Bergström 2000; Raguso 2008). Future 
research may determine whether pollen with higher protein 
content has a different volatile signature, and if so, whether 
these volatiles significantly predict floral visitation rates of 
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bee communities. Volatile compounds advertising nectar 
availability and quality may also play an important role in 
attraction. It is possible differences in nectar quality mir-
ror differences in pollen protein in the species we studied: 
another valuable avenue for future research. On the other 
hand, bees may be using the taste of the pollen to guide 
their foraging choices (Ruedenauer et al. 2015). It would 
be interesting to determine whether this invasive thistle has 
a similar protein content in its native range, or whether the 
increase in pollen protein content is an adaptation to attract 
novel pollinators in its invaded range.

Interestingly, the visitation rate to different plant species 
in this study was not significantly affected by the presence of 
this highly attractive invasive plant. This is consistent with 
a previous study on C. acanthoides, suggesting though the 
thistle was highly attractive itself, it did not affect visitation 
to nearby plant species (Russo et al. 2016). This may suggest 
there is little overall competition for pollinators among the 
inflorescences in this system. Other research on the impact 
of non-native plants on the pollination of native plants has 
been mixed, with some studies showing an overall competi-
tive effect (Morales and Traveset 2009), and others showing 
no strong effects (Charlebois and Sargent 2017). However, 
it is also possible competition was occurring in ways we did 
not measure, for example, by increasing the proportion of 
non-target pollen deposition (Lopezaraiza-Mikel et al. 2007, 
but see Moragues and Traveset 2005). Although high-inten-
sity agroecosystems can have a negative effect on bee abun-
dance, the agricultural area where this study was conducted 
has many patches of forest and habitat to support larger wild 
bee populations (Fig. S1) (Park et al. 2015).

A large number of bees, representing 68 species, visited 
these 6 plant species. These bees exhibited a strong prefer-
ence for the invasive thistle, visiting it at a much higher 
rate than the other plant species. Though other plant traits 
(e.g., volatile chemicals) may play a role in attracting these 
bees, this study provides support for the idea that pollinators 
are optimizing their foraging effort by preferentially visit-
ing species providing high-quality floral resources. Invasive 
species that provide high-quality resources may in turn gain 
enhanced pollination services, raising the hypothesis that the 
nutritional content of floral resources may be an important 
factor facilitating the invasion of non-native species to novel 
floral markets.

Acknowledgements  This paper is dedicated in loving memory to 
S. Smiles. We would like to thank the farmers at the Russell Larson 
Research Farm, especially W. S. Harkcom, greenhouse manager, L.S. 
Burghard, field assistants D. Brough and K. McIlroy, S. Droege for 
identifications, J. Keller and E. Allen for additional field assistance. 
We would also like to thank S. Hodge and A. Jackson for advice on 
statistics. CJ Fisher was supported by an Apes Valentes undergraduate 
research award. AV was supported by a United States Department of 
Agriculture -NIFA-AFRI Predoctoral Fellowship (2014-02219). LR 
was supported by National Science Foundation Grant #DMS-1313115 

and a Marie Curie Fellowship (FOMN-705287). KS was supported 
by a National Science Foundation Grants #DMS-1313115 and 
#DEB-1556444.

Author contribution statement  LR and KS conceived the study. LR 
established the experiment. LR and CJF collected the data. LR ana-
lyzed the data and wrote the first draft. AV analyzed the pollen nutri-
tion. All authors contributed substantially to editing and revising the 
manuscript.

Data availability  Interaction data will be made available on the Interac-
tion Web Database (https​://www.nceas​.ucsb.edu/inter​actio​nweb/) upon 
publication and are currently included in the supplementary material. 
The separate measures of plant traits and abundances of collected spe-
cies are all reported in the supplementary material.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

References

Aizen M, Morales C, Morales J (2008) Invasive mutualists erode native 
pollination webs. PLoS Biol 6:396–403. https​://doi.org/10.1371/
journ​al.pbio.00600​31

Bartomeus I (2013) Understanding linkage rules in plant-pollinator 
networks by using hierarchical models that incorporate pollina-
tor detectability and plant traits. PLoS One 8:e69200. https​://doi.
org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.00692​00

Bartomeus I, Vilà M, Santamaría L (2008) Contrasting effects of inva-
sive plants in plant–pollinator networks. Oecologia 155:761–770. 
https​://doi.org/10.1007/s0044​2-007-0946-1

Bartomeus I, Frund J, Williams NM (2016) Invasive plants as novel 
food resources, the pollinators’ perspective. In: Weis J, Sol D (eds) 
Biological invasions and animal behaviour, 1st edn. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, p 353

Barton K (2018) MuMIn: multi-model inference. In: R Packag. ver-
sion 1.42.1

Carvalheiro LG, Biesmeijer JC, Benadi G et al (2014) The potential 
for indirect effects between co-flowering plants via shared pollina-
tors depends on resource abundance, accessibility and relatedness. 
Ecol Lett 17:1389–1399. https​://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12342​

Charlebois JA, Sargent RD (2017) No consistent pollinator-mediated 
impacts of alien plants on natives. Ecol Lett 20:1479–1490. https​
://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12831​

Chittka L, Schurkens S (2001) Successful invasion of a floral market—
an exotic Asian plant has moved in on Europe’s river banks by 
bribing pollinators. Nature 411:653

Cook SM, Awmack CS, Murray DA, Williams IH (2003) Are honey 
bees’ foraging preferences affected by pollen amino acid com-
position? Ecol Entomol 28:622–627. https​://doi.org/10.104
6/j.1365-2311.2003.00548​.x

Core Team R (2013) R: a language and environment for statistical 
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna

Costa CM, Yang S (2009) Counting pollen grains using readily avail-
able, free image processing and analysis software. Ann Bot 
104:1005–1010. https​://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcp18​6

Dobson HEM, Bergström G (2000) The ecology and evolution of pol-
len odors. Plant Syst Evol 222:63–87. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
BF009​84096​

https://www.nceas.ucsb.edu/interactionweb/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0060031
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0060031
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0069200
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0069200
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-007-0946-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12342
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12831
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12831
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2311.2003.00548.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2311.2003.00548.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcp186
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00984096
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00984096


911Oecologia (2019) 190:901–912	

1 3

Genissel A, Aupinel P, Bressac C et  al (2002) Influence of pol-
len origin on performance of Bombus terrestris micro-colo-
nies. Entomol Exp Appl 104:329–336. https​://doi.org/10.104
6/j.1570-7458.2002.01019​.x

Gibson MR, Richardson DM, Pauw A (2012) Can floral traits pre-
dict an invasive plant’s impact on native plant-pollinator com-
munities? J Ecol 100:1216–1223. https​://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1365-2745.2012.02004​.x

Gleditsch JM, Carlo TA (2011) Fruit quantity of invasive shrubs pre-
dicts the abundance of common native avian frugivores in central 
Pennsylvania. Divers Distrib 17:244–253. https​://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1472-4642.2010.00733​.x

Goulson D, Hawson SA, Stout JC (1998) Foraging bumblebees avoid 
flowers already visited by conspecifics or by other bumblebee 
species. Anim Behav 55:199–206. https​://doi.org/10.1006/
ANBE.1997.0570

Hanley ME, Franco M, Pichon S et al (2008) Breeding system, pol-
linator choice and variation in pollen quality in British herba-
ceous plants. Funct Ecol 22:592–598. https​://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1365-2435.2008.01415​.x

Harder LD (1983) Flower handling efficiency of bumble bees: mor-
phological aspects of probing time. Oecologia 57:274–280. https​
://doi.org/10.1007/BF003​79591​

Harder LD, Thomson JD (1989) Evolutionary options for maximizing 
pollen dispersal of animal-pollinated plants. Am Nat 133:323–
344. https​://doi.org/10.1086/28492​2

Harmanescu M, Popovici D, Gergen I (2012) Mineral micronutrients 
composition of bee’s pollen. Pak J Pharm Sci 25:871–875

Heil M (2011) Nectar: generation, regulation and ecological functions. 
Trends Plant Sci 16:191–200. https​://doi.org/10.1016/J.TPLAN​
TS.2011.01.003

Human H, Nicolson SW, Strauss K et al (2007) Influence of pol-
len quality on ovarian development in honeybee workers (Apis 
mellifera scutellata). J Insect Physiol 53:649–655. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/J.JINSP​HYS.2007.04.002

Irwin RE, Cook D, Richardson LL et al (2014) Secondary compounds 
in floral rewards of toxic rangeland plants: impacts on pollina-
tors. J Agric Food Chem 62:7335–7344. https​://doi.org/10.1021/
jf500​521w

Jongejans E, Skarpaas O, Tipping PW, Shea K (2007) Establishment 
and spread of founding populations of an invasive thistle: the role 
of competition and seed limitation. Biol Inv 9:317–325

Jordano P, Bascompte J, Olesen JM (2002) Invariant properties in 
coevolutionary networks of plant-animal interactions. Ecol Lett 
6:69–81. https​://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00403​.x

Junker RR, Parachnowitsch AL (2015) Working towards a holistic 
view on flower traits—how floral scents mediate plant–animal 
interactions in concert with other floral characters. J Indian Inst 
Sci 95:43–68

Kaiser-Bunbury CN, Mougal J, Whittington AE et al (2017) Ecosystem 
restoration strengthens pollination network resilience and func-
tion. Nature 542:223–227. https​://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e2107​1

Leonhardt SD, Blüthgen N (2012) The same, but different: pollen for-
aging in honeybee and bumblebee colonies. Apidologie 43:449–
464. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1359​2-011-0112-y

Lopezaraiza-Mikel M, Hayes R, Whalley M, Memmott J (2007) The 
impact of an alien plant on a native plant–pollinator network: an 
experimental approach. Ecol Lett 10:539–550

Maruyama PK, Vizentin-Bugoni J, Sonne J et al (2016) The integra-
tion of alien plants in mutualistic plant–hummingbird networks 
across the Americas: the importance of species traits and insular-
ity. Divers Distrib 22:672–681. https​://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12434​

Mata M (2018) Two approaches to protecting bees: bee nutrition in a 
changing climate and community outreach as a tool for bee con-
servation. North Carolina State University, PhD diss.

Michener CD (2000) The bees of the world. John Hopkins University 
Press, Baltimore

Moragues E, Traveset A (2005) Effect of Carpobrotus spp. on the pol-
lination success of native plant species of the Balearic Islands. 
Biol Conserv 122:611–619. https​://doi.org/10.1016/J.BIOCO​
N.2004.09.015

Morales CL, Traveset A (2009) A meta-analysis of impacts of alien vs. 
native plants on pollinator visitation and reproductive success of 
co-flowering native plants. Ecol Lett 12:716–728. https​://doi.org
/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01319​.x

Nicolson SW, Human H (2013) Chemical composition of the ‘low qual-
ity’ pollen of sunflower (Helianthus annuus, Asteraceae). Apid-
ologie 44:144–152. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1359​2-012-0166-5

Park MG, Blitzer EJ, Gibbs J et al (2015) Negative effects of pes-
ticides on wild bee communities can be buffered by landscape 
context. Proc R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 282:20150299. https​://doi.
org/10.1098/rspb.2015.0299

Pernal SF, Currie RW (2002) Discrimination and preferences for pol-
len-based cues by foraging honeybees, Apis mellifera L. Anim 
Behav 63:369–390. https​://doi.org/10.1006/ANBE.2001.1904

Praz CJ, Müller A, Dorn S (2008) Specialized bees fail to develop on 
non-host pollen: do plants chemically protect their pollen. Ecol-
ogy 89:795–804. https​://doi.org/10.1890/07-0751.1

Pyšek P, Jarošík V, Chytrý M et al (2011) Successful invaders co-opt 
pollinators of native flora and accumulate insect pollinators with 
increasing residence time. Ecol Monogr 81:277–293. https​://doi.
org/10.1890/10-0630.1

Pywell RF, Warman EA, Carvell C et al (2005) Providing foraging 
resources for bumblebees in intensively farmed landscapes. 
Biol Conserv 121:479–494. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.bioco​
n.2004.05.020

Raguso RA (2008) Wake up and smell the roses: the ecology and evolu-
tion of floral scent. Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst 39:549–569. https​://
doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev.ecols​ys.38.09120​6.09560​1

Rasheed S, Harder L (1997) Economic motivation for plant species 
preferences of pollen-collecting bumble bees. Ecol Entomol 
22:209–219. https​://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2311.1997.t01-1-
00059​.x

Richardson DM, Allsopp N, D’Antonio CM et al (2007) Plant inva-
sions—the role of mutualisms. Biol Rev 75:65–93. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.1999.tb000​41.x

Roulston TH, Cane JH (2000) Pollen nutritional content and digest-
ibility for animals. Pollen and pollination. Springer, Vienna, pp 
187–209

Roulston TH, Cane JH (2002) The effect of pollen protein concen-
tration on body size in the sweat bee Lasioglossum zephyrum 
(Hymenoptera: Apiformes). Evol Ecol 16:49–65. https​://doi.
org/10.1023/A:10160​48526​475

Ruedenauer FA, Spaethe J, Leonhardt SD (2015) How to know 
which food is good for you: bumblebees use taste to discrimi-
nate between different concentrations of food differing in nutri-
ent content. J Exp Biol 218:2233–2240. https​://doi.org/10.1242/
jeb.11855​4

Ruedenauer FA, Spaethe J, Leonhardt SD (2016) Hungry for quality—
individual bumblebees forage flexibly to collect high-quality pol-
len. Behav Ecol Sociobiol 70:1209–1217. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s0026​5-016-2129-8

Russo L, Debarros N, Yang S et al (2013) Supporting crop pollinators 
with floral resources: network-based phenological matching. Ecol 
Evol 3:3125–3140

Russo L, Memmott J, Montoya D et al (2014) Patterns of introduced 
species interactions affect multiple aspects of network structure 
in plant–pollinator communities. Ecology 95:2953–2963. https​://
doi.org/10.1890/13-2229.1

https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1570-7458.2002.01019.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1570-7458.2002.01019.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2012.02004.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2012.02004.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2010.00733.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2010.00733.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/ANBE.1997.0570
https://doi.org/10.1006/ANBE.1997.0570
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2008.01415.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2008.01415.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00379591
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00379591
https://doi.org/10.1086/284922
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TPLANTS.2011.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TPLANTS.2011.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JINSPHYS.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JINSPHYS.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf500521w
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf500521w
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00403.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature21071
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13592-011-0112-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12434
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.BIOCON.2004.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.BIOCON.2004.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01319.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01319.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13592-012-0166-5
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.0299
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.0299
https://doi.org/10.1006/ANBE.2001.1904
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-0751.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0630.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0630.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.05.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.05.020
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.38.091206.095601
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.38.091206.095601
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2311.1997.t01-1-00059.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2311.1997.t01-1-00059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.1999.tb00041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.1999.tb00041.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016048526475
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016048526475
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.118554
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.118554
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-016-2129-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-016-2129-8
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-2229.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-2229.1


912	 Oecologia (2019) 190:901–912

1 3

Russo L, Nichol C, Shea K (2016) Pollinator floral provisioning by a 
plant invader: quantifying beneficial effects of detrimental species. 
Divers Distrib 22:189–198. https​://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12397​

Russo L, Albert R, Campbell C, Shea K (2019) Experimental spe-
cies introduction shapes network interactions in a plant-pollinator 
community. Biol Inv (in press)

Sedivy C, Müller A, Dorn S (2011) Closely related pollen generalist 
bees differ in their ability to develop on the same pollen diet: evi-
dence for physiological adaptations to digest pollen. Funct Ecol 
25:718–725. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2010.01828​.x

Seifan M, Hoch E-M, Hanoteaux S, Tielbörger K (2014) The outcome 
of shared pollination services is affected by the density and spatial 
pattern of an attractive neighbour. J Ecol 102:953–962. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2745.12256​

Stanley DA, Stout JC (2014) Pollinator sharing between mass-flow-
ering oilseed rape and co-flowering wild plants: implications 
for wild plant pollination. Plant Ecol 215:315–325. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s1125​8-014-0301-7

Stouffer DB, Cirtwill AR, Bascompte J (2014) How exotic plants 
integrate into pollination networks. J Ecol. https​://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2745.12310​

Stout JC, Morales CL (2009) Ecological impacts of invasive alien spe-
cies on bees. Apidologie 40:388–409. https​://doi.org/10.1051/
apido​/20090​23

Stout JC, Tiedeken EJ (2017) Direct interactions between invasive 
plants and native pollinators: evidence, impacts and approaches. 
Funct Ecol 31:38–46. https​://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12751​

Sun S-G, Montgomery BR, Li B (2013) Contrasting effects of plant 
invasion on pollination of two native species with similar mor-
phologies. Biol Invasions 15:2165–2177. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s1053​0-013-0440-0

Thomson JD, Draguleasa MA, Tan MG (2015) Flowers with caffein-
ated nectar receive more pollination. Arthropod Plant Interact 
9:1–7. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1182​9-014-9350-z

Traveset A, Richardson D (2011) Mutualisms: key drivers of invasions 
key casualties of invasions. Fifty years of invasion ecology: the 
legacy of Charles Elton. Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford, pp 143–160

Valdovinos FS, Ramos-Jiliberto R, Flores JD et al (2009) Structure and 
dynamics of pollination networks: the role of alien plants. Oikos 
118:1190–1200. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2009.17364​
.x

Van Handel E, Day JF (1988) Assay of lipids, glycogen and sugars 
in individual mosquitoes: correlations with wing length in field-
collected Aedes vexans. J Am Mosq Control Assoc 4:549–550

Vanderplanck M, Moerman R, Rasmont P et al (2014) How does pol-
len chemistry impact development and feeding behaviour of pol-
ylectic bees? PLoS One 9:e86209. https​://doi.org/10.1371/journ​
al.pone.00862​09

Vanderplanck M, Vereecken NJ, Grumiau L et al (2017) The impor-
tance of pollen chemistry in evolutionary host shifts of bees. Sci 
Rep 7:43058. https​://doi.org/10.1038/srep4​3058

Vaudo AD, Patch HM, Mortensen DA et al (2014) Bumble bees exhibit 
daily behavioral patterns in pollen foraging. Arthropod Plant 
Interact 8:273–283. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1182​9-014-9312-5

Vaudo AD, Patch HM, Mortensen DA et al (2016a) Macronutrient 
ratios in pollen shape bumble bee (Bombus impatiens) forag-
ing strategies and floral preferences. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 
113:E4035–E4042. https​://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.16061​01113​

Vaudo AD, Stabler D, Patch HM et al (2016b) Bumble bees regulate 
their intake of the essential protein and lipid pollen macronutri-
ents. J Exp Biol 219:3962–3970

Vilà M, Bartomeus I, Dietzsch AC et al (2009) Invasive plant inte-
gration into native plant–pollinator networks across Europe. 
Proc R Soc B Biol Sci 276:3887–3893. https​://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2009.1076

https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12397
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2010.01828.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12256
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12256
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-014-0301-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-014-0301-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12310
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12310
https://doi.org/10.1051/apido/2009023
https://doi.org/10.1051/apido/2009023
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12751
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-013-0440-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-013-0440-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11829-014-9350-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2009.17364.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2009.17364.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0086209
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0086209
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep43058
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11829-014-9312-5
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1606101113
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.1076
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.1076

	Bee community preference for an invasive thistle associated with higher pollen protein content
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Experimental design
	Abundance vs. visitation rate
	Pollen collection and analysis
	Data analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




