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Bees use visual memories to find the spatial location of previously learnt food sites.
Characteristic learning flights help acquiring these memories at newly discovered foraging
locations where landmarks—salient objects in the vicinity of the goal location—can play an
important role in guiding the animal’s homing behavior. Although behavioral experiments
have shown that bees can use a variety of visual cues to distinguish objects as landmarks,
the question of how landmark features are encoded by the visual system is still open.
Recently, it could be shown that motion cues are sufficient to allow bees localizing their
goal using landmarks that can hardly be discriminated from the background texture. Here,
we tested the hypothesis that motion sensitive neurons in the bee’s visual pathway
provide information about such landmarks during a learning flight and might, thus, play
a role for goal localization. We tracked learning flights of free-flying bumblebees (Bombus
terrestris) in an arena with distinct visual landmarks, reconstructed the visual input
during these flights, and replayed ego-perspective movies to tethered bumblebees while
recording the activity of direction-selective wide-field neurons in their optic lobe. By
comparing neuronal responses during a typical learning flight and targeted modifications
of landmark properties in this movie we demonstrate that these objects are indeed
represented in the bee’s visual motion pathway. We find that object-induced responses
vary little with object texture, which is in agreement with behavioral evidence. These
neurons thus convey information about landmark properties that are useful for view-based
homing.
Keywords: optic-flow, insect, motion sensing, homing, electrophysiology

INTRODUCTION
Bees, ants, and wasps are exquisitely able to find back to important places like their nest or valuable food sources using several
navigational strategies including path integration, route following and landmark navigation (Menzel and Müller, 1996; Collett
and Collett, 2002; Collett et al., 2006; Zeil et al., 2009; Zeil,
2012). Landmarks are salient objects that provide reliable information about the goal location (Gillner et al., 2008). Information
about the landmark constellation around the goal is presumably
acquired and stored during learning flights where the bees face the
goal and perform highly stereotyped arcs and loops at and around
the goal location (Lehrer, 1993; Collett and Zeil, 1996; Zeil et al.,
1996; Hempel Ibarra et al., 2009; Collett et al., 2013; Philippides
et al., 2013). Since honeybees can employ distance information
and are even able to find a goal between camouflaged landmarks
that carry the same texture as the background (Dittmar et al.,
2010), it has been proposed that the insects memorize the motion
pattern on their eyes (“optic flow”) generated during the learning
flights (Zeil, 1993b; Dittmar et al., 2010). However, distance information can only be gained and camouflaged landmarks can only
be detected in the optic flow patterns, if the movements of the
bee contain a sufficiently pronounced translational component:

Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience

Exclusively during translational self-motion, close objects move
faster on the retina than objects further away, allowing the animal to potentially use the resulting motion parallax cues to infer
the distance to objects. In contrast, during pure rotations of the
animal the perceived optic flow is independent of object distance, and all objects move with the same speed on the retina
(Koenderink, 1986). However, specific combinations of rotatory
and translatory self-motion—for instance, when the animal circles around a pivot point while fixating it—may generate an
optic flow pattern, where the retinal images of objects before and
behind the pivot point move in opposite directions (Collett and
Zeil, 1996; Zeil et al., 1996).
Flying hymenopterans, such as honeybees, bumblebees, and
wasps (Boeddeker et al., 2010, submitted manuscript; Braun
et al., 2012; Zeil, 2012) as well as various fly species (Schilstra
and van Hateren, 1999; van Hateren and Schilstra, 1999; Mronz
and Lehmann, 2008; Braun et al., 2010; Geurten et al., 2010;
Kern et al., 2012; van Breugel and Dickinson, 2012) show a
saccadic flight and gaze strategy, where translational and rotational changes in gaze appear to be largely separated. This distinguishing flight characteristic has been suggested to facilitate
the processing of depth information from motion parallax cues
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(Egelhaaf et al., 2012; Schwegmann et al., 2014) by minimizing the time of flight during which rotations occur by performing extremely fast body and head rotations (“saccades”).
Within the longer segments of flight, the intersaccades, the
gaze is kept straight. Therefore, the animals perceive almost
purely translational optic flow. The hypothesis that the nervous system may indeed use optic flow during intersaccadic
translatory flight to gather spatial information is supported by
the finding that motion sensitive neurons in the third visual
neuropile of flies have been found to vary with the threedimensional structure of the environment during translatory
intersaccadic flight (Boeddeker et al., 2005; Kern et al., 2005, 2006;
Karmeier et al., 2006; Hennig and Egelhaaf, 2012; Liang et al.,
2012).
All the above-mentioned electrophysiological studies in flies,
which investigated how environmental information is represented
by motion sensitive neurons during intersaccadic intervals, were
done for spontaneous flights, i.e., flights that were not induced
by any obvious goal. The studies on honeybee and wasp homing behavior have shown that landmarks play a decisive role for
pinpointing a visually inconspicuous goal and suggest that the
animals may even generate specific optic flow patterns, helping them to detect nearby landmarks (e.g., Lehrer, 1993; Zeil,
1993a,b). These findings raise the question, whether information about landmarks positioned around a goal is reflected in the
responses of motion sensitive neurons during learning flights in
bees. This issue has not been addressed so far, although important
groundwork was provided by studies successfully characterizing neurons in the visual motion pathway of both honey- and
bumblebees (Ribi, 1975; Ribi and Scheel, 1981; DeVoe et al.,
1982; Ibbotson and Goodman, 1990; Ibbotson, 1991a,b; Paulk
et al., 2008; Hung et al., 2011, 2013). Therefore, we combine here
behavioral and electrophysiological methods to investigate in the
context of spatial navigation whether and how bumblebee motion
sensitive neurons represent landmark information.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Koppert (Berkel en Rodenrijs, the Netherlands) provided commercial bumblebee hives that we kept in custom-built Perspex
boxes at a day/night cycle of 12 h. The temperature was kept
between 23 ± 2◦ c at 50% relative humidity. Exclusively bumblebee workers (body length 1.5 ± 0.3 cm) were used for the
experiments.
BEHAVIORAL EXPERIMENTS

We let bumblebees (Bombus terrestris) enter a circular flight
arena (diameter: 1.95 m) that was lined with a Gaussian-blurred
red/white random dot texture on walls (height: 50 cm) and floor.
The bees were trained to find a see-through Perspex feeder
(height: 10 cm) providing a sugar solution between three red
cylinders that acted as landmarks (height: 25 cm, diameter: 5 cm).
To test whether the bumblebees used the landmarks to solve
the task, we placed the feeder outside the landmark arrangement in control trials. In these cases the bumblebees did not
find the feeder, which underlines the role of the cylinders as
landmarks. Moreover, the overall landmark constellation was
displaced within the arena between learning and return flights
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without much affecting the time until finding the goal. The details
of the behavioral analysis are given in a parallel study (Boeddeker
et al., submitted manuscript).
We filmed learning flights at 250 images per second with
two high-speed cameras (Redlake motion Pro 500). One camera viewed the flight arena from the side, the other from above,
enabling us to reconstruct a 3D flight trajectory afterwards. The
complete setup and experimental procedure of the behavioral
experiment are described in greater detail in Dittmar et al. (2010)
where a similar methodology was used.
RECONSTRUCTION OF NATURAL OPTIC FLOW

We analyzed the movies with a custom-built software (Braun
and Lindemann, 2011) using the camera calibration toolbox in
Matlab (the Mathworks) to compose a 3D head and body trajectory from the projection of the 3D path in the image plane of the
two cameras (for details see Boeddeker et al., 2005; Dittmar et al.,
2010).
We assumed a constant head roll angle of 0◦ and a pitch angle
of the bee’s head of 24◦ shifted up relative to the horizontal. These
assumptions are based on head angle measurements obtained
from the side camera and close-up pictures of the bumblebee
head anatomy.
Because of limited recording times and the long duration of the
stimulus sequences required for probing the performance of the
analyzed neurons, we selected just one learning flight as our basis
for analysis. However, we ensured that the landmarks crossed the
receptive fields of the analyzed neurons several times during this
flight. We fed the 3D-trajectory of this learning flight into a virtual
model of the flight arena using custom-built software (Braun and
Lindemann, 2011) and determined a panoramic image sequence
of what the bumblebee had seen from all the reconstructed positions during this flight [condition 2] (Figure 1). To assess the
impact of the of the landmarks and their background as well as
of textural features on the neural responses, the flight arena was
manipulated virtually in four different ways leading to five different image sequences of about 4.5 s duration: we either left out
the objects [condition 1], changed the texture of the objects [condition 3], or changed the texture of the background (walls and
floor changed to gray, conditions 4 and 5) (Figure 1). Apart from
these manipulations the flight trajectory used for generating the
movie was the same. The ceiling of the flight arena was always
gray (half-maximum brightness). Under stimulus condition 6 we
presented a homogeneously gray screen to the bee. This condition was employed to measure spontaneous neuronal activity
(Figure 1).
The head yaw orientation used for stimulus calculation was
determined for each frame by the top camera. This was done
manually, because automatic tracking of head orientation turned
out to be hard to achieve. To validate this manual tracking, we
obtained image sequences based on a second, independent measurement of the head trajectory performed by two other persons
and found that it did not noticeably affect the neuronal responses.
Therefore, we combined the data based on both trajectory versions to a single dataset.
In addition to the reconstructed natural image sequences, we
presented bars (10◦ by 20◦ ) moving horizontally and vertically in

www.frontiersin.org

September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 335 | 2

Mertes et al.

Landmark information mediated by bumblebee neurons

FIGURE 1 | Overview on the used stimulus conditions. The inserted
pictures show one inserted landmark with the corresponding background
texture (arena floor and wall) behind it. The ceiling was kept gray constantly. For

both directions at a speed of 100◦ /s, to approximately determine
the size and location of the cells’ receptive fields.
ELECTROPHYSIOLOGICAL EXPERIMENTS

With bee wax we glued the back of the thorax onto a small piece
of glass, removed the legs and bent the head backwards. Then we
glued the bee’s head to the edge of the glass without restricting the
field of view, but covered the ocelli. Afterwards, we opened the left
hemisphere of the head capsule and exposed the lobula.
To ensure the correct placement of the bumblebee within the
stimulus device during electrophysiological experiments, we oriented the long axis of the bee’s eyes vertically, compensated for roll
around the body long axis and centered the animal’s head with the
antenna bases as points of reference.
We pulled microelectrodes with a Sutter P-1000 puller from
aluminosilicate glass pipettes (Harvard apparatus, UK) and
inserted them into the lobula of the left brain hemisphere with a
heavy micromanipulator (Narashige). Microelectrodes were filled
with 1 mol/l KCl and had a resistance range of 40 ± 20 m. As
reference electrode a chlorinated silver wire was inserted into a
small cut on the other side of the head capsule. The temperature
range during the recordings was 30 ± 3◦ C.
We approached the recording side with the microelectrode
from dorsal. We directed the electrodes to the more central areas
of the lobula to avoid the risk of recording in the medulla. Given
the large receptive field size of the neurons analyzed in our study
and the properties of lobula motion sensitive cells characterized
in other studies (DeVoe et al., 1982; Ibbotson, 1991b), it is very
likely we recorded from the lobula rather than the medulla. We
abstained from using saline, because we could ensure that the
surface of the brain stayed coated with hemolymph during the
entire course of each experiment. In the majority of experiments
the reference electrode was placed in the thorax at the position of
the animal’s legs that were removed. In some cases the reference
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more details see Materials and Methods Section. Throughout the main text,
we refer to this figure using squared brackets containing numbers that indicate
the stimulus condition that was presented, e.g., [condition 2] or [condition 1].

electrode was placed in a small hole cut into the cuticle of the
contralateral brain hemisphere. The location of placement of the
reference electrode did not affect our results. We encountered
only rarely strong brain movements of the brain as a consequence of pumping activity of the animal. In cases where severe
brain movements were observed we stopped recording from the
respective bee and proceeded with a new one.
We presented a horizontally moving sinusoidal grating to identify motion-sensitive and direction selective neurons. Despite
encountering motion-sensitive neurons that mainly responded
with a change of action potential frequency, we focused the search
on recordings that showed graded membrane potential changes
and that fulfilled the criterion of a stable resting membrane
potential.
STIMULUS PRESENTATION AND DATA ACQUISITION

For stimulus presentation we used an icosahedral, panoramic
LED stimulus device (FliMax) covering most of the visual field
of the bee. FliMax has a spatial resolution of 2.3◦ (for details see
Lindemann et al., 2003), which was in a similar range as the spatial
resolution of the bumblebee’s eye (Spaethe and Chittka, 2003).
Stimuli were presented with 8 bits per pixel, allowing 256 different light intensities. We up-sampled the bees’ flight trajectory by
linear interpolation in time, to be able to replay stimulus movies
at 370 Hz, and presented them in pseudo-random order and with
an inter-stimulus-interval of 4–6 s. Before each movie started all
LEDs were lit for 1 s at half-maximum brightness followed by
0.5 s fading from gray into the first image of the stimulus movie.
Since the animal was mounted upside down, we also flipped the
stimulus movies along the horizontal axis and shifted the horizon slightly to account for the orientation of the long axis of the
bumblebee’s eye during flight.
The low-pass filtered responses (2400 Hz cut-off frequency)
were sampled at 8192 Hz with a custom build amplifier, digitized
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(DT 3001, data translation, Marlboro, MA, USA) and stored for
offline analysis using Matlab (The Mathworks, Natick, MA, USA).
DATA ANALYSIS

Before further analysis, we subtracted the baseline membrane
potential from all response traces. As a quality criterion for
recordings used for further analysis, we set the minimum range of
stimulus-induced membrane potential changes to be at least 2 mv.
To account for varying overall response amplitudes of different
cells, we normalized the responses. Reference for the normalization of the mean response of a single neuron recorded under
different stimulus conditions [conditions 1–6] was the average
maximum response of that neuron measured during the stimulus
condition that corresponds to the situation during the behavioral
experiment [condition 2]. As the different stimulus conditions
differ only in one specific feature of the movie while keeping the
remaining characteristics the same, it was possible to assess the
impact of this feature on the neural performance by subtracting
them from each other. The resulting difference trace then represents the response component evoked by targeted environmental
feature. To compare the difference traces between different animals we normalized the traces to their peak value for each animal
and finally calculated averaged responses of all 27 intersaccades
and 26 saccades across different animals.
Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s r) were calculated with
Matlab’s statistics toolbox (Version 7.1, The MathWorks).

RESULTS
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RECORDED NEURONS

We recorded the activity of directionally selective motionsensitive wide-field cells (LWCs) in the bee’s lobula. They
responded strongest to horizontal wide-field motion and to
horizontally moving small bars. Visual stimulation in their
preferred direction of motion resulted in graded membrane
potential changes partly superimposed by small-amplitude
spikes (Figure 2). The resting membrane potential was typically
around −50 mV with a stimulus-induced modulation depth of up
to 11 mV. Spike-like depolarizations superimposed on the graded
response component with up to 35 mV in amplitude were similar
to those as described for several types of fly motion sensitive neurons (Hausen, 1982; Haag and Borst, 1997). The horizontal extent
of the cells’ receptive fields ranged from approximately −10 to
100◦ , with 0◦ being in front of the animal, and negative/positive
values corresponding to the left and right half of the visual field,
respectively. All neurons were most sensitive to motion between
angular horizontal positions of 0 and 40◦ of the visual field. At
the temperature of about 30◦ in our recording setup, a crosscovariance analysis indicated that the time lag between visual
input and neuronal response changes was between 21 and 36 ms
in different bees.
Based on this functional characterization two functional
classes of cells could be characterized: One had a preferred direction from the front to the back, the other from the back to the
front. It was not possible to allocate the cells to further subclasses
without the use of neuroanatomical techniques or more sophisticated classification stimuli. As the recording time was often
limited to a few minutes, we decided to favor a larger number
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FIGURE 2 | Example of a single trace recording of a typical LWC
sensitive to regressive motion. Here, we presented a bar moving
horizontally through the center of the cell’s receptive field (elevation: +20◦
above horizon) from right to left and vice versa. The x-axis denotes the
position of the first (of two) edges of the bar stimulus depending on the
direction of movement. As indicated in the Materials and Methods Section
the extent of the bar is 10◦ in azimuth and 20◦ in elevation and moves with
100◦ /s. The arrows indicate the direction of movement of the bar.

of stimulus repetitions to characterize the cells functionally at
the expense of anatomical staining. This allowed presenting 5–20
repetitions of each of the five stimulus conditions.
FLIGHT BEHAVIOR OF BUMBLEBEES

To reconstruct the visual image sequences that are generated by
bumblebees during a learning flight we first analyzed their behavior in a local navigation paradigm. We trained them to find
a see-through Perspex feeder between three salient objects that
acted as landmarks in a textured flight arena. It took trained bumblebees between 4 and 229 s (mean = 40 s, SD = 49 s, N = 4, 53
flights in total) to find the feeder, which is in a similar range as
for honeybees in the same experimental setup (Dittmar et al.,
2010). The structure of the bumblebees’ learning flight maneuvers was also very similar to that of honeybees (Dittmar et al.,
2010) (Figure 3A). In the sample trace shown in Figure 3A the
bumblebee started at the feeder and hovered at first in front of
it. Then it turned to the left, flew two arcs and finally to the
exit of the arena. The fine structure of such flight maneuvers
was characterized by a pronounced saccadic separation of translatory and rotatory movements, similar to honeybees and wasps
(Boeddeker et al., 2010; Braun et al., 2012; Zeil, 2012). The corresponding time course of the angular velocity around the yaw
axis consisted of relatively long phases with only small changes in
head orientation (intersaccades), meaning that almost pure translational optic flow was perceived. These phases were interspersed
by saccades with fast rotations of head and body around the yaw
axis (Figure 3C). This gaze strategy facilitates the acquisition of
motion cues for distance estimation (Egelhaaf et al., 2012).
Based on these behavioral data we ask whether information
about the landmarks surrounding a barely visible goal is reflected
in responses of motion sensitive visual interneurons.
ARE THE LANDMARKS REPRESENTED IN THE NEURONAL RESPONSES?

To investigate the influence of landmarks on the responses of
motion sensitive lobula wide-field cells (LWCs) we reconstructed
the visual input during a typical learning flight of a bumblebee (Figure 3A), and presented this ego-perspective movie, while
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FIGURE 3 | Bumblebee flight trajectory and corresponding neuronal
response traces of a single neuron with preferred direction of
motion from back-to-front. (A) Trajectory of a typical learning flight
during the navigational task involving landmarks. Each green line
indicates a point in space and the corresponding viewing direction of
the bee’s head each 4ms. The arrow indicates the direction of flight.
(B) Mean response traces of a single neuron recorded during
presentation of two different stimulus conditions. Baseline membrane

the bee was tethered in the center of our panoramic LED stimulus device. Additionally to the original optic flow sequence we
presented several systematic alterations to study how different
landmark properties are reflected in the neuronal responses (see
Materials and Methods Section).
How is this naturalistic visual input reflected in the neuronal
responses? LWCs in the bee are known to respond in a directionselective way to visual motion (DeVoe et al., 1982; Ibbotson,
1991b; Paulk et al., 2008). In our account we focused on one
functional class of LWCs that is direction-selective to horizontal
motion, with a preferred direction from back-to-front. These cells
responded to visual stimulation with graded membrane potential changes partly superimposed by spikes (Figure 2), similar as
depicted in DeVoe et al. (1982). This response mode is also typical
for motion sensitive visual interneurons in the lobula plate of the
fly (Hausen, 1982; Haag and Borst, 1997; Egelhaaf, 2006).
To assess how objects affect neuronal activity, we compared the
responses elicited by the original stimulus movie [condition 2]
(red trace in Figure 3B) to responses elicited by the same movie,
but without landmarks [condition 1] (black trace in Figure 3B).
The original movie corresponded to the visual input that was
experienced by a freely flying bumblebee during a learning flight
(Figure 3A). In the 11 neurons that we could analyze we found
that the two response curves differed considerably in some sections of the flight revealing a strong object influence on the
neuronal response (Figure 3B). In contrast, the response traces
obtained under the homogeneous object condition [condition 2]
(red trace in Figure 3D) were much more similar to the responses
evoked when the object had the same texture as the background
[condition 3] (blue trace in Figure 3D).
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potential is subtracted. Red trace: homogeneous landmark condition
([condition 2]; 9 repetitions), black trace: no landmark condition
([condition 1]; 7 repetitions). Responses are subdivided into
intersaccades and saccades (gray shadings). (C) Changes of head
orientation. Positive/negative values denote turns to the left and right,
respectively. (D) Response traces of the same neuron as in (B). Red
trace: as described above. Blue trace: random pattern landmark
condition, i.e., camouflaged landmarks ([condition 3]; 7 repetitions).

To determine the differences between neuronal response traces
recorded under different stimulus conditions we averaged, separately for each saccade and intersaccade, the normalized difference of the responses to the stimulus conditions without objects
[condition 1] and with objects that carried a different texture
[conditions 2 and 3]. Values that substantially deviated from zero
indicated response changes caused by the objects. Depending
on the stimulus condition we were able to record from 7 and
11 neurons (the same 7 neurons plus 4 additional neurons).
We observed a characteristic temporal pattern in the profile of
object-induced response changes that was similar between intersaccades (Figure 4, left side) and saccades (Figure 4, right side).
This pattern also remained when we artificially removed the
background pattern to exclude background effects and to just
let the objects influence the neuronal responses (Figures 4B,D).
These general similarities of the intersaccadic and saccadic objectinduced response profiles underline that the neuronal responses
were shaped by the spatial layout of the environment. Therefore,
LWCs do not only perceive wide-field motion, but their responses
during a learning flight also convey information about the landmarks, which are important for bees to be able to find their goal
during local navigation.
NEURONAL RESPONSES TO CAMOUFLAGED LANDMARKS

Bees can use camouflaged landmarks that carry the same texture as the background for homing, and the search time for
such objects is similar to that seen for high-contrast landmarks
(Dittmar et al., 2010). Since these camouflaged landmarks are
hard to detect in stationary images, it was suggested that bees
might use relative motion cues—present in optic flow during
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FIGURE 4 | Response profiles of mean, normalized differences between
pairs of stimulus conditions for consecutive intersaccades (A,B) and
saccades (C,D) during the learning flight of LWCs with a preferred
direction from back-to-front. (A,C) Mean normalized difference of
responses to one stimulus condition with object and one without
(“object-induced response changes”). Red traces: object-induced response
change for “homogeneous landmark” [2] and “no landmark” condition [1].

translatory flight phases—to perceive them (Dittmar et al., 2010).
Therefore, we tested whether landmarks that can only be discriminated by relative motion cues are reflected in the responses
of LWCs. To this end, we camouflaged the objects by using the
same random dot texture for the objects and the background
[condition 3], i.e., floor and walls.
In accordance with the characteristics of goal-finding behavior
(Dittmar et al., 2010) the object-induced intersaccadic responses
did not differ much between objects with random dot texture
and homogeneously red texture (Figure 4A). To confirm the
object influence on the neuronal responses with a less complex stimulus, we also presented stimuli with both versions of
object texture (red texture and random dot texture), but with
arena wall and floor being plain gray [conditions 4 and 5]. In
this way the background could not affect the neural responses,
leaving just the objects to shape them. Under these conditions
the profile of object-induced response changes was similar to
those profiles obtained with a textured background (compare
Figures 4A,B). The only prominent difference was the larger
modulation depth of the profile under the conditions without background (Figure 4B). This difference can potentially be
attributed to different contrast values between background and
object. The similarity of the resulting intersaccadic profiles of
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Blue traces: object-induced response change for “random pattern landmark”
condition [3] and “no landmark” condition [1]. For (A) and (C) the number of
included cells is n = 11. (B,D) Traces have the same meaning as in (A) and
(C), but object-induced response changes were induced by stimulus
conditions with the random background being replaced by a uniform gray
background. For (B,D), n = 7. Shadings indicate SEM. For details on
normalization procedure see Materials and Methods.

object-induced response changes corroborates the above conclusion: During learning flights the intersaccadic neural responses
provide information about the spatial arrangement of landmarks
in the vicinity of the goal.
We obtained similar results also for a second functional class
of LWCs, which we recorded less often and that had an opposite
preferred direction of motion, i.e., from front-to-back (Figure 5).
Again, the responses under the original stimulus condition with
homogenous landmarks [condition 2] (red trace in Figure 5A)
are larger during most of the flight trajectory than the responses
obtained without objects [condition 1] (black trace in Figure 5A).
Moreover, the responses evoked with homogenous landmarks
[condition 2] (red trace in Figure 5C) are much more similar
to those obtained with textured landmarks [condition 2] (blue
trace in Figure 5C). Hence, these cells showed very similar general properties like back-to-front LWCs apart from the difference
in their preferred direction of motion. Also the profiles of objectinduced response changes were similar for these two classes of
cells for landmarks with different textures (Figure 6). Depending
on the cells’ preferred direction of motion, the deviations from
zero were approximately phase-inverted to those obtained in
LWCs with back-to-front motion as preferred direction (compare
Figure 6 and Figure 4).
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FIGURE 5 | Response traces of a single LWC sensitive to front-to-back
motion during presentation of different stimulus conditions. (A)
Response traces of one neuron recorded during visual stimulation. Baseline
membrane potential is subtracted. For the evaluation we calculated the mean
responses over many trials (also Figure 1B). Black trace: no landmark
condition ([condition 1]; 6 repetitions), red trace: homogeneous landmark

RELATION BETWEEN LANDMARK-INDUCED RESPONSES AND FLIGHT
MANEUVERS

So far, we have seen that landmarks affect the neural responses
during different sections of the flight. To assess what kind of
maneuvers during the learning flight lead to prominent objectinduced response changes, we averaged the intersaccadic objectinduced response level and plotted the mean response along the
original flight trajectory using a color code (Figure 7). The colorcoded dots indicate the position of the bee in the middle of the
intersaccades (indicated by their number); the lines give the viewing direction of the bee and the triangles the orientation and
angular width of the analyzed cells’ receptive field. The color code
of the dots reflects the mean intersaccadic response difference
between the homogenous landmark condition [condition 2] and
the “no landmark” condition [condition 1] (see also Figure 4A;
red trace). The data are shown for our larger dataset, from LWCs
with preferred direction of motion from back-to-front (n = 11).
During forward flight, i.e., when the viewing direction roughly
coincides with the direction of the flight trajectory (see e.g.,
intersaccades 15–18) the object responses did not deviate much
from zero for most of the time, with only a slight negative
shift (Figure 4, e.g., intersaccades 15–18). This negative shift was
the consequence of the objects moving through the receptive
field (Figure 7, gray triangles) from front-to-back, i.e., in the
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condition ([condition 2]; 9 repetitions). Neuronal response is subdivided into
intersaccades and saccades (gray shadings). (B) Changes of head orientation.
Positive/negative values denote turns to the left and right, respectively. (C)
Response traces of the same neuron as in (A). Red trace: homogeneous
landmark condition ([condition 1]; 9 repetitions), Blue trace: random pattern
landmark condition, i.e., camouflaged landmarks ([condition 3]; 7 repetitions).

anti-preferred direction of the cells. Strong deviations from zero
were generated when the bee translated with a larger sideways
than forward velocity, i.e., when the viewing direction deviated
much from the direction of the flight trajectory (e.g., intersaccades 12–14). As a measure of the relation between both
velocity components we took the angle α between flight direction and viewing direction for the 27 analyzed intersaccadic
intervals. We found a positive correlation between the intersaccadic neuronal responses and the angle α. The correlation
values amounted to r = 0.38 (p < 0.05) for the responses to
the homogeneous red landmarks in front of the textured background [condition 2]. The correlation values were even higher
(r = 0.52; p < 0.01) for the responses to the stimulus condition
with the landmarks being textured with random dots [condition 3]. The correlation values were similar when correlating
α with the intersaccadic responses during the stimulus conditions with gray background (condition 4: r = 0.41, p < 0.05;
condition 5: r = 0.52, p < 0.01). The large sideways movements
caused a specific optic flow pattern on the retina: Landmarks
close to the animal moved faster than the background, leading
to enhanced neural responses during stimulus conditions with
objects (see Figure 1: Conditions 2 and 3 compared to condition 1 as well as condition 4 and condition 5 compared to
condition 6).
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FIGURE 6 | Response profiles of LWCs with front-to-back as preferred
direction of movement. Plots show object-induced response changes as
the mean, normalized differences between two stimulus conditions for
intersaccades (A,B) and saccades (C,D). For (A) and (C) traces indicate
object-induced response changes for subsequent intersaccadic (A) or
saccadic (C) intervals. Red traces: object-induced response changes during
“no landmark” condition [1] subtracted from those during “homogenous
landmark” condition [2]. This indicates the influence of homogeneously
textured objects. Blue traces: object-induced response changes during “no

For other parameters than the angle α, we did not find pronounced correlations with the intersaccadic neural responses. The
retinal size of the landmarks within the cell’s receptive field was
not correlated significantly with the normalized object-induced
intersaccadic response changes (random dot pattern background:
r = −0.10; r = −0.14; gray background: r = −0.19; r = 0.20).
Similarly weak correlations are obtained when we only took into
account the largest landmark in the visual field or the overall size
of all landmarks within the receptive field. Moreover, the distance
to the landmarks in the receptive field to the eye did not influence the intersaccadic neural response significantly (r = −0.09
to 0.09), despite the distance dependence of the retinal velocity.
This finding is the likely consequence of more than one stimulus
parameter, such as the velocity of retinal pattern displacements
or the direction of motion and pattern contrast, influencing the
response strength of LWCs. In conclusion, among the different
stimulus parameters we found the angle α and, thus, the relation
between sideways and forward velocity to be the most important
determinant of object influences on the neuronal responses.
To further quantify the object-induced response changes, we
selected two adjacent intersaccadic intervals (no. 13 and 14) with
clear object-induced responses. Here, the bee moved to the left
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landmark” condition [1] subtracted from those during “random pattern
landmark” condition [3]. This indicates influence of objects that were
randomly patterned. For (B,D) traces have same meaning, but responses
were obtained during stimulus conditions with a gray background. Number of
cells included in this figure is n = 3. Shadings indicate s.e.m. All responses
were normalized to the cells’ maximum mean response during intersaccades
or saccades, respectively, during the stimulus condition identical to
behavioral situation (homogeneous landmark condition, [1]). For more details
see Materials and Methods Section.

side and thus allowed one of the objects to move on the retina
in the cell’s preferred direction. The object-induced response
changes elicited by camouflaged landmarks [condition 3] were
very similar to those induced by the homogeneous red landmarks
[condition 2]. For both analyzed intersaccades the object led to
significant response deviations from zero (Figure 8). Similar deviations could be demonstrated for the gray background condition
(Figure 8). These findings corroborate quantitatively the above
conclusion that the objects significantly influence the response of
the recorded cells.
We analyzed how object texture affects the neural response
changes during the two selected intersaccades by comparing the
responses to stimulus conditions with the same background texture but different object textures. We did not find significant deviations from zero (Figure 8), indicating that the texture of objects
is not strongly reflected in the neural response, as already suggested by the almost equal strengths of the intersaccadic response
profiles for different object textures (Figure 4).
In summary, these findings further support our conclusion
that the object-induced response does not strongly depend on
object texture during in the intersaccadic parts of the neuronal
responses.
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FIGURE 7 | Object-induced intersaccadic response changes of a LWC
with a preferred direction from back-to-front plotted along the
flight trajectory of the replayed ego-perspective flight sequence
(compare to Figure 2A). This example indicates the difference
between the no-landmark condition [condition 1] and the homogeneous
landmark condition [condition 2]. Red circles denote landmarks (LM) and
the gray circle the see-through feeder (F). The color-coded dots
represent the position of the bee in the middle of each intersaccade;

TEXTURE EFFECTS ON NEURONAL RESPONSES DURING SACCADIC
FLIGHT PHASES

Object-induced neuronal response changes were also evoked
during saccades (Figures 4C,D, 6C,D) and, thus, did not only
affect the intersaccadic neuronal responses. Even the camouflaged
objects had an impact on the neuronal response during saccades, although the translatory retinal motion component can
be expected to be much smaller than the fast rotatory component (Figures 4C,D). The object-induced differences during
saccades were similar to the ones observed during the intersaccades (Figures 4A,B, 6A,B). This finding is likely to be the
consequence of subsequent saccades and intersaccades occurring
at similar locations in the flight arena and the bee’s residual translatory locomotion that is due to the fact that the bee is continuing
to fly along its arc, without stopping for each single saccade.
Thus, the retinal input during saccades might be affected by the
environment in similar way (as e.g., Figure 4).
In contrast to the intersaccades, the responses evoked during
the saccades were affected by the retinal size of the landmark. We
found a positive correlation for back-to-front LWCs between the
retinal size of the objects and the saccadic responses when the
background was randomly textured (for condition 2, r = 0.36; for
condition 3, r = 0.28). These correlations were stronger when the
background was gray and, thus, the neural response was affected
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the corresponding line shows the direction of view. Warm colors
indicate response increments, and cold colors response decrements
induced by objects in the receptive field of the cell. The gray triangles
attached to each dot illustrate the typical horizontal extent of the
receptive field of the analyzed cells (n = 11). (A) Overview on entire
learning flight. (B) Enlarged view on the intersaccades during the
beginning of the learning flight. For sake of clarity the receptive field
areas are not indicated for intersaccades 1–9.

exclusively by the objects (for condition 4: r = 0.47; for condition
5: r = 0.43).
The object influence on the saccadic responses depended also
slightly on the texture of the objects (Figures 4C,D). With gray
background [conditions 4 and 5] the object texture influence was
stronger. These effects were also visible for front-to-back LWCs
(Figure 6), although in a less pronounced way.

DISCUSSION
We show that direction-selective motion sensitive wide-field cells
(LWCs) in the lobula of bumblebees convey information about
the spatial arrangement of landmarks that help bees localizing a hardly visible goal location. It is long known that bees
use motion cues in a variety of other behaviors like landing, pattern discrimination and in the determination of traveled distances (Lehrer and Collett, 1994; Kern et al., 1997;
Srinivasan and Zhang, 2000, 2004, Srinivasan et al., 2000a,b;
Lehrer and Campan, 2005; Wolf, 2011). In this account we
focused on learning flights as fundamental components of navigation behavior. We analyzed whether visual landmarks surrounding a goal location are represented in the bee’s visual
motion pathway using behaviorally relevant, naturalistic visual
stimulation in electrophysiological experiments. The temporal profiles of responses of LWCs during both intersaccades
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FIGURE 8 | Normalized differences between responses of LWCs to
pairs of stimulus conditions (see pictograms between A and B) during
intersaccade No. 13 (subplot A) and No. 14 (subplot B) Depicted data
from LWCs with preferred direction of motion from back-to-front.
Number of cells: N = 11. Explanation of box symbols: red central horizontal
line—median; box edges represent 25th and 75th percentiles;
whiskers—most extreme data points that are not outliers (>75th
percentile +1.5∗ box size OR <25th percentile –1.5 ∗ box size). Outliers are
plotted separately (red dots). Notches describe the 95% confidence
intervals of the median. Two medians are significantly different at the 5%
significance level if the notches do not overlap (McGill et al., 1978). Asterisks
indicate statistically significant deviation from zero (two-tailed t-test;
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01). Median at zero level means no object influence.

and saccades are affected by the landmarks surrounding the
barely visible goal, indicating that the neuronal responses of
LWCs contain information about the spatial layout of the
environment.
Similar to other insects like, e.g., various fly species, wasps and
ants (Land, 1999; Schilstra and van Hateren, 1999; van Hateren
and Schilstra, 1999; Mronz and Lehmann, 2008; Braun et al.,
2010; Geurten et al., 2010; Lent et al., 2010; Kern et al., 2012;
van Breugel and Dickinson, 2012; Zeil, 2012), bees separate their
locomotion into phases of saccades and intersaccades (Boeddeker
et al., 2010, submitted manuscript; Boeddeker and Hemmi, 2010;
Braun et al., 2012). During the intersaccadic phases of translatory
motion bees can gather depth information from the environment
as has been shown before for blowflies (Boeddeker et al., 2005;
Kern et al., 2005, 2006; Karmeier et al., 2006; Egelhaaf et al.,
2012; Hennig and Egelhaaf, 2012; Liang et al., 2012). However,
in these analyses of blowflies only spontaneous flights could be
considered and objects were introduced virtually in most of these
studies after the behavioral experiments had been performed,
just for stimulus generation. Hence, the functional significance
of these objects was not clear. In contrast, we analyzed here how
behaviorally relevant landmarks are represented during a learning flight in the context of spatial navigation of bumblebees.
We found that the activity of two types of LWCs is modulated by landmarks during the intersaccadic phases of a learning
flight, but also during saccades. Whereas textural differences of
objects influence the neuronal responses during saccades, they
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do not differ significantly for differently textured objects during
intersaccades.
This independence of intersaccadic LWC responses from
object texture mirrors the overall performance of bees in local
navigation behavior that was largely unaffected by textural
changes of landmarks (Dittmar et al., 2010). Rather than by
object texture, response modulations during self-motion of the
animal seem to be caused by factors like the relative motion of the
object against the background. Especially during sideways flight
maneuvers, we found object-induced neuronal responses. Hence,
independent of the actual mechanisms that induce object-driven
response changes in LWCs we conclude that during intersaccades
the bee might be provided with information related to the
geometrical layout of the immediate surroundings in which it is
navigating.
How could an animal exploit the information provided by
the neural responses induced during saccades? An earlier study
(DeVoe et al., 1982) suggested that LWC responses might be
involved in the animal’s optomotor response. Given the response
differences between both landmark textures during saccades, they
might also provide signals that can help extracting textural information about the environment. This information could, at least
in principle, be used to distinguish landmarks carrying different
textures. Honeybees have been shown to use this textural information, when it provides positional information in a navigation
task (Dittmar et al., 2011).
We coarsely classified the recorded LWCs into two groups
according to their preferred direction of motion and still
find a characteristic correlation between the landmark-induced
response components and the amount of sideways locomotion
during intersaccadic intervals. We thereby possibly pooled the
data across several cell types with similar but slightly different
response properties by using the preferred direction as the main
criterion for cell classification. Analyzing unique cell types individually would potentially have led to even more pronounced
effects compared to what we already observe while possibly averaging across a population of LWCs. Nevertheless, our results
indicate that we describe a global response property of such a
population of LWCs that is not tied to a single cell type. For
both classes of cells, front-to-back and back-to-front LWCs, we
show that landmarks appearing in the receptive field modulate
the cells’ membrane potential and therefore convey information
about the animal’s surroundings. We do not know whether we
recorded the mixed graded and spiking responses in the dendritic regions of LWCs or in large diameter axons with large
length constants. However, the transfer of information by LWCs
via graded modulation of the membrane potential or a combination of graded membrane potential changes and spikes is very
common in insect neurons even in presynaptic areas of neurons
with large-diameter axons, indicating that both signal components may be transferred to postsynaptic neurons (Haag and
Borst, 1997; Warzecha et al., 2003; Beckers et al., 2007, 2009;
Rien et al., 2011). The population response provided by different
LWCs could then be used in the context of local homing to compare the current LWC activity profile to a previously stored LWC
activity profile—the neural correlate of an optic flow snapshot
of a location.
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We recorded from neurons in the lobula, which is a predominantly visual processing stage before the information is
distributed into brain areas that are involved in pronounced multimodal processing and learning (Hertel and Maronde, 1987;
Hertel et al., 1987; Paulk and Gronenberg, 2008; Paulk et al., 2009;
Mota et al., 2011). Most likely, the visual input to the lobula is
processed independently from other sensory modalities. Recent
studies showed, however, for flies that an active behavioral state
of the animal affects the amplitude of neuronal responses and
may even somewhat shift their velocity tuning (Chiappe et al.,
2010; Maimon et al., 2010; Rosner et al., 2010; Jung et al., 2011).
Such effects of an active behavioral state would probably not
affect our conclusion that landmarks indicating a goal location
are reflected in the intersaccadic neural responses during learning
flights. Rather, an increasing gain of the neurons might make it
even easier for the animal to distinguish the landmarks from their
background.
It would be interesting to know where the LWCs we recorded
from project to, as a multitude of behavioral studies show
that bees store, compare and also combine multisensory cues
for navigation. Due to often very short recording times we
decided to not stain the neurons, although this would have
allowed us to individually identify them and their connections
anatomically. LWC projections have been reported from to brain
regions like the contralateral lobula (DeVoe et al., 1982) or
the mushroom body calyx (Paulk and Gronenberg, 2008) that
is known to play an important role for multimodal learning.
Additionally, it has been shown recently that visual novelty
during learning flights leads to up-regulation of an immediate early gene in the mushroom bodies of honeybees (Lutz
and Robinson, 2013), indicating the involvement of the mushroom body into visual learning processes. Moreover, the lobula
is connected to the central complex (Ribi and Scheel, 1981;
Paulk et al., 2008), an area that may also be involved in multimodal processing (Gronenberg, 1986; Maronde, 1991) and was
demonstrated to be involved in processing visual information in
bees (Milde, 1988) and in place learning by Drosophila (Ofstad
et al., 2011). The functional properties of the recorded neurons and, in particular, the responses to objects do of course
not depend on their anatomical characterization. Still, anatomical
evidence on the up- and downstream connections could provide
further insights on the neuronal substrate of homing behavior and should be obtained in follow up studies. Nonetheless,
even without knowing the projection area of these cells, we
show for the first time with naturalistic stimulation that they
convey information about the spatial layout of the landmark
configuration—information that is crucially relevant in a homing
context.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We thank B. R. H. Geurten, J. P. Lindemann, and W.
Stuerzl for methodological support and Nicole E. Carey for
improving the manuscript. This study was supported by the
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG). We also acknowledge the support for the publication fee by the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft and the Open Access Publication Funds
of Bielefeld University.

Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience

REFERENCES
Beckers, U., Egelhaaf, M., and Kurtz, R. (2007). Synapses in the fly motionvision pathway: evidence for a broad range of signal amplitudes and dynamics.
J. Neurophysiol. 97, 2032–2041. doi: 10.1152/jn.01116.2006
Beckers, U., Egelhaaf, M., and Kurtz, R. (2009). Precise timing in fly motion
vision is mediated by fast components of combined graded and spike signals.
Neuroscience 160, 639–650. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2009.02.045
Boeddeker, N., Dittmar, L., Stürzl, W., and Egelhaaf, M. (2010). The fine structure
of honeybee head and body yaw movements in a homing task. Proc. Biol. Sci.
277, 1899–1906. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2009.2326
Boeddeker, N., and Hemmi, J. M. (2010). Visual gaze control during peering flight manoeuvres in honeybees. Proc. Biol. Sci. 277, 1209–1217. doi:
10.1098/rspb.2009.1928
Boeddeker, N., Lindemann, J. P., Egelhaaf, M., and Zeil, J. (2005). Responses of
blowfly motion-sensitive neurons to reconstructed optic flow along outdoor
flight paths. J. Comp. Physiol. A Neuroethol. Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 25,
1143–1155. doi: 10.1007/s00359-005-0038-9
Braun, E., Dittmar, L., Boeddeker, N., and Egelhaaf, M. (2012). Prototypical
components of honeybee homing flight behaviour depend on the visual
appearance of objects surrounding the goal. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 6:1. doi:
10.3389/fnbeh.2012.00001
Braun, E., Geurten, B., and Egelhaaf, M. (2010). Identifying prototypical components in behaviour using clustering algorithms. PLoS ONE 5:e9361. doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0009361
Braun, E., and Lindemann, J. P. (2011). IVtools. Available online at: http://
opensource.cit-ec.de/projects/ivtools.
Chiappe, M. E., Seelig, J. D., Reiser, M. B., and Jayaraman, V. (2010). Walking modulates speed sensitivity in Drosophila motion vision. Curr. Biol. 20, 1470–1475.
doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2010.06.072
Collett, T. S., and Collett, M. (2002). Memory use in insect visual navigation. Nat.
Rev. Neurosci. 3, 542–552. doi: 10.1038/nrn872
Collett, T. S., Graham, P., Harris, R. A., and Hempel-De-Ibarra, N. (2006).
Navigational memories in ants and bees: memory retrieval when selecting
and following routes. Adv. Study Behav. 36, 123–172. doi: 10.1016/S00653454(06)36003-2
Collett, T. S., Ibarra, N. H. D., Riabinina, O., and Philippides, A. (2013).
Coordinating compass-based and nest-based flight directions during bumblebee learning and return flights. J. Exp. Biol. 216, 1105–1113. doi:
10.1242/jeb.081463
Collett, T. S., and Zeil, J. (1996). Flights of learning. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 5,
149–155. doi: 10.1111/1467-8721.ep11512352
DeVoe, R. D., Kaiser, W., Ohm, J., and Stone, L. S. (1982). Horizontal movement
detectors of honeybees: directionally-selective visual neurons in the lobula and
brain. J. Comp. Physiol. 147, 155–170. doi: 10.1007/BF00609840
Dittmar, L., Egelhaaf, M., Sturzl, W., and Boeddeker, N. (2011). The behavioral relevance of landmark texture for honeybee homing. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 5:20.
doi: 10.3389/fnbeh.2011.00020
Dittmar, L., Stürzl, W., Baird, E., Boeddeker, N., and Egelhaaf, M. (2010). Goal seeking in honeybees: matching of optic flow snapshots. J. Exp. Biol. 213, 2913–2923.
doi: 10.1242/jeb.043737
Egelhaaf, M. (2006). “The neural computation of visual motion,” in Invertebrate
Vision, eds E. Warrant and D. E. Nilsson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press), 399–461.
Egelhaaf, M., Boeddeker, N., Kern, R., and Lindemann, J. P. (2012). Spatial vision in
insects is facilitated by shaping the dynamics of visual input through behavioral
action. Front. Neural Circuits 6:108. doi: 10.3389/fncir.2012.00108
Geurten, B. R. H., Kern, R., Braun, E., and Egelhaaf, M. (2010). A syntax of hoverfly
flight prototypes. J. Exp. Biol. 213, 2461–2475. doi: 10.1242/jeb.036079
Gillner, S., Weiß, A. M., and Mallot, H. A. (2008). Visual homing in the
absence of feature-based landmark information. Cognition 109, 105–122. doi:
10.1016/j.cognition.2008.07.018
Gronenberg, W. (1986). Physiological and anatomical properties of optical inputfibres to the mushroom body in the bee brain. J. Insect Physiol. 32, 695–704. doi:
10.1016/0022-1910(86)90111-3
Haag, J., and Borst, A. (1997). Encoding of visual motion information and
reliability in spiking and graded potential neurons. J. Neurosci. 17, 4809–4819.
Hausen, K. (1982). Motion sensitive interneurons in the optomotor system of the
fly. I. The horizontal cells: structure and signals. Biol. Cybern. 45, 143–156. doi:
10.1007/BF00335241

www.frontiersin.org

September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 335 | 11

Mertes et al.

Landmark information mediated by bumblebee neurons

Hempel Ibarra, N. D., Phillipides, A., Riabinina, O., and Collett, T. S. (2009).
Preferred viewing directions of bumblebees (Bombus terrestris L.) when learning and approaching their nest site. J. Exp. Biol. 212, 3193–3204. doi:
10.1242/jeb.029751
Hennig, P., and Egelhaaf, M. (2012). Neuronal encoding of object and distance
information: a model simulation study on naturalistic optic flow processing.
Front. Neural Circuits 6:14. doi: 10.3389/fncir.2012.00014
Hertel, H., and Maronde, U. (1987). The physiology and morphology of centrally
projecting visual interneurones in the honeybee brain. J. Exp. Biol. 133, 301–315.
Hertel, H., Schaefer, S., and Maronde, U. (1987). The physiology and morphology
of visual commissures in the honeybee brain. J. Exp. Biol. 133, 283–300.
Hung, Y.-S., Kleef, J. P., and Ibbotson, M. R. (2011). Visual response properties of neck motor neurons in the honeybee. J. Comp. Physiol. A Neuroethol.
Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 197, 1173–1187. doi: 10.1007/s00359-0110679-9
Hung, Y.-S., van Kleef, J. P., Stange, G., and Ibbotson, M. R. (2013). Spectral
inputs and ocellar contributions to a pitch-sensitive descending neuron in the
honeybee. J. Neurophysiol. 109, 1202–1213. doi: 10.1152/jn.00830.2012
Ibbotson, M. R. (1991a). A motion-sensitive visual descending neurone in Apis mellifera monitoring translatory flow-fields in the horizontal plane. J. Exp. Biol. 157,
573–577.
Ibbotson, M. R. (1991b). Wide-field motion-sensitive neurons tuned to horizontal
movement in the honeybee, Apis mellifera. J. Comp. Physiol. A 168, 91–102. doi:
10.1007/BF00217107
Ibbotson, M. R., and Goodman, L. J. (1990). Response characteristics of four widefield motion-sensitive descending interneurons in Apis mellifera. J. Exp. Biol.
148, 255–279.
Jung, S. N., Borst, A., and Haag, J. (2011). Flight activity alters velocity
tuning of fly motion-sensitive neurons. J. Neurosci. 31, 9231–9237. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1138-11.2011
Karmeier, K., van Hateren, J. H., Kern, R., and Egelhaaf, M. (2006). Encoding of
naturalistic optic flow by a population of blowfly motion sensitive neurons.
J. Neurophysiol. 96, 1602–1614. doi: 10.1152/jn.00023.2006
Kern, R., Boeddeker, N., Dittmar, L., and Egelhaaf, M. (2012). Blowfly flight characteristics are shaped by environmental features and controlled by optic flow
information. J. Exp. Biol. 215, 2501–2514. doi: 10.1242/jeb.061713
Kern, R., Egelhaaf, M., and Srinivasan, M. V. (1997). Edge detection by landing honeybees: behavioural analysis and model simulations of the underlying
mechanism. Vision Res. 37, 2103–2117. doi: 10.1016/S0042-6989(97)00013-8
Kern, R., van Hateren, J. H., and Egelhaaf, M. (2006). Representation of
behaviourally relevant information by blowfly motion-sensitive visual interneurons requires precise compensatory head movements. J. Exp. Biol. 209,
1251–1260. doi: 10.1242/jeb.02127
Kern, R., van Hateren, J. H., Michaelis, C., Lindemann, J. P., and Egelhaaf, M.
(2005). Function of a fly motion-sensitive neuron matches eye movements
during free flight. PLoS Biol. 3: e171. doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.0030171
Koenderink, J. J. (1986). Optic flow. Vision Res. 26, 161–180. doi: 10.1016/00426989(86)90078-7
Land, M. F. (1999). Motion and vision: why animals move their eyes. J. Comp.
Physiol. A 185, 341–352. doi: 10.1007/s003590050393
Lehrer, M. (1993). Why do bees turn back and look? J. Comp. Physiol. A 172,
549–563. doi: 10.1007/BF00213678
Lehrer, M., and Campan, R. (2005). Generalization of convex shapes by bees: what
are shapes made of? J. Exp. Biol. 208, 3233–3247. doi: 10.1242/jeb.01790
Lehrer, M., and Collett, T. S. (1994). Approaching and departing bees learn different cues to the distance of a landmark. J. Comp. Physiol. A 175, 171–177. doi:
10.1007/BF00215113
Lent, D. D., Graham, P., and Collett, T. S. (2010). Image-matching during ant navigation occurs through saccade-like body turns controlled by
learned visual features. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 107, 16348–16353. doi:
10.1073/pnas.1006021107
Liang, P., Heitwerth, J., Kern, R., Kurtz, R., and Egelhaaf, M. (2012). Object representation and distance encoding in three-dimensional environments by a neural
circuit in the visual system of the blowfly. J. Neurophysiol. 107, 3446–3457. doi:
10.1152/jn.00530.2011
Lindemann, J., Kern, R., Michaelis, C., Meyer, P., van Hateren, J., and Egelhaaf,
M. (2003). FliMax, a novel stimulus device for panoramic and highspeed
presentation of behaviourally generated optic flow. Vision Res. 43, 779–791. doi:
10.1016/S0042-6989(03)00039-7

Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience

Lutz, C. C., and Robinson, G. E. (2013). Activity-dependent gene expression in
honey bee mushroom bodies in response to orientation flight. J. Exp. Biol. 216,
2031–2038. doi: 10.1242/jeb.084905
Maimon, G., Straw, A. D., and Dickinson, M. H. (2010). Active flight increases the
gain of visual motion processing in Drosophila. Nat. Neurosci. 13, 393–399. doi:
10.1038/nn.2492
Maronde, U. (1991). Common projection areas of antennal and visual pathways
in the honeybee brain, Apis mellifera. J. Comp. Neurol. 309, 328–340. doi:
10.1002/cne.903090304
McGill, R., Tukey, J. W., and Larsen, W. A. (1978). Variations of box plots. Am. Stat.
32, 12–16. doi: 10.1080/00031305.1978.10479236
Menzel, R., and Müller, U. (1996). Learning and memory in honeybees:
from behavior to neural substrates. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 19, 379–404. doi:
10.1146/annurev.ne.19.030196.002115
Milde, J. J. (1988). Visual responses of interneurones in the posterior median protocerebrum and the central complex of the honeybee Apis mellifera. J. Insect
Physiol. 34, 427–436. doi: 10.1016/0022-1910(88)90113-8
Mota, T., Yamagata, N., Giurfa, M., Gronenberg, W., and Sandoz, J.-C. (2011).
Neural organization and visual processing in the anterior optic tubercle of the
honeybee brain. J. Neurosci. 31, 11443–11456. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.099511.2011
Mronz, M., and Lehmann, F.-O. (2008). The free-flight response of Drosophila
to motion of the visual environment. J. Exp. Biol. 211, 2026–2045. doi:
10.1242/jeb.008268
Ofstad, T. A., Zuker, C. S., and Reiser, M. B. (2011). Visual place learning in
Drosophila melanogaster. Nature 474, 204–207. doi: 10.1038/nature10131
Paulk, A. C., Dacks, A. M., Phillips-Portillo, J., Fellous, J. M., and Gronenberg, W.
(2009). Visual processing in the central bee brain. J. Neurosci. 29, 9987–9999.
doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1325-09.2009
Paulk, A. C., and Gronenberg, W. (2008). Higher order visual input to the mushroom bodies in the bee, Bombus impatiens. Arthropod Struct. Dev. 37, 443–458.
doi: 10.1016/j.asd.2008.03.002
Paulk, A. C., Phillips-Portillo, J., Dacks, A. M., Fellous, J. M., and Gronenberg,
W. (2008). The processing of color, motion, and stimulus timing are anatomically segregated in the bumblebee brain. J. Neurosci. 28, 6319–6332. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1196-08.2008
Philippides, A., Ibarra, N. H. D., Riabinina, O., and Collett, T. S. (2013). Bumblebee
calligraphy: the design and control of flight motifs in the learning and return
flights of Bombus terrestris. J. Exp. Biol. 216, 1093–1104. doi: 10.1242/jeb.081455
Ribi, W. (1975). The first optic ganglion of the bee: i. Correlation between visual
cell types and their terminals in the lamina and medulla. Cell Tissue Res. 165,
103–111. doi: 10.1007/BF00222803
Ribi, W., and Scheel, M. (1981). The second and third optic ganglia of the worker
bee Golgi studies of the neuronal elements in the medulla and lobula. Cell Tissue
Res. 221, 17–43. doi: 10.1007/BF00216567
Rien, D., Kern, R., and Kurtz, R. (2011). Synaptic transmission of graded
membrane potential changes and spikes between identified visual interneurons. Eur. J. Neurosci. 34, 705–716. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2011.
07801.x
Rosner, R., Egelhaaf, M., and Warzecha, A. K. (2010). Behavioural state affects
motion-sensitive neurones in the fly visual system. J. Exp. Biol. 213, 331–338.
doi: 10.1242/jeb.035386
Schilstra, C., and van Hateren, J. H. (1999). Blowfly flight and optic flow. I. Thorax
kinematics and flight dynamics. J. Exp. Biol. 202, 1481–1490.
Schwegmann, A., Lindemann, J. P., and Egelhaaf, M. (2014). Depth information in natural environments derived from optic flow by insect motion
detection system: a model analysis. Front. Comput. Neurosci. 8:83. doi:
10.3389/fncom.2014.00083
Spaethe, J., and Chittka, L. (2003). Interindividual variation of eye optics and
single object resolution in bumblebees. J. Exp. Biol. 206, 3447–3453. doi:
10.1242/jeb.00570
Srinivasan, M. V., and Zhang, S. (2004). Visual motor computations in insects. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 27, 679–696. doi:
10.1146/annurev.neuro.27.070203.144343
Srinivasan, M. V., Zhang, S., Altwein, M., and Tautz, J. (2000a). Honeybee navigation: nature and calibration of the “odometer.” Science 287, 851–853. doi:
10.1126/science.287.5454.851
Srinivasan, M. V., and Zhang, S.-W. (2000). Visual navigation in flying insects. Int.
Rev. Neurobiol. 44, 67–92. doi: 10.1016/S0074-7742(08)60738-2

www.frontiersin.org

September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 335 | 12

Mertes et al.

Landmark information mediated by bumblebee neurons

Srinivasan, M. V., Zhang, S. W., Chahl, J. S., Barth, E., and Venkatesh, S. (2000b).
How honeybees make grazing landings on flat surfaces. Biol. Cybern. 83,
171–183. doi: 10.1007/s004220000162
van Breugel, F., and Dickinson, M. H. (2012). The visual control of landing and
obstacle avoidance in the fruit fly Drosophila melanogaster. J. Exp. Biol. 215,
1783–1798. doi: 10.1242/jeb.066498
van Hateren, J. H., and Schilstra, C. (1999). Blowfly flight and optic flow. II. Head
movements during flight. J. Exp. Biol. 202, 1491–1500.
Warzecha, A.-K., Kurtz, R., and Egelhaaf, M. (2003). Synaptic transfer of dynamical motion information between identified neurons in the visual system of the
blowfly. Neuroscience 119, 1103–1112. doi: 10.1016/S0306-4522(03)00204-5
Wolf, H. (2011). Odometry and insect navigation. J. Exp. Biol. 214, 1629–1641. doi:
10.1242/jeb.038570
Zeil, J. (1993a). Orientation flights of solitary wasps (Cerceris, Sphecidae,
Hymenoptera). I. Description of flights. J. Comp. Physiol. A 172, 189–205. doi:
10.1007/BF00189396
Zeil, J. (1993b). Orientation flights of solitary wasps (Cerceris; Sphecidae;
Hymenoptera). II. Similarities between orientation and return flights and
the use of motion parallax. J. Comp. Physiol. A 172, 207–222. doi: 10.1007/
BF00189397
Zeil, J. (2012). Visual homing: an insect perspective. Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 22,
285–293. doi: 10.1016/j.conb.2011.12.008

Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience

Zeil, J., Boeddeker, N., and Stürzl, W. (2009). “Visual homing in insects and robots,”
in Flying Insects and Robots, eds D. Floreano, J. C. Zufferey, M. V. Srinivasan, and
C. P. Ellington (Heidelberg; Dordtrecht; London; New York: Springer), 87–99.
Zeil, J., Kelber, A., and Voss, R. (1996). Structure and function of learning flights in
bees and wasps. J. Exp. Biol. 199, 245–252.
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Received: 13 June 2014; accepted: 07 September 2014; published online: 24 September
2014.
Citation: Mertes M, Dittmar L, Egelhaaf M and Boeddeker N (2014) Visual motionsensitive neurons in the bumblebee brain convey information about landmarks during
a navigational task. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 8:335. doi: 10.3389/fnbeh.2014.00335
This article was submitted to the journal Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience.
Copyright © 2014 Mertes, Dittmar, Egelhaaf and Boeddeker. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided
the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this
journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or
reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

www.frontiersin.org

September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 335 | 13

