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of spatial vision are spatial resolution (the ability to distin-
guish two closely spaced stimuli) and contrast sensitivity 
(the ability to detect the minimum contrast between the stim-
uli and their background) (De Valois and De Valois 1990). 
The nature of the relationship between spatial resolution and 
contrast sensitivity sets limits for visual systems that must 
strive to optimize the acquisition of the information neces-
sary to guide behavior. For example, at the spatial resolution 
limit, only high contrasts can be detected. To fully under-
stand the visual world of insects it is therefore important to 
investigate not only the limits of their spatial resolution, but 
also their contrast sensitivity at different spatial frequencies.

Not all visually guided behaviors use the highest possible 
resolution, and different behavioral tasks may indeed extract 
different information from the visual system. For example, 
from anatomical measures (Somanathan et al. 2009), the 
resolution of the Asian honeybee Apis cerana can be esti-
mated as about 0.8 cycles deg−1, while behavioral investi-
gations have determined the point object resolution to be 
lower at 0.26–0.36 cycles deg−1 (Zhang et al. 2014). Task-
dependent variations may also occur in contrast sensitiv-
ity, as evidenced by studies in humans (Robson 1966; Kelly 
1979; Barten 1993) and birds (Haller et al. 2014).

Behavioral investigations of the visual abilities of bees 
have typically focused on single object resolution using dual 
choice discrimination tasks (Spatial resolution: Giurfa et al. 
1996; Spaethe and Chittka 2003; Dyer et al. 2008; Wertlen 
et al. 2008; Zhang et al. 2014; Spatial resolution and contrast 
sensitivity: Srinivasan and Lehrer 1988; Macuda et al. 2001; 
Chakravarthi et al. 2016). However, little is known about 
the spatial resolution and contrast sensitivity limits of other 
visually guided behaviors, such as flight control. In tethered 
flying Drosophila, the spatial, temporal and contrast sensi-
tivity of the turning optomotor response varies depending on 
the type of motion being presented (Duistermars et al. 2007), 
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Introduction

Vision guides a broad range of behavior in flying insects, 
from locating food sources and potential mates to navigation 
and flight control. Two fundamental and interrelated aspects 

Electronic supplementary material  The online version of this 
article (doi:10.1007/s00359-017-1212-6) contains supplementary 
material, which is available to authorized users.

 *	 Aravin Chakravarthi 
	 Aravin.Chakravarthi@biol.lu.se

1	 Department of Biology, Lund University, Sölvegatan 35, 
Lund, Sweden

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by Crossref

https://core.ac.uk/display/191373391?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5887-7620
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3937-2808
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3625-3897
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6444-7483
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s00359-017-1212-6&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-017-1212-6


1000	 J Comp Physiol A (2017) 203:999–1006

1 3

but it is not clear how this relates to the regulation of other 
behaviors such as speed and position control.

In a dual choice discrimination paradigm, the buff-tailed 
bumblebee Bombus terrestris had a peak contrast sensitivity 
(defined as the inverse of contrast threshold, i.e., minimal 
noticeable contrast) of around 1.57 for sinusoidal gratings 
of 0.09 cycles deg−1 spatial frequency (Chakravarthi et al. 
2016). This remarkably low contrast sensitivity is surpris-
ing because, although this might be sufficient for detecting 
flowers to feed from, it would be far less suitable for detect-
ing the pattern of visual motion, or translational optic flow 
(TOF) that flying bumblebees rely on to control their ground 
speed and position (Baird et al. 2010; Dyhr and Higgins 
2010; Baird and Dacke 2012; Linander et al. 2015, 2016). 
This is because TOF is optimally sampled with low resolu-
tion and high contrast sensitivity (Srinivasan and Bernard 
1975). One potential explanation for this paradox is that spa-
tial resolution and contrast sensitivity in bumblebees might 
vary depending upon the behavioral task. Evidence for such 
context-dependent differences in contrast sensitivity has 
been provided by studies in birds (Haller et al. 2014) and 
humans (Robson 1966; Kelly 1979; Barten 1993). Whether 
insects also have the ability to adapt their contrast sensitivity 
to the behavioral task remains unknown.

The aim of the present study is to determine the limits of 
spatial resolution and contrast sensitivity in the flight control 
behavior of Bombus terrestris and to compare this to the 
findings of Chakravarthi et al. (2016) that used similar pat-
terns to determine the same parameters for an object detec-
tion task. A well-established method to study flight control 
in bees is by analyzing how they control their lateral position 
as they fly along tunnels that display visual textures on each 
wall (Srinivasan et al. 1991). In such tunnels, bumblebees 
regulate their lateral position—and thus their distance to the 
tunnel walls—by balancing the magnitude of TOF experi-
enced in each eye (Dyhr and Higgins 2010). Here, we inves-
tigate the effect of changes in spatial frequency and contrast 
on the lateral position of bumblebees by keeping one wall 
of a flight tunnel featureless gray, while varying the visual 
features displayed on the other wall. We find that, when both 
walls are gray, or when the bees cannot perceive the texture 
on the other wall (when the spatial frequency is too fine or 
the contrast is too low), the flight trajectories are clustered 
about the tunnel’s midline. When the bees can perceive the 
texture on the test pattern, they fly closer to the gray wall 
in an attempt to balance the relative TOF experienced in 
each eye. Overall, we find that the spatial resolution limit for 
lateral position control is similar to that recorded for object 
detection but that contrast sensitivity is drastically higher, 
suggesting that the visual limits of bumblebees do indeed 
change depending on the behavioral task.

Materials and methods

Animals and experimental setup

Experiments were performed using medium-sized bumble-
bees (see below) from five colonies of Bombus terrestris 
(Koppert, UK). The hive was placed indoors in an aluminum 
net cage (2.3 m wide, 2.0 m high and 2.0 m deep; 600 lx, 
20 ℃, 10:14 L:D cycle). Bees were trained to fly along an 
experimental tunnel (200 cm long, 30 cm wide, 30 cm high) 
to a sucrose feeder (5 cm wide, 28 cm long, 4 cm deep) 
that was placed at the end in a white plastic box such that it 
was not visible to the bees while flying towards it. The bees 
were allowed to feed from the sucrose (30% concentration) 
ad libitum, after which they returned to the hive. The top of 
the tunnel was covered with netting and the floor was lined 
with white matte laminated paper.

Experimental procedure

During each experimental trial, one wall displayed a uni-
form 40% gray pattern (‘constant wall’) while the other wall 
displayed the test pattern (‘variable wall’). The test patterns 
were presented in a pseudo-randomized order and the side 
(left or right) of the ‘variable wall’ was alternated to mini-
mize the risk of side bias. To investigate the spatial resolu-
tion of the visual flight control system of bumblebees, the 
‘variable wall’ was either uniform gray or displayed a high 
contrast sinusoidal grating (Michelson contrast 87%; see 
below) of 0.10, 0.15, 0.20, 0.40, 0.65, 0.80 or 2.0 cycles 
cm−1 pattern wavelength which equals spatial frequencies 
of 0.03, 0.04, 0.05, 0.10, 0.17, 0.21 and 0.52 cycles deg−1 
as measured from the midline of the tunnel. These stimuli 
were printed onto Marnello paper using a large format HP 
DesignJet Z6200 printer.

To investigate the contrast sensitivity of the visual flight 
control system of bumblebees, the ‘variable wall’ was either 
uniform gray or displayed a sinusoidal grating of 0.10, 0.15, 
0.20 or 0.40 cycles cm−1, each printed with Michelson con-
trasts (see below) of 39, 22, 14, and 3%. The maximum 
(IMax) and minimum (IMin) intensities of the gratings were 
measured using a photometer (Hagner ScreenMaster, B. 
Hagner, Solna, Sweden) with the human photopic spectral 
sensitivity. The Michelson contrasts (Michelson 1927) of all 
gratings (MC) were calculated as:

To minimize any potential learning effects associated 
with the previous test condition, the bees were allowed to 
forage at the feeder for 30 min before each trial commenced. 

(1)MC =

I
Max

− I
Min

I
Max

+ I
Min
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During this time both walls were covered with randomized 
black-and-white checkerboard patterns.

In each trial, flights to the feeder were filmed at 50 Hz 
using a camera (Sony HDR-CX730) mounted 150 cm above 
the tunnel. To minimize the risk of pseudo-replication, we 
recorded 25–30 flights in each condition, which typically 
took 15–30 min. As a foraging bout typically took about 
4–5 min for each bee (as measured during this experiment) 
and we normally analyzed flights from at least six different 
bees during this time window, we estimate that these 25–30 
flights were performed by an absolute minimum of six dif-
ferent individuals. However, as there were many different 
foragers flying to the feeder during the experiments, the like-
lihood of including many flights from the same individuals 
is minimal. In addition, previous studies with marked bum-
blebees have shown that intra-individual variation between 
flights is not different from inter-individual variation (e.g., 
Dyhr and Higgins 2010).

Analysis

The bee’s position in each frame was recorded over 100 cm 
spanning the tunnel’s mid-section using a tracking program 
(Lindemann 2005). Pixel coordinates were converted to mm 
using a calibration factor obtained from images of a check 
pattern of known size placed 15 cm above the tunnel floor.

As the bees do not necessarily fly along the midline of 
the tunnel in all experimental conditions, we calculated the 
apparent spatial frequency of each sinusoidal grating, here 
defined as the spatial frequency experienced from the true 
lateral position of the bees. The true lateral position could 
be calculated in two ways either (1) from the median of the 
average lateral distances from the variable wall recorded for 
each flight in each condition or (2) as a median of the appar-
ent spatial frequencies experienced for all bees for every 
lateral position recorded. In this study, these two sets of cal-
culations resulted in nearly identical values (Table 1) and 
the median of the average distance from the variable wall 
was recorded for each flight was thus used as a measure for 
apparent spatial frequency throughout the manuscript. To 
account for possible asymmetries outside the flight tunnel, 
in the control condition (with gray pattern on both walls), the 
lateral distance was measured from the left wall for half of 
the flights, and from the right wall for the other half (flights 
were randomly assigned one or the other group).

It is important to note that the allotheism that exists 
among the workers of Bombus terrestris affects their spa-
tial resolution (Spaethe and Chittka 2003). In this study, we 
therefore limited our analysis to medium-sized bees by only 
including flights from bees that occupied an average body 
width of 7–8 pixels in the recorded video. This corresponds 
to an inter-tegular width of about 4 mm. Asymmetrical con-
ditions were presented twice (with the grating on the left or 

right wall), but as these conditions were qualitatively similar, 
the data from these conditions were pooled for the analysis. 
The symmetric control condition was presented once, but 
the left and right walls were each taken as ‘constant wall’ 
for half the flights (see above). Statistical comparisons were 
performed using ANOVA with Dunnett’s post hoc multiple 
comparison test (Quinn and Keough 2002). The independent 
variable was the test pattern and the dependent variable was 
position or ground speed.

Results

Effect of spatial frequencies on lateral position 
in Bombus terrestris

To analyze the effect of spatial frequency on lateral position 
in B. terrestris, we recorded flights along the tunnel when 
the ‘constant wall’ displayed a uniform gray pattern and the 
‘variable wall’ displayed either a uniform gray pattern (con-
trol) or sinusoidal gratings of different spatial frequencies 
(0.10, 0.15, 0.20, 0.40, 0.65, 0.80 or 2.0 cycles cm−1). In the 
control condition, when both walls of the tunnel were uni-
form gray, the flights were centered on the midline (Fig. 1a, 
Table S1 in Supplementary information). When the variable 
wall displayed sinusoidal gratings of 0.8 cycles cm−1, the 
flights were still centered about the midline and were not 
significantly different from the control condition (Fig. 1b, 
ANOVA with Dunnett’s post hoc multiple comparison; 
p > 0.05, Table 2 for statistical details). This suggests that 
the bees cannot resolve this fine grating, and that instead, 
the patterned ‘variable wall’ of the tunnel appeared gray to 
them. However, when the spatial frequency of the gratings 
on the variable wall was 0.65 cycles cm−1, or lower, the bees 
flew closer to the gray ‘constant wall’ than in the control 
condition (Fig. 1c, ANOVA with Dunnett’s post hoc multiple 

Table 1   Apparent spatial frequencies of sinusoidal gratings

a Used for further analysis of the effect of spatial frequency on lateral 
position and ground speed

Pattern wavelength 
(cycles cm−1)

Apparent spatial frequency [median (IQR)] 
(cycles deg−1)

For average distance 
from walla

For point to point 
distance from wall

0.10 0.04 [0.04 0.04] 0.04 [0.04 0.04]
0.15 0.06 [0.06 0.07] 0.06 [0.05 0.07]
0.20 0.07 [0.07 0.08] 0.07 [0.06 0.08]
0.40 0.13 [0.12 0.15] 0.13 [0.11 0.15]
0.65 0.21 [0.19 0.23] 0.21 [0.18 0.23]
0.8 0.22 [0.20 0.24] 0.22 [0.19 0.25]
2.0 0.57 [0.49 0.66] 0.60 [0.47 0.73]
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comparison p < 0.0001, Table 2 for statistical details). This 
change in flight position is most likely an attempt to bal-
ance the relative magnitude of optic flow from the striped 
wall (strong optic flow cues) and the gray wall (weak optic 
flow cues). 

The apparent spatial frequencies of the different gratings, 
as perceived by the bees from their flight positions in the 
tunnels, were 0.04 [0.04 0.04], 0.06 [0.06 0.07], 0.07 [0.07 
0.08], 0.13 [0.12 0.15], 0.21 [0.19 0.23], 0.22 [0.20 0.24] 
or 0.57 [0.49 0.66] [median (interquartile range)] cycles 
deg−1 (Table 1). The bees thus still steered away from a 
wall displaying a grating of an apparent spatial frequency of 

0.21 cycles deg−1 (0.65 cycles cm−1) but not from a wall dis-
playing an apparent spatial frequency of 0.22 cycles deg−1 
(0.8 cycles cm−1) or 0.57 cycles deg−1 (2.0 cycles cm−1) 
(Fig. 2a). This suggests that the spatial resolution of the 
motion detection system mediating position control in B. 
terrestris lies approximately at 0.21 cycles deg−1.

Next, we analyzed the effect of apparent spatial frequency 
on ground speed, which is also controlled using TOF in 
bumblebees (Baird et al. 2010). However, our results sug-
gest that unlike lateral position, ground speed did not vary 
consistently with spatial frequency (Fig. 2b and Table 2 for 
statistical details). The inconsistency of the response does 
not allow us to draw any conclusions about the relation-
ship between ground speed and spatial frequency from 
this experiment, an observation that is consistent with the 
findings of similar experiments performed in B. impatiens 
(Dyhr and Higgins 2010). We therefore do not consider it 
useful to include analyses of ground speed in the subsequent 
experiment.

Effect of spatial frequency and pattern contrast 
on lateral position in B. terrestris

To analyze the effect of contrast on lateral position, we 
recorded flights along the tunnel when the ‘constant wall’ 
was uniform gray and the ‘variable wall’ displayed a sinu-
soidal grating of a given combination of spatial frequency 
(0.10, 0.15, 0.20 or 0.40 cycles cm−1 with apparent spatial 
frequencies of 0.04 [0.04 0.04], 0.06 [0.06 0.07], 0.07 [0.07 
0.08], 0.13 [0.12 0.15] [median (interquartile range)] cycles 
deg−1) and contrast (87, 39, 22, 14, 3%). For most combina-
tions, the bees flew significantly closer to the gray ‘constant 
wall’ than in the control condition (Fig. 3, ANOVA with 
Dunnett’s post hoc multiple comparison, p < 0.001; Table 3 
for statistical details; Table S2 in Supplementary informa-
tion). This suggests that the motion detection system used 
to control position is sensitive to visual stimuli of contrasts 
of 3% or possibly even lower, translating into a contrast sen-
sitivity of at least 33.
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Fig. 1   Examples of individual flight trajectories of Bombus ter-
restris. The bees flew down a tunnel with a uniform gray ‘constant 
wall’ (top) and a ‘variable wall’ (bottom) that was either a uniform 
gray or b, c carried a black and white sinusoidal grating of a given 
apparent spatial frequency [true spatial frequency]; b 0.22  cycle 
deg−1 [0.8  cycles cm−1] and c 0.06  cycle deg−1 [0.15  cycles cm−1]. 
The spatial frequency in b is above the spatial threshold of the bees. 
The blue dashed line indicates the midline of the tunnel and pattern 
frequency shown is not to scale

Table 2   Effect of spatial frequency on lateral position and ground speed control

Significant values are indicated in bold
a Total no. of flights (including the control data, n = 24) analyzed

Lateral position [ANOVA with Dunnett’s post hoc multiple comparison with control (gray walls)]
 F7,346 = 30.54; p < 0.0001; na = 354
  Spatial frequency (cycles deg−1) 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.13 0.21 0.22 0.57
  Total number of flights 45 46 45 47 55 42 50

 Significance level p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p = 0.003 p = 0.99 p = 0.08
Ground speed [ANOVA with Dunnett’s post hoc multiple comparison with control (gray walls)]
 F7,346 = 7.10; p < 0.0001; n = 354
  Spatial frequency (cycles deg−1) 0.030 0.040 0.050 0.100 0.170 0.210 0.524
  Significance level p = 0.83 p < 0.01 p < 0.0001 p = 0.25 p = 0.67 p > 0.99 p = 0.91
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Discussion

The spatial resolution limit is similar for position 
control and object discrimination

Overall, our results indicate that the lower limit for spatial 
resolution in the motion detection system underlying posi-
tion control in Bombus terrestris lies somewhere around 
0.21 cycles deg−1. This is similar to the spatial resolution 
recently identified for the object discrimination system in 
this species (≈0.21 cycles deg−1) (Chakravarthi et al. 2016) 
and is only somewhat higher than that estimated for B. 
impatiens (0.14 cycles deg−1) in similar types of free flight 
experiments (Dyhr and Higgins 2010).

It is important to note that the resolution limit of 
0.21 cycles deg−1 [as well as the limit reported for B. impa-
tiens by Dyhr and Higgins (2010)] is calculated for a 90° lat-
eral viewing angle. However, since B. terrestris has recently 
been shown to utilize optic flow cues flow for position 
control more frontally (around 28° lateral viewing angle) 
(Linander et al. 2015), it is possible that the spatial reso-
lution threshold of the motion detecting system is actually 
even somewhat higher. Unfortunately, until we understand 
more about what determines the viewing angle at which 

bumblebees measure TOF, it will not be possible to make a 
more accurate estimate of this threshold. Our measurement 
of around 0.2 cycles deg−1 spatial resolution as calculated 
for a 90° viewing angle, therefore, represents a conservative 
lower limit of the visual capabilities of bumblebees in this 
type of free flight experiment.

Motion improves contrast sensitivity during position 
control

In the present study, the bees were able to adjust their posi-
tion in relation to sinusoidal gratings down to contrasts as 
low as 3%. This held true for all sinusoidal gratings tested 
(0.10, 0.15, 0.20 or 0.40 cycles cm−1, with spatial frequen-
cies between 0.04 and 0.13 cycles deg−1) and equals a con-
trast sensitivity of at least 33 across a broad range of spa-
tial frequencies. In a similar experiment, Dyhr and Higgins 
(2010) found that larger individuals of the closely related 
bumblebee species B. impatiens detect and steer away from 
grating patterns down to a contrast of 5% (see Fig. 5 in Dyhr 
and Higgins 2010), equaling a contrast sensitivity of 20.

Using sinusoidal gratings similar to those used in this 
study (but with frequencies of 0.09, 0.13 and 0.18 cycles 
deg−1), Chakravarthi et  al. (2016) found the peak 

***

***

***
***

***
*** ***

Apparent spatial frequency (cycles deg               )                          -1

10

15

20

25

30

0
45

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

0.1 0.2 0.6 0.70.3 0.4 0.50.03 Grey

D
is

ta
nc

e 
fro

m
 th

e 
va

ria
bl

e 
w

al
l (

cm
)

0.1 0.2 0.6 0.70.3 0.4 0.50.03 Grey

G
ro

un
d 

sp
ee

d 
(c

m
 s

-1
)

a b

Fig. 2   Effect of spatial frequencies on lateral position and ground 
speed in Bombus terrestris. The bees flew through a tunnel where 
the ‘constant wall’ (top) displayed a uniform gray pattern and the 
‘variable wall’ (bottom) displayed a test pattern of a given spatial 
frequency or a uniform gray control pattern. The blue dashed line 
indicates the midline of the tunnel. Apparent spatial frequency is cal-
culated from the median of the average lateral distances from the pat-
terned wall recorded for each flight in each condition. a Gray filled 
circles show the median lateral position of the bees along the y-axis 
and the median apparent spatial frequency along the x-axis. Pat-

tern frequencies shown are not to scale. Whiskers along the y- and 
x-axis represent second and third quartile of the average positions of 
the individual trajectories and the apparent spatial frequency, respec-
tively. b Gray filled circles show the median ground speed of the bees 
along the y-axis and the median apparent spatial frequency along the 
x-axis. Whiskers along the y- and x-axis represent second and third 
quartile of the average ground speed of the individual trajectories 
and the apparent spatial frequency, respectively. n (total number of 
flights) = 354, ***p < 0.001
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contrast sensitivity for the object discrimination system in 
B. terrestris to be 1.61 (62% contrast) at 0.08 cycles deg−1 
(Chakravarthi et al. 2016). This is almost 21 times lower 
than our estimate for the contrast sensitivity of the transla-
tional motion detecting system underlying position control. 
This suggests that visually mediated control systems of B. 
terrestris operate with different contrast thresholds that are 
set by task-specific neural circuits rather than by physical 
constraints of the compound eye.

Contrast sensitivity thresholds in insects are often meas-
ured physiologically from neurons in the brain of a station-
ary animal viewing wide-field rotational or translational 
stimuli. From these types of recordings, a contrast sensitivity 
threshold around 20 has been identified for the bumblebee B. 
lapidarius (O’Carroll et al. 1996). This is somewhat lower 
than the sensitivity measured in this study, but far higher 
than the peak contrast sensitivity (1.61) reported for the 
object discrimination system of B. terrestris (Chakravarthi 
et al. 2016). Using dual choice tests, Srinivasan and Lehrer 
(1988) found that the object detection system of the Euro-
pean honeybee Apis mellifera could detect 8% contrast at 
0.09 cycles deg−1 (for square wave gratings). This is equiva-
lent to a contrast sensitivity of at least 12.5 for the object 
discrimination system in this species, but the aim of this 
study was not to define the peak contrast sensitivity. Physi-
ological measurements from honeybees viewing wide-field 
translational stimuli report contrast sensitivities that are 
twice as high (Bidwell and Goodman 1993). High contrast 
sensitivity for wide-field motion stimuli is also common in 
other insects. Physiological recordings of wide-field motion-
sensitive neurons in flies, butterflies, hawk moths and hov-
erflies have measured contrast sensitivities between 20 and 
100 (e.g., Dvorak et al. 1980; Maddess et al. 1991; O’Carroll 
et al. 1996; Stöckl et al. 2016; for review see O’Carroll and 
Wiederman 2014). This high contrast sensitivity for the 
motion detection system is believed to be due to the spatial 
integration of outputs of many motion detectors that each 
view different parts of the visual field (Dvorak et al. 1980; 
O’Carroll and Wiederman 2014) and is likely critical for 
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plus sign. **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
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controlling flight, as a lack of reliable visual input could 
lead to a loss of control or a collision with other objects or 
the ground.

At this point we can only speculate on why, in comparison 
to the visual system mediating flight control, B. terrestris has 
such a dramatically low contrast sensitivity in their object 
discrimination system (see discussion, Chakravarthi et al. 
2016). One possible explanation is that the higher spatial 
constraint of the bees in this set-up limited their visual 
performance compared to the free flying bees in this study 
(Balamurali et al. 2015). Another possible explanation is 
that the increased visual field occupied by the patterns in the 
flight tunnel compared to the y-maze improves the contrast 
sensitivity of the visual system by stimulating significantly 
more photoreceptors. Further studies in other bee and insect 
species are needed to better understand this relationship.

Acknowledgements  We are grateful to Ramyakrishna Krishnan for 
help in digitizing the videos to Jochen Smolka for Matlab codes and to 
Lars Råberg for statistical advice. We thank two anonymous reviewers 
for constructive criticism on the earlier versions of the manuscript.

Author contributions  MD, AK, EB, and AC designed the study. 
AC performed the experiments. AC analyzed the data with contribu-
tions from EB. AC wrote the manuscript with contributions from EB, 
AK, and MD.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare no competing or financial 
interests.

Funding  Financial support from Swedish Research Council, Knut 
and Alice Wallenberg Foundation, and Swedish foundation for strategic 
research (2012-2212, 2014-4762, FFL09-046) is gratefully acknowl-
edged.

Open Access  This article is distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://crea-
tivecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, 
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appro-
priate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to 
the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

Baird E, Dacke M (2012) Visual flight control in naturalistic and artifi-
cial environments. J Comp Physiol A 198:869–876. doi:10.1007/
s00359-012-0757-7

Baird E, Kornfeldt T, Dacke M (2010) Minimum viewing angle for 
visually guided ground speed control in bumblebees. J Exp Biol 
213:1625–1632. doi:10.1242/jeb.038802

Balamurali GS, Somanathan H, Hempel de Ibarra N (2015) Motion 
cues improve the performance of harnessed bees in a colour 
learning task. J Comp Physiol A 201:505–511. doi:10.1007/
s00359-015-0994-7

Barten PGJ (1993) Spatio-temporal model for the contrast sensitivity of 
the human eye and its temporal aspects. In: Human vision visual 
processing and digital display IV. Proc SPIE, vol 1913, pp 2–14

Bidwell NJ, Goodman LJ (1993) Possible functions of a population 
of descending neurons in the honeybee’s visuo-motor pathway. 
Apidologie 24:333–354. doi:10.1051/apido:19930311

Chakravarthi A, Emily B, Dacke M, Kelber K (2016) Spatial vision 
in Bombus terrestris. Front Behav Neurosci 10:17. doi:10.3389/
fnbeh.2016.00017

De Valois RL, De Valois KK (1990) Spatial vision. Oxford University 
Press, New York

Duistermars BJ, Chow DM, Condro M, Frye MA (2007) The spatial, 
temporal, and contrast properties of expansion and rotation flight 
optomotor responses in Drosophila. J Exp Biol 210:3218–3227. 
doi:10.1242/jeb.007807

Dvorak DR, Srinivasan MV, French AS (1980) The contrast sensi-
tivity of fly movement-detecting neurons. Vis Res 20:397–407. 
doi:10.1016/0042-6989(80)90030-9

Dyer AG, Spaethe J, Prack S (2008) Comparative psychophysics of 
bumblebee and honeybee colour discrimination and object detec-
tion. J Comp Physiol A 194:617–627

Table 3   Effect of contrast on 
lateral position

Significant values are indicated in bold
a Total no. of flights (including the control data, n = 24) analyzed

Lateral position [ANOVA with Dunnett’s post hoc multiple comparison with control (gray walls)]

Spatial frequency: 0.04 cycles deg−1; F5,254 = 21.93; p < 0.0001; na = 260
 Contrast (%) 3 14 22 39 87
 Significance level p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001

Spatial frequency: 0.06 cycles deg−1; F5,245 = 24.38; p < 0.0001; na = 251
 Contrast (%) 3 14 22 39 87
 Significance level p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001

Spatial frequency: 0.07 cycles deg−1; F5,248 = 27.24; p < 0.0001; na = 254
 Contrast (%) 3 14 22 39 87
 Significance level p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001

Spatial frequency: 0.13 cycles deg−1; F5,234 = 11.68; p < 0.0001; na = 240
 Contrast (%) 3 14 22 39 87
 Significance level p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p < 0.0001 p = 0.002 p < 0.0001

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-012-0757-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-012-0757-7
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.038802
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-015-0994-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-015-0994-7
https://doi.org/10.1051/apido:19930311
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2016.00017
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2016.00017
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.007807
https://doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(80)90030-9


1006	 J Comp Physiol A (2017) 203:999–1006

1 3

Dyhr JP, Higgins CM (2010) The spatial frequency tuning of optic-
flow-dependent behaviors in the bumblebee Bombus impatiens. J 
Exp Biol 213:1643–1650. doi:10.1242/jeb.041426

Giurfa M, Vorobyev M, Kevan P, Menzel R (1996) Detection of colored 
stimuli by honeybees: minimum visual angles and receptor spe-
cific contrasts. J Comp Physiol A 178:699–709. doi:10.1007/
BF00227381

Haller NK, Lind O, Steinlechner S, Kelber A (2014) Stimulus motion 
improves spatial contrast sensitivity in budgerigars (Melopsittacus 
undulatus). Vis Res 102:19–25. doi:10.1016/j.visres.2014.07.007

Kelly DH (1979) Motion and vision II: stabilized spatio-temporal 
threshold surface. J Opt Soc Am 69:1340–1349. doi:10.1364/
JOSA.69.001340

Linander N, Dacke M, Baird E (2015) Bumblebees measure optic flow 
for position and speed control flexibly within the frontal visual 
field. J Exp Biol 218:1051–1059. doi:10.1242/jeb.107409

Linander N, Baird E, Dacke M (2016) Bumblebee flight performance 
in environments of different proximity. J Comp Physiol A 202:97–
103. doi:10.1007/s00359-015-1055-y

Lindemann J (2005) Visual navigation of a virtual blowfly. Thesis, 
Universität Bielefeld, Germany

Macuda T, Gegear RJ, Laverty TM, Timney B (2001) Behavioural 
assessment of visual acuity in bumblebees (Bombus impatiens). 
J Exp Biol 204:559–564

Maddess T, Dubois RA, Ibbotson MR (1991) Response properties and 
adaptation of neurons sensitive to image motion in the butterfly 
Papilio aegeus. J Exp Biol 161:171–199

Michelson A (1927) Studies in optics. University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago

O’Carroll DC, Wiederman SD (2014) Contrast sensitivity and the 
detection of moving patterns and features. Phil Trans R Soc B 
369:20130043. doi:10.1098/rstb.2013.0043

O’Carroll DC, Bidwell NJ, Laughlin SB, Warrant EJ (1996) Insect 
motion detectors matched to visual ecology. Nature 382:63–66. 
doi:10.1038/382063a0

Quinn GP, Keough MJ (2002) Experimental design and data analysis 
for biologists. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK

Robson JG (1966) Spatial and temporal contrast-sensitivity functions 
of the visual system. J Opt Soc Am 56:1141–1142

Somanathan H, Warrant EJ, Borges RM, Wallen R, Kelber A (2009) 
Resolution and sensitivity of the eyes of the Asian honeybees Apis 
florea, Apis cerana and Apis dorsata. J Exp Biol 212:2448–2453. 
doi:10.1242/jeb.031484

Spaethe J, 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 MV, Bernard GD (1975) The effect of motion on visual acu-
ity of the compound eye: a theoretical analysis. Vis Res 15:515–
525. doi:10.1016/0042-6989(75)90029-2

Srinivasan MV, Lehrer M (1988) Spatial acuity of honeybee vision 
and its spectral properties. J Comp Physiol A 162:159–172. 
doi:10.1007/BF00606081

Srinivasan MV, Lehrer M, Kirchner WH, Zhang SW (1991) Range per-
ception through apparent image speed in freely flying honeybees. 
Vis Neurosci 6:519–535

Stöckl AL, O’Carroll DC, Warrant EJ (2016) Neural summation in the 
hawkmoth visual system extends the limits of vision in dim light. 
Curr Biol 26:821–826. doi:10.1016/j.cub.2016.01.030

Wertlen AM, Niggebrügge C, Vorobyev M, Hempel de Ibarra N 
(2008) Detection of patches of coloured disks by bees. J Exp Biol 
211:2101–2104. doi:10.1242/jeb.014571

Zhang L-Z, Zhang S-W, Wang Z-L, Yan W-Y, Zeng Z-J (2014) 
Cross-modal interaction between visual and olfactory learning 
in Apis cerana. J Comp Physiol A 200:899–909. doi:10.1007/
s00359-014-0934-y

https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.041426
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00227381
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00227381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2014.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1364/JOSA.69.001340
https://doi.org/10.1364/JOSA.69.001340
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.107409
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-015-1055-y
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0043
https://doi.org/10.1038/382063a0
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.031484
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.00570
https://doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(75)90029-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00606081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2016.01.030
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.014571
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-014-0934-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-014-0934-y

	High contrast sensitivity for visually guided flight control in bumblebees
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Animals and experimental setup
	Experimental procedure
	Analysis

	Results
	Effect of spatial frequencies on lateral position in Bombus terrestris
	Effect of spatial frequency and pattern contrast on lateral position in B. terrestris

	Discussion
	The spatial resolution limit is similar for position control and object discrimination
	Motion improves contrast sensitivity during position control

	Acknowledgements 
	References




