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Simple Summary: Blueberry is a crop that is increasing globally, both in terms of yield and extent,
mostly thanks to the recent introduction of North American blueberry in the temperate areas of
Europe, Asia, and South America. As blueberry depends largely on insects for pollination, farmers in
these expansion areas face the challenge of adapting this crop to unexpected pollinator species, whose
traits and features may not entirely fit the pollination needs of the introduced crop. Here we study
the abundance, the behaviour, and the response to environmental conditions of different managed
and wild native pollinators of blueberry in northern Spain. Our findings suggest the dominant role
of native wild bumblebees and managed honeybee as suppliers of pollination service. Honeybee and
bumblebees differed in both when and where they occurred, in how they responded to environmental
conditions, and in how they behaved as an effective pollinator. The role of bumblebees and honeybee
as blueberry pollinators thus seems complementary and additive. These results encourage the
preservation of populations of native wild bees in order to ensure the effective management of
introduced blueberry crops.

Abstract: The entomophilous pollination niche (abundance, phenotypic traits, foraging behaviours
and environmental tolerances of insect pollinators) helps to understand and better manage crop polli-
nation. We apply this niche approach to assess how an entomophilous crop (blueberry, Vaccinium ashei)
can be expanded into new territories (i.e., northern Spain) far from their original area of domestication
(North America). Insect visits to blueberry flowers were monitored in a plantation on 12 different
days, at 8 different times during day and covering various weather conditions. Abundance, visita-
tion rate, pollen gathering behaviour, and frequency of inter-plant and inter-row movements were
recorded. The pollinator assemblage was basically composed of one managed honeybee species
(50.8% of visits) and three native bumblebee species (48.3%). There was a marked pattern of seasonal
segregation throughout bloom, with bumblebees dominating the early bloom and honeybee the
late bloom. Pollinators also segregated along gradients of daily temperature and relative humidity.
Finally, the two pollinator types differed in foraging behaviour, with bumblebees having a visitation
rate double that of honeybee, collecting pollen more frequently and changing plant and row more
frequently. The spatio-temporal and functional complementarity between honeybee and bumblebees
suggested here encourages the consideration of an integrated crop pollination strategy for blueberries,
based on the concurrence of both wild and managed bees.

Keywords: Apis mellifera; Bombus pascuorum; Bombus pratorum; Bombus terrestris; crop pollination; envi-
ronmental niche; foraging behaviour; niche segregation; spatio-temporal segregation; Vaccinium ashei
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1. Introduction

The production of many crop plants around the world depends greatly on pollination
by insects, including both managed (e.g., honeybee) and wild (e.g., bees, hoverflies, butter-
flies) species [1–3]. One concept for understanding the role of insects for different crops is
the pollination niche: the multidimensional array of insect species features (abundance,
phenotypic traits, foraging behaviours, and tolerance to abiotic conditions) that determine
the pollination success of each plant species [4]. On the one hand, the pollination niche
helps to understand the response of crop yields to environmental change. For example,
the loss of seminatural habitats in agricultural landscapes and the concomitant decline
of wild pollinators of crops may compromise yields as managed honeybees alone cannot
compensate for the lost effectiveness of wild pollinators [3,5]. This is because of the positive
effect of pollinator richness, which derives from the functional complementarity of the
different insect species [6,7]. On the other hand, a pollination-niche approach also seems
necessary for estimating how entomophilous crops can be expanded into new territories
far from their original areas of domestication [8]. In this sense, little is known about how
introduced crops must necessarily rely on farmer input (through managed bees) or may
benefit from the pre-adapted action of native wild pollinators (see [9]).

Blueberry (Vaccinium spp. Ericaceae) as a crop has shown a marked increase in global
yield, as well as a strong expansion worldwide [10]. This geographic expansion mostly
entails the recent introduction of North American species (e.g., V. corymbosum, V. ashei, etc)
into temperate areas of Europe, Asia, and South America [10]. In these new areas, farmers
face the challenge of adapting this crop to unexpected pollinator assemblages given that
blueberry crops are highly dependent on insect pollination [11–13]. For example, fruit set
in blueberry flowers with free access to insects was found to be 14.5 times higher than in
flowers from which pollinators were excluded [12]. In their original distribution range,
blueberry crop is pollinated by highly diverse communities of wild bees [14–16], although
honeybee hives are frequently used to complement pollination by wild insects [12,16,17].
Nevertheless, knowledge of blueberry pollinator assemblages outside North America is
scarce and fragmentary (e.g., [18] in Estonia; [19] in Chile; [13] in Australia) and there is an
urgent need for studies to determine how complementary the different pollinator types
(managed vs. wild species) are. In this sense, complementarity may emerge from the
segregation of the different pollinators in time, space, and environmental conditions, as
well as from the functional differences associated with foraging behaviour [7,20,21].

Blueberry crops have long bloom periods (more than four weeks) that frequently
extend beyond the short lifespan of many solitary bees. Thus, it could be expected that
different bee species visit blueberry flowers in different moments throughout the bloom
period, although gregarious pollinators, such as honeybees and bumblebees (both wild
and managed) have, as a colony, longer life periods. However, their phenology as blue-
berry pollinators may be constrained by factors such as the time or the location of hive
settlement [22] or floral competition from wild plants or from other crops [23–25]. Neg-
ative interactions between honeybees and wild bees when accessing flowers may also
occur [26–28]. We can therefore expect phenological and spatial (e.g., between individual
plants) segregation of pollinators during the bloom period, with different bee species
providing pollinator services to blueberry in different periods and to different individual
plants [29–32]. Moreover, and due to the long bloom period and the relatively long-lived
flowers, blueberry pollinators must cope with wide gradients of temperature and relative
humidity conditions within single days or between different days [33]. In this sense, dif-
ferent tolerances to abiotic conditions are expected among species, due, for example, to
thermoregulation ability (with bumblebees being able to fly under lower temperatures
and higher humidity; [34]). Finally, the specific contributions of particular insect species
to blueberry pollination would also be related to differences in their foraging behaviour
and movement, leading to different pollen loads and qualities [20,35,36]. Due to blueberry
flower traits (narrow-opening bell-shaped corolla, protected poricidal anthers, protruding
stigma; [37,38]) large differences in pollen load are expected between species (e.g., due to
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buzzing behaviour, bumblebees—but not honeybees—are able to buzz and release pollen
from the poricidal anthers of blueberry flowers, [39,40] but see [41]).

Blueberry crops are rapidly expanding in Spain, which has in fact become the top
producer in Europe (53,380 t in 2019) and the fourth in the world [42]. Although most of
the yield is obtained in the south, under a Mediterranean climate, the crop in northern
Spain, under an Atlantic climate, is also increasing and it is of great strategic interest
because harvesting is in summer when southern production has ended. In the north,
local farmers currently rely on honeybee hives and commercial bumblebee colonies at
varied densities to ensure blueberry pollination [43]. However, no specific pollination
studies have been conducted in the area to prove that managed pollination is required
and to determine the role of native pollinator communities. Here, we apply a niche
approach to understand the entomophilous pollination of blueberry crops introduced into
northern Spain. By differentiating between native wild bees (i.e., bumblebees) and managed
honeybee, we sought to answer the following questions: (1) Do honeybee and native
bumblebees segregate as pollinators across space and time?; (2) Do these pollinator types
show overlapping or different tolerances to abiotic conditions?; (3) Are there differences
between pollinators in foraging behaviour?

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Site

The study was carried out during the blueberry bloom period in a commercial plan-
tation located in Villaviciosa (Asturias), (43◦30′46′′ N, 5◦20′38′′ W; 20 m above sea level).
Asturias has a temperate oceanic climate with rainfall usually exceeding 1100 mm, which is
fairly evenly spread out over the year. The plantation, 13.6 ha in size, was planted in 2008
with several cultivars of both V. corymbosum and V. ashei. The study was conducted in a plot
of 1 ha of V. ashei cv. Ochlockonee with cv. Powderblue as the pollinizer planted in the same
rows at a ratio of 1:10. The plantation was surrounded mainly by eucalyptus plantations
(ca. 60% cover in a 1000 m radius), pastures, shrubs, and apple crops. The plantation
groundcover was mechanically mowed several times and during the sampling there were
almost no flowers on the ground. Three hives of the European honeybee (Apis mellifera)
(were settled in the plantation margin before the bloom started. One commercial hive (three
colonies) of the bumblebee Bombus terrestris (Tripol, Koppert Biological Systems, Berkel en
Rodenrijs, Netherlands) was introduced on April 15th when the bloom had already started.
No pesticides were used during the pollinator observations.

2.2. Pollinator Monitoring

Pollination of blueberry by insects was monitored on 12 different days between late
March and early May (28, 30 March; 1, 5, 6, 14, 19, 22, 29 April; 3, 5, 9 May) 2016 at eight dif-
ferent times of day (from 10:00 h to 17:00 h). To address certain questions (see ‘Environmen-
tal niche of bumblebees and honeybee’ in Section 2.5, Statistical analysis), we distinguished
a posteriori two study phases of similar duration: early bloom (28/03–14/04/2016; with
six monitoring days) and late bloom (19/04–9/05/2016; with six monitoring days). The
distinction was based on strong differences in flowering phenology (Figure S1), pollinator
assemblage composition (see Section 3.1, Relationship between bumblebee and honeybee
abundance), and average temperature (see Section 2.3, Environmental conditions).

At the beginning of the bloom, 20 blueberry plants from 6 rows in the centre of the
plot were randomly selected and marked. In each of the 96 censuses (12 dates × 8 times),
one observer stood for 1 min in front of each of the 20 selected plants, counting and visually
identifying all pollinators (i.e., insects visiting blueberry flowers), which were classified as
European honeybee, bumblebees (several species), wild bees, hoverflies, or flies. On each
sampling day, for each selected plant we counted the number of flowers open, still closed
or already fallen, and calculated the corresponding percentages for open, closed, and fallen
flowers by averaging data from the 20 selected plants every sampling day (Figure S1).
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2.3. Environmental Conditions

For each census, we registered temperature and relative humidity data from a portable
weather station (PCE-AM 82, PCE Instruments) placed among the plant rows and protected
from direct sunlight. The long bloom period of blueberry (almost 1.5 months in our study)
enabled a wide variety of weather conditions to be covered during censuses (tempera-
ture: mean ± SD 19.6 ◦C ± 4.6, min–max 11.6–33.4 ◦C; relative humidity: mean ± SD
46.9% ± 14.2, min-max 18.9–77.5%). Temperature and relative humidity were negatively
correlated (r = −0.765; N = 96; p < 0.001). Temperature average and dispersion was signifi-
cantly higher in late bloom (21.7 ◦C ± 4.7 SD) than in early bloom (17.5 ◦C ± 3.4 SD) but
relative humidity was similar between bloom periods (Table S1).

2.4. Foraging Behaviour of Pollinators

We studied the foraging behaviour of honeybee and bumblebees in terms of four
different functional parameters: frequency of pollen gathering, the number of flowers
visited per minute (visitation rate), the frequency of inter-plant movements and the fre-
quency of inter-row movements (how often a pollinator left an individual plant to visit
another, and whether the new plant was in a different row). Vaccinium ashei cultivars are
partially self-sterile and thus, the movement of pollinators between plants and crop rows is
important to secure pollen transfer from pollinizer plants to crop plants [38,44].

Pollen gathering was registered during the monitoring of pollinators in censuses (see
above) by recording the presence of pollen in the corbiculae of each individual pollinator.
Blueberry flowers have poricidal anthers, meaning pollen is not freely accessible but
restricted to insects capable of vibrating the anthers, i.e., buzz-pollinating insects [39].
Consequently, insects capable of gathering pollen from blueberry flowers are expected to
be better pollinators of this crop [39].

Visitation rate and insect movements between plants and rows were sampled in the
study site in additional observations independent of census monitoring. To do this, any
flower visitor detected during a slow walk along plant rows was visually tracked until lost,
recording tracking time, number of flowers visited, and whether each visited flower was
on the same or another plant and in the same or another plant row.

2.5. Statistical Analysis
2.5.1. Relationship between Bumblebee and Honeybee Abundance

We sought to evaluate the relationship between the abundances of bumblebees (all
Bombus species pooled) and honeybee visiting flowers across censuses by taking into
account the potential statistical pseudoreplication derived from the fact that different
censuses were conducted on the same date, time, or plant. For this, we built a Generalized
Linear Mixed Model (GLMM) using, as a response variable, the number of bumblebees
observed per census, considering a zero-inflated Poisson error distribution and a log-link
function. As fixed-effect predictors we considered the number of honeybees per census
(main effect) and the number of open flowers per plant per census (covariable). The model
also incorporated date of observation (with 12 levels), time of observation (with 8 levels)
and plant identity (with 20 levels) as random-effect factors.

2.5.2. Environmental Niche of Bumblebees and Honeybee

We represented the environmental niche of bumblebees and honeybee from the re-
sponse of these different pollinators to the environmental space shaped by the gradients of
temperature and relative humidity across the study period. To do so, we first used GLMMs
to estimate the response of the abundances of bumblebees and honeybee (as response
variables in different models) to temperature and relative humidity (as fixed predictors).
Different error distribution families were chosen for the different models, depending on the
structure of the response variables (Gaussian, Poisson, or zero-inflated Poisson; Table S2),
and date and time of census as random factors (data from different plants were pooled for
each time and date). Different models were developed for early and late bloom periods
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(Table S2). Second, and separately for early and late bloom, we estimated the predicted
values of these models as quantitative estimates of the response of the different pollinators
to the same environmental space. We inferred overlap or segregation of environmental
niche from the sign and the degree of significance of the correlation between the responses
of bumblebees and honeybee, again, separately for early and late bloom.

2.5.3. Foraging Behaviour Differences between Pollinators

We compared the different functional parameters of foraging behaviour between
pollinator species (honeybee and three bumblebee species). We used different GLMMs with
the functional parameters as response variables, considering different error distribution
families depending on the structure of these parameters: binomial for pollen gathering
frequency and inter-row movement frequency, Gaussian for visitation rate, and Poisson
for inter-plant movement frequency. All models considered species identity as fixed main
predictor, and date and time of observation as random effects. Multiple comparisons of
means between species were made a posteriori by means of Tukey contrasts.

3. Results
3.1. Relationship between Bumblebee and Honeybee Abundance

We recorded 5657 insect visits to blueberry flowers. All the observed visits were
legitimate, that is, no robbing behaviour was recorded (e.g., Rogers et al., 2013a). Honeybees
and bumblebees were the dominant pollinators, accounting for 50.8% and 48.3% of total
number of observed individuals, respectively. Different dipterans (mainly hoverflies) (0.8%)
and solitary bees (0.1%) completed the assemblage of floral visitors. We recorded three
species of bumblebees, Bombus terrestris being the dominant species (83.9% of bumblebee
observations), followed by B. pratorum (9.5%), and B. pascuorum (6.6%).

Despite observing similar overall numbers of individual bumblebees (2731) and
honeybees (2872), the distribution of abundance of the two pollinators strongly differed
across the sampling period. Bumblebees were the dominant pollinator in the first half of
the bloom period, whereas they decreased dramatically in the number later in the bloom
period, when honeybees dominated the assemblage (Figure 1A). Nevertheless, irrespective
of the date and the time of census, the number of bumblebees observed per census was
negatively related to the number of honeybees, suggesting that the different insects visited
different plants when they co-occurred in the plantation (Figure 1B; Table 1). No effect of
open flower abundance was found on the number of bumblebees per census, when the
effects of date and time on census data were considered (Table 1).
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Table 1. Generalized linear mixed model evaluating the effects of the number of honeybees, Apis
mellifera, per census and the number of open flowers per tree (fixed effect estimates ± SE) on the
number of bumblebees, Bombus spp., per census. The error distribution family, the link function, the
number of observations (N), as well as the variance (±SD) for date, time, and plant identity (random
factors) are also shown.

Bumblebees (Zero-Inflated Poisson, log, N = 1920)

Estimate ± SE/SD z p

Honeybees −0.105 ± 0.023 −4.559 0.0001
Flowers 0.001 ± 0.001 1.034 0.301

Date 0.547 ± 0.739
Time 0.028 ± 0.168
Plant 0.036 ± 0.190

The three bumblebee species followed a similar pattern of abundance across the study
period, being higher in early bloom but decreasing progressively in late bloom (Figure S2A).
Hence the abundances of the three species were positively correlated (r > 0.622; p < 0.05, in
all paired comparisons; Figure S2B).

3.2. Environmental Niche of Bumblebees and Honeybee

During the early bloom period, the few honeybees recorded during censuses visited
blueberry flowers mainly under the restricted conditions of medium-to-high temperatures
(17–25 ◦C) and relatively low humidity values (25–45%; Figure 2A). Bumblebees occurred
throughout the complete gradients of environmental conditions, both in temperature
(including below 15◦C and above 25 ◦C) and in relative humidity, although they were
more abundant under lower relative humidity (Figure 2C; Table S2). As judged from
the predicted values of pollinator abundance in relation to temperature and humidity,
environmental tolerances of bumblebees and honeybee were positively correlated during
early bloom (Figure 2E).

During late bloom, honeybee was distributed across the complete range of temper-
ature and humidity, but was more abundant on census days and at times with higher
temperature and lower humidity (Figure 2B). However, bumblebees mostly appeared
under low temperature and high humidity and only occurred occasionally in the inverse
environmental conditions (Figure 2D). Therefore, in contrast to during early bloom, the
environmental tolerance of bumblebees and honeybee were negatively correlated during
late bloom (Figure 2F).

Similar patterns of time-dependent discordance of environmental tolerance between
bumblebees and honeybee were interpretable from the distribution of abundances in
relation to temperature and time of day (Figure S3).

3.3. Foraging Behaviour Differences between Pollinators

Honeybee differed from bumblebees in all functional parameters of pollinator for-
aging behaviour. All bumblebee species showed a higher frequency of pollen gathering
than honeybee (Table 2; Figure 3A). Among bumblebees, B. terrestris collected pollen
more frequently (56.2% of individuals) than B. pratorum (40.9%) and B. pascuorum (15.8%)
(Figure 3A).

Pollinator species differed significantly in their flower visitation rate (flowers/min),
with bumblebee rates being double that of honeybee (6.4 flowers/min) (Table 2; Figure 3B).
Among bumblebees, B. pratorum visited more flowers per minute than B. terrestris (Figure 3B).

Honeybee also showed a significantly lower frequency of movements between plants
than B. pascuorum and B. terrestris (Table 2, Figure 3C) as well as moving between rows less
frequently than these two bumblebee species (Table 2) (Figure 3D).
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Figure 2. Abundance of honeybees (Apis mellifera) and bumblebees (Bombus spp.) visiting blueberry
flowers according to temperature and relative humidity conditions in early and late bloom (A–D).
Relationships between the predicted numbers of honeybees and bumblebees in early and late bloom
(E,F). The bubble size in (A–D) reflects the magnitude of the abundance.

Table 2. Generalized linear mixed models evaluating the effect of species identity (Apis mellifera
(taken as base level for comparison) Bombus pascuorum, Bombus pratorum, and Bombus terrestris) (fixed
effect estimates ± SE) on different features of pollination behaviour. The error distribution family,
the link function, the number of observations (N), as well as the variance (±SD) for date and time
(random factors) are also shown.

Pollen Gathering Frequency (Binomial, logit, N = 342)

Estimate ± SE/SD z p

B. pascuorum 1.709 ± 0.260 6.55 0.0001
B. pratorum 3.027 ± 0.194 15.59 0.0001
B. terrestris 3.701 ± 0.162 22.77 0.0001

Date 0.203 ± 0.451
Time 0.047 ± 0.218
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Table 2. Cont.

Visitation Rate (flowers/min) (Gaussian, Identity, N = 208)

Estimate ± SE/SD t p

B. pascuorum 6.054 ± 0.676 8.94 0.0001
B. pratorum 7.222 ± 0.681 10.59 0.0001
B. terrestris 5.407 ± 0.655 8.26 0.0001

Date 2.133 ± 1.460
Time 2.492 ± 1.579

Inter-Plant Movement Frequency (Poisson, log, N = 208)

Estimate ± SE/SD z p

B. pascuorum 0.840 ± 0.196 4.29 0.0001
B. pratorum 0.258 ± 0.221 1.16 0.2433
B. terrestris 0.461 ± 0.191 2.41 0.0152

Date 0.000 ± 0.000
Time 0.001 ± 0.001

Inter-Row Movement Frequency (Binomial, logit, N = 208)

Estimate ± SE/SD z p

B. pascuorum 3.107 ± 1.057 2.94 0.0032
B. pratorum 1.849 ± 1.106 1.67 0.0944
B. terrestris 2.354 ± 1.047 2.25 0.0253

Date 0.000 ± 0.000
Time 0.001 ± 0.001
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Figure 3. Pollen gathering (frequency of individuals with pollen in their corbiculae) (A), visitation
rate (number of blueberry flowers visited per minute) (B), frequency of movements between plants
(C) and between plant rows (D) for each pollinator species. Numbers at the top of each column
indicate sample size. For each plot, different letters indicate differences between pollinator species.
For (B,C), boxplots indicate 25–75% quartiles (box boundaries), median (thick horizontal bar), largest
and smallest observed values (whiskers), outliers (small circles), and extreme values (asterisks). For
each plot, different letters indicate differences between pollinator groups.
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4. Discussion

In this study, we assessed the pollination niche of blueberry, a recently introduced
crop, in northern Spain. Our findings confirm the dominant role of native wild bumblebees
and managed honeybee as suppliers of pollination service. Relative to honeybee, wild
bumblebees showed marked segregation in spatio-temporal occurrence and environmental
tolerances to abiotic conditions, as well as differences in foraging behaviours affecting
effectiveness as pollinators. The relative contribution of bumblebees and honeybee to
the pollination niche of blueberry thus seems to be complementary and additive. These
results encourage the preservation of populations of native wild bees in order to ensure the
effective management of introduced blueberry crops.

4.1. Spatio-Temporal Segregation in the Blueberry Pollinator Assemblage

The pollinator assemblage was composed of honeybee, three bumblebee species, and a
few anecdotal solitary bees and dipterans (less than 1% of visits). This represents a reduced
pollinator assemblage compared to that of blueberry crop species in their native range
(e.g., [16,30,45]), as well as with those of other native and exotic fruit crops in the study
region (e.g., apple [20]; kiwifruit [46]). Such a low number of pollinator species seems
likely to be more related to biological reasons such as, for example, floral morphology
and biology (bell shape, narrow opening, enclosed poricidal anthers; [38]), rather than to
sampling constraints (ca. 5700 observations across 96 20-min censuses) or a lack of diversity
in local native pollinator communities. Concerning their provenance, the honeybees most
likely came from hives installed in the plantation studied or others in the surrounding areas.
Bombus pascuorum and B. pratorum are native, non-commercial species and thus they would
have come from wild populations. Bombus terrestris, the most common bumblebee in this
study (and in fruit crops in the region, [20,46]), is a native but also commercial species. In
fact, a B. terrestris hive was introduced in the plantation but only at the beginning of the late
bloom period, when visits by this pollinator decreased. Thus, we can assume that the vast
majority of B. terrestris visits observed here were made by wild populations. In sum, wild
populations of native bumblebees contributed greatly to the pollination of this introduced
blueberry, in accord with findings from other studies outside North America [18,19].

Bumblebees and honeybee visited blueberry flowers at practically the same total
frequency (48.3% and 50.8%, respectively). However, the relative frequency of these two
pollinator types changed dramatically over time, namely a massive increase in honeybee
during late bloom. There was, therefore, a pattern of very clear temporal segregation of
flower visitation between bumblebees and honeybee. Different co-occurring mechanisms,
such as variation in blueberry and alternative floral sources and resource-related interspe-
cific competition, may underpin this temporal segregation. On the one hand, there was
a positive correlation between bumblebee abundance and the average number of open
flowers per census date (r = 0.856; p < 0.001, N = 12 dates). Then, the progressive decrease of
bumblebees in blueberry over the bloom period could be related with the lower availability
of blueberry flowers as the sampling period proceeded (Figure S1). On the other hand,
the virtual absence of honeybee in early bloom coincided with the massive flowering of
Eucalyptus globulus, a timber plantation species abundant in the landscape surrounding the
plantation studied (ca. 60% of area in a 1000 m radius). Compared to the morphologically
restrictive blueberry, the eucalyptus flower represents a very accessible and abundant
source of pollen and nectar for generalist anthophagous insects such as honeybee [47,48].
We hypothesize, then, that honeybee concentrated on eucalyptus during blueberry early
bloom but, as eucalyptus flowering decreased, they spilled over into blueberry crops.
Finally, the spatial repulsion between bumblebees and honeybee when they co-occur in the
plantation, inferred from the time-independent and significant negative effect of honeybee
abundance on bumblebee abundance, suggesting some kind of interspecific competitive
interaction [26,27].
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4.2. Environmental Segregation between Bumblebees and Honeybee

Besides the temporal segregation across the bloom period, we also found evidence
of environmental segregation between bumblebees and honeybee along the gradients
of temperature and relative humidity, at least in late bloom. In early bloom, the few
honeybees present visited blueberry flowers mainly in the mornings, and preferentially
on hot dry days, disappearing from the crop under other conditions, whereas bumblebees
occurred in all conditions, though also responding positively to increased temperature.
The narrow environmental tolerance of honeybee was, therefore, nested within the wider
niche of bumblebees. In late bloom, honeybee occurred preferentially in the morning or
even in the afternoon when temperatures were high, but never on cold afternoons when,
contrastingly, bumblebees occurred the most (Figure S3). The two pollinator types, in this
way, complemented each other to supply the pollination service across a wide space of
environmental conditions. This environmental segregation mostly reflected the liberation
of flower resources for bumblebees under conditions of worse weather, most likely enabled
by their greater capacity to remain active at low temperatures [33,49].

4.3. Differences in Foraging Behaviour between Bumblebees and Honeybee

Bumblebee species and honeybee showed marked differences in terms of foraging
behaviour. These differences were independent of the date and time when observations
were made, suggesting that they are the consequence of specific traits. First, all bumblebees
collected pollen more frequently than honeybee, the latter mostly being observed to just
gather nectar. Bumblebees, but not honeybee, are able to buzz and release pollen from
the poricidal anthers of blueberry flowers [39]. As a consequence, the probability of
covering their bodies with pollen and exchanging it between flowers in order for effective
pollination to occur is higher in bumblebees than in honeybee [39,40]. Second, the three
bumblebee species visited twice as many flowers as honeybee, confirming that bumblebees
are faster pollinators of blueberry plants than honeybee [39,40]. Third, both B. pascuorum
and B. terrestris moved between blueberry plants and between rows more frequently than
honeybee, a behaviour that aids with pollen exchange between blueberry cultivars [11].
In sum, as judged from the foraging behaviour, and relative to the honeybee, we may
expect bumblebees to provide an increased magnitude and quality of pollination service to
blueberry crops [36,39,40,50].

4.4. Complementarity between Bumblebees and Honeybee and the Pollination Niche of Blueberry

There is increasing evidence that more diverse assemblages of flower-visiting insects
provide better pollination services and increase yields (through increased fruit-set and
seed-set) in several crops (e.g., [51,52]), including blueberry [30,53]. Functional comple-
mentarity, i.e., the fact that different species complement each other in functional terms, is
one of the mechanisms widely used to explain the positive yield effects of richer pollinator
assemblages [51,54]. Among the sources of complementarity are the segregation of pollina-
tion activity across time and space (i.e., pollinators differ in the date or the time of the day
they visit the crop or in the area of the crop they visit; [54–56], the segregation of responses
to environmental gradients (i.e., different responses lead to ensuring pollination service
irrespective of environmental variability; [20,33,57,58], and divergence in functional traits
and behaviours (i.e., phenotypic variability across species leads to qualitative differences in
pollination which may compensate for differences in abundance of pollinators; [30,52,54].
Our results evidence all three of these sources of complementarity, suggesting that the
current combined contribution of wild native bumblebees and managed honeybee to polli-
nation niche entails a higher magnitude and stability of fruit crop of introduced blueberry
in northern Spain.

5. Conclusions

This study evidences that American blueberry crops introduced into northern Spain
show traits that facilitate high enough levels of flower visitation by insects that yields com-
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parable to those found in the native area can be achieved (e.g., [43]. Farmers can, therefore,
be confident of achieving effective levels of pollination service by managing honeybee
and relying on the spontaneous and, remarkably, free activity of wild native bumblebees.
The suggested complementarity between bumblebees and honeybee should be profitable
for farmers not only as a result of additivity but also through the stabilizing effects of
securing visits to blueberry flowers at different times and under various meteorological
conditions. Consequently, as a practical recommendation, a scheme of integrated crop
pollination strategy (sensu [59]), based on the concurrence of populations of both wild
and managed bees, should be promoted. To promote populations of wild bumblebees,
local farmers are encouraged to apply ecological intensification measures, such as sowing
flowers at the farm scale [60]) or decreasing farm intensity at the landscape level [45,61].
However, new research to understand how this complementarity between honeybee and
bumblebees translates into the pollination service of blueberry crops is welcome, given the
high dependence of this crop on insect pollinators [12].

Whether farmers in northern Spain might decline to set up honeybee hives and
rely exclusively on wild pollinators for blueberry pollination requires further analysis
(see also [17]. Nonetheless, several facts suggest the potential sufficiency of bumblebees
to complete the pollination niche of introduced blueberry. First, they represent high-
quality pollinators for this plant species (this study; [36,39,50]. Second, they seem to
show population sizes high enough for pollination, tracking the variable number of open
flowers throughout the bloom (Figure S1). Third, they maintain their activity across
different weather conditions, even during low temperatures and high humidity (Figure 2C).
Fourth, we cannot reject the hypothesis of a negative interaction between bumblebees and
honeybee, suggesting that bumblebees could most likely recover their displaced pollinator
role in the absence of honeybee. Raising farmers’ awareness of insect biodiversity, through
focusing on wild bumblebees, thus appears to be a major target for the sustainable farming
of introduced blueberry in northern Spain.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/
10.3390/insects12070595/s1. Figure S1: Blueberry flowering phenology throughout the sampling
period, showing percentage of still-closed, open, and already-fallen flowers. On each sampling
day, we counted the number of flowers open, still closed or already fallen in 20 selected plants,
and calculated the corresponding percentages by averaging data from the 20 plants every sampling
day. Figure S2: Relative abundance of the three species of bumblebees visiting blueberry flowers
throughout the sampling period (A), and correlation between the daily abundance of the three
bumblebee species (B) (r = 0.742; p < 0.01 for B. terrestris-B. pratorum, and r = 0.622; p < 0.05 for
B. terrestris-B. pascuorum; and r = 0.781; p < 0.01 for B. terrestris-B. pascuorum). Table S1: Generalized
linear mixed models evaluating the difference in temperature and relative humidity between bloom
periods (early vs. late). The error distribution family, the link type, the number of observations (N),
as well as the variance (±SD) for date and time (random factors) are also shown. Models estimated
with the lmer function from lme4 R-package. Table S2: Generalized linear mixed models evaluating
the effect of temperature and relative humidity on the number of honeybees, Apis mellifera, and
bumblebees, Bombus spp., per census, in early and late bloom. The error distribution family, the link
type, the number of observations (N), as well as the variance (±SD) depending on date and time
(random factors) are also shown. Figure S3: Response surface of honeybee and bumblebees visiting
blueberry flowers according to temperature and time of day in early and late bloom. Dots within
the plots indicate the combinations of time and temperature registered during sampling (censuses).
Colour contours are interpolated from the number of visits recorded in censuses. The colour scales
represent the number of visits. Response surfaces are generated using Surfer 8 (Golden Software Inc.,
Golden, CO, USA) through the interpolation of all time-temperature combinations recorded during
all censuses (96) to show the expected values of visits in other conditions. They therefore represents
the activity pattern of pollinators in response to time and temperature not only under the observed
conditions but also under hypothetical ones, although this extrapolation should be considered more
cautiously the further the hypothetical conditions are from those observed.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/insects12070595/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/insects12070595/s1


Insects 2021, 12, 595 12 of 14

Author Contributions: M.M. and D.G. conceived and designed the research, supervised field data
collection, analysed the data, and wrote and approved the manuscript. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The study was supported by grants INIA-RTA2013-00139-C03-01 and INIA-RTA2017-
00051-C02-01 (Ministerio de Economía, Industria y Competitividad (MinECo) and Fondo Europeo de
Desarrollo Regional) to MM.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data available on request from the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: We thank A. Núñez, R. Martínez-Sastre and D. Luna for field support, the
plantation owners for allowing access, and R. Lendrum for linguistic advice.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Klein, A.M.; Vaissiere, B.E.; Cane, J.H.; Steffan-Dewenter, I.; Cunningham, S.A.; Kremen, C.; Tscharntke, T. Importance of

pollinators in changing landscapes for world crops. Proc. Roy Soc. B 2007, 274, 303–313. [CrossRef]
2. Garibaldi, L.A.; Steffan-Dewenter, I.; Winfree, R.; Aizen, M.A.; Bommarco, R.; Cunningham, S.A.; Kremen, C.; Carvalheiro, L.G.;

Harder, L.; Afik, O.; et al. Wild pollinators enhance fruit set of crops regardless of honey bee abundance. Science 2013, 339,
1608–1611. [CrossRef]

3. Miñarro, M.; García, D.; Martínez-Sastre, R. Los insectos polinizadores en la agricultura: Importancia y gestión de su biodiversidad.
Ecosistemas 2018, 72, 81–90. [CrossRef]

4. Phillips, R.D.; Peakall, R.; van der Niet, T.; Johnson, S.D. Niche perspectives on plant–pollinator interactions. Trends Plant Sci.
2020, 25, 779–793. [CrossRef]

5. Garibaldi, L.A.; Bartomeus, I.; Bommarco, R.; Klein, A.; Cunningham, S.A.; Aizen, M.A.; Boreux, V.; Garratt, M.P.D.; Carval-
heiro, L.G.; Kremen, C.; et al. Trait matching of flower visitors and crops predicts fruit set better than trait diversity. J. Appl. Ecol.
2015, 52, 1436–1444. [CrossRef]

6. Schleuning, M.; Fründ, J.; García, D. Predicting ecosystem functions from biodiversity and mutualistic networks: An extension of
trait-based concepts to plant–animal interactions. Ecography 2015, 38, 380–392. [CrossRef]

7. Pisanty, G.; Afik, O.; Wajnberg, E.; Mandelik, Y. Watermelon pollinators exhibit complementarity in both visitation rate and
single-visit pollination efficiency. J. Appl. Ecol. 2016, 53, 360–370. [CrossRef]

8. Altieri, M.A. Agroecology: The Science of Sustainable Agriculture; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FA, USA, 2018.
9. Pérez-Méndez, N.; Andersson, G.K.; Requier, F.; Hipólito, J.; Aizen, M.A.; Morales, C.L.; Garibaldi, L.A. The economic cost of

losing native pollinator species for orchard production. J. Appl. Ecol. 2020, 57, 599–608. [CrossRef]
10. Rodríguez-Saona, C.; Vincent, C.; Isaacs, R. Blueberry IPM: Past successes and future challenges. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2019, 64,

95–114. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. MacKenzie, K.E. Pollination requirements of three highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum L.) cultivars. J. Am. Soc. Hortic. Sci.

1997, 122, 891–896. [CrossRef]
12. Campbell, J.W.; Kimmel, C.B.; Bammer, M.; Stanley-Stahr, C.; Daniels, J.C.; Ellis, J.D. Managed and wild bee flower visitors and

their potential contribution to pollination services of low-chill highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum L.; Ericales: Ericaceae).
J. Econ. Entomol. 2018, 111, 2011–2016. [CrossRef]

13. Kendall, L.K.; Gagic, V.; Evans, L.J.; Cutting, B.T.; Scalzo, J.; Hanusch, Y.; Rader, R. Self-compatible blueberry cultivars require
fewer floral visits to maximize fruit production than a partially self-incompatible cultivar. J. Appl. Ecol. 2020, 57, 2454–2462.
[CrossRef]

14. Tuell, J.K.; Ascher, J.S.; Isaacs, R. Wild bees (Hymenoptera: Apoidea: Anthophila) of the Michigan highbush blueberry agroe-
cosystem. Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 2009, 102, 275–287. [CrossRef]

15. Adamson, N.L.; Roulston, T.H.; Fell, R.D.; Mullins, D.E. From April to August—Wild bees pollinating crops through the growing
season in Virginia, USA. Environ. Entomol. 2012, 41, 813–821. [CrossRef]

16. Gibbs, J.; Elle, E.; Bobiwash, K.; Haapalainen, T.; Isaacs, R. Contrasting pollinators and pollination in native and non-native
regions of highbush blueberry production. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0158937.

17. Benjamin, F.E.; Winfree, R. Lack of pollinators limits fruit production in commercial blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). Environ.
Entomol. 2014, 43, 1574–1583. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Starast, M.; Tasa, T.; Mänd, M.; Vool, E.; Paal, T.; Karp, K. Effect of cultivation area on lowbush blueberry nectar production
and pollinator composition. In Proceedings of the X International Symposium on Vaccinium and Other Superfruits, Maastricht,
The Netherlands, 17–22 June 2012; Volume 1017, pp. 469–478.

19. Vieli, L.; Davis, F.W.; Kendall, B.E.; Altieri, M. Landscape effects on wild Bombus terrestris (Hymenoptera: Apidae) queens visiting
highbush blueberry fields in south-central Chile. Apidologie 2016, 47, 711–716. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.3721
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1230200
http://doi.org/10.7818/ECOS.1394
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2020.03.009
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12530
http://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.00983
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12574
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13561
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-011118-112147
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30629894
http://doi.org/10.21273/JASHS.122.6.891
http://doi.org/10.1093/jee/toy215
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13751
http://doi.org/10.1603/008.102.0209
http://doi.org/10.1603/EN12073
http://doi.org/10.1603/EN13314
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25313694
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13592-015-0422-6


Insects 2021, 12, 595 13 of 14

20. Miñarro, M.; García, D. Complementarity and redundancy in the functional niche of cider apple pollinators. Apidologie 2018, 49,
789–802. [CrossRef]

21. Cusser, S.; Haddad, N.M.; Jha, S. Unexpected functional complementarity from non-bee pollinators enhances cotton yield.
Agriculture. Ecosyst. Environ. 2021, 314, 107415. [CrossRef]

22. Dag, A.; Eisikowitch, D. The influence of hive location on honeybee foraging activity and fruit set in melons grown in plastic
greenhouses. Apidologie 1995, 26, 511–519. [CrossRef]

23. Dogterom, M.H.; Winston, M.L. Pollen storage and foraging by honey bees (Hymenoptera: Apidae) in highbush blueberries
(Ericaceae), cultivar Bluecrop. Can. Entomol. 1999, 131, 757–768. [CrossRef]

24. Girard, M.; Chagnon, M.; Fournier, V. Pollen diversity collected by honey bees in the vicinity of Vaccinium spp. crops and its
importance for colony development. Botany 2012, 90, 545–555. [CrossRef]

25. Pinilla-Gallego, M.S.; Isaacs, R. Pollen Use by Osmia lignaria (Hymenoptera: Megachilidae) in Highbush Blueberry Fields. Ann.
Entomol. Soc. Am. 2018, 111, 335–340. [CrossRef]

26. Thomson, D. Competitive interactions between the invasive European honey bee and native bumble bees. Ecology 2004, 85,
458–470. [CrossRef]

27. Rogers, S.R.; Cajamarca, P.; Tarpy, D.R.; Burrack, H.J. Honey bees and bumble bees respond differently to inter-and intra-specific
encounters. Apidologie 2013, 44, 621–629. [CrossRef]

28. Angelella, G.M.; McCullough, C.T.; O’Rourke, M.E. Honey bee hives decrease wild bee abundance, species richness, and fruit
count on farms regardless of wildflower strips. Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 1–12. [CrossRef]

29. Cane, J.H.; Payne, J.A. Regional, annual and seasonal variation in pollinator guilds: Intrinsic traits of bees (Hymenoptera:
Apoidea) underlie their patterns of abundance at Vaccinium ashei (Ericaceae). Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 1993, 86, 577–588. [CrossRef]

30. Rogers, S.R.; Tarpy, D.R.; Burrack, H.J. Bee species diversity enhances productivity and stability in a perennial crop. PLoS ONE
2014, 9, e97307. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Cutler, G.C.; Nams, V.O.; Craig, P.; Sproule, J.M.; Sheffield, C.S. Wild bee pollinator communities of lowbush blueberry fields:
Spatial and temporal trends. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2015, 16, 73–85. [CrossRef]

32. Nooten, S.S.; Odanaka, K.; Rehan, S.M. Characterization of wild bee communities in apple and blueberry orchards. Agric. For.
Entomol. 2020, 22, 157–168. [CrossRef]

33. Tuell, J.K.; Isaacs, R. Weather during bloom affects pollination and yield of highbush blueberry. J. Econ. Entomol. 2010, 103,
557–562. [CrossRef]

34. Heinrich, B. Thermoregulation in bumblebees. J. Comp. Physiol. 1975, 96, 155–166. [CrossRef]
35. Thomson, J.D.; Goodell, K. Pollen removal and deposition by honeybee and bumblebee visitors to apple and almond flowers. J.

Appl. Ecol. 2001, 38, 1032–1044. [CrossRef]
36. Rogers, S.R.; Tarpy, D.R.; Burrack, H.J. Multiple criteria for evaluating pollinator performance in highbush blueberry (Ericales:

Ericaceae) agroecosystems. Environ. Entomol. 2013, 42, 1201–1209. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. Cane, J.H.; Payne, J.A. Foraging ecology of the bee Habropoda laboriosa (Hymenoptera: Anthophoridae), an oligolege of blueberries

(Ericaceae: Vaccinium) in the southeastern United States. Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 1988, 81, 419–427. [CrossRef]
38. Sampson, B.J.; Stringer, S.J.; Marshall, D.A. Blueberry floral attributes and their effect on the pollination efficiency of an oligolectic

bee, Osmia ribifloris Cockerell (Megachilidae: Apoidea). HortScience 2013, 48, 136–142. [CrossRef]
39. Javorek, S.K.; Mackenzie, K.E.; Vander Kloet, S.P. Comparative pollination effectiveness among bees (Hymenoptera: Apoidea) on

lowbush blueberry (Ericaceae: Vaccinium angustifolium). Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 2002, 95, 345–351. [CrossRef]
40. Sun, Q.; Zhao, X.; Wu, L.; Zhao, J.; Yang, Y.; Zhang, Y. Differences in Pollination Efficiency Among Three Bee Species in a

Greenhouse and Their Effects on Yield and Fruit Quality of Northern Highbush ‘Bluecrop’ Blueberry. HortScience 2021, 56,
603–607. [CrossRef]

41. Sampson, B.J.; Cane, J.H. Pollination efficiencies of three bee (Hymenoptera: Apoidea) species visiting rabbiteye blueberry. J.
Econ. Entomol. 2000, 93, 1726–1731. [CrossRef]

42. FAOSTAT. 2021. Available online: http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#home (accessed on 26 April 2021).
43. García, J.C.; García, G.; Ciordia, M. El Cultivo del Arándano en el Norte de España; SERIDA: Asturias, Spain, 2018.
44. Dogterom, M.H.; Winston, M.L.; Mukai, A. Effect of pollen load size and source (self, outcross) on seed and fruit production in

highbush blueberry cv. Bluecrop (Vaccinium corymbosum; Ericaceae). Am. J. Bot. 2000, 87, 1584–1591. [CrossRef]
45. Nicholson, C.C.; Koh, I.; Richardson, L.L.; Beauchemin, A.; Ricketts, T.H. Farm and landscape factors interact to affect the supply

of pollination services. Agriculture. Ecosyst. Environ. 2017, 250, 113–122. [CrossRef]
46. Miñarro, M.; Twizell, K.W. Pollination services provided by wild insects to kiwifruit (Actinidia deliciosa). Apidologie 2015, 46,

276–285. [CrossRef]
47. Wilms, W.; Wiechers, B. Floral resource partitioning between native Melipona bees and the introduced Africanized honey bee in

the Brazilian Atlantic rain forest. Apidologie 1997, 28, 339–355. [CrossRef]
48. Hilgert-Moreira, S.B.; Fernandes, M.Z.; Marchett, C.A.; Blochtein, B. Do different landscapes influence the response of native and

non-native bee species in the Eucalyptus pollen foraging, in southern Brazil? For. Ecol. Manag. 2014, 313, 153–160. [CrossRef]
49. Corbet, S.A.; Fussell, M.; Ake, R.; Fraser, A.; Gunson, C.; Savage, A.; Smith, K. Temperature and the pollinating activity of social

bees. Ecol. Entomol. 1993, 18, 17–30. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s13592-018-0600-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2021.107415
http://doi.org/10.1051/apido:19950608
http://doi.org/10.4039/Ent131757-6
http://doi.org/10.1139/b2012-049
http://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/say028
http://doi.org/10.1890/02-0626
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13592-013-0210-0
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-81967-1
http://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/86.5.577
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0097307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24817218
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2014.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1111/afe.12370
http://doi.org/10.1603/EC09387
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00706595
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2664.2001.00657.x
http://doi.org/10.1603/EN12303
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24280253
http://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/81.3.419
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.48.2.136
http://doi.org/10.1603/0013-8746(2002)095[0345:CPEABH]2.0.CO;2
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI15714-21
http://doi.org/10.1603/0022-0493-93.6.1726
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#home
http://doi.org/10.2307/2656734
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.08.030
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13592-014-0321-2
http://doi.org/10.1051/apido:19970602
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.10.049
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2311.1993.tb01075.x


Insects 2021, 12, 595 14 of 14

50. Ratti, C.M.; Higo, H.A.; Griswold, T.L.; Winston, M.L. Bumble bees influence berry size in commercial Vaccinium spp. cultivation
in British Columbia. Can. Entomol. 2008, 140, 348–363. [CrossRef]

51. Albrecht, M.; Schmid, B.; Hautier, Y.; Müller, C.B. Diverse pollinator communities enhance plant reproductive success. Proc. R.
Soc. B Biol. Sci. 2012, 279, 4845–4852. [CrossRef]

52. Martins, K.T.; Gonzalez, A.; Lechowicz, M.J. Pollination services are mediated by bee functional diversity and landscape context.
Agriculture. Ecosyst. Environ. 2015, 200, 12–20. [CrossRef]

53. Nicholson, C.C.; Ricketts, T.H. Wild pollinators improve production, uniformity, and timing of blueberry crops. Agric. Ecosyst.
Environ. 2019, 272, 29–37. [CrossRef]

54. Blüthgen, N.; Klein, A.M. Functional complementarity and specialisation: The role of biodiversity in plant–Pollinator interactions.
Basic Appl. Ecol. 2011, 12, 282–291. [CrossRef]

55. Brittain, C.; Kremen, C.; Klein, A.M. Biodiversity buffers pollination from changes in environmental conditions. Glob. Chang. Biol.
2013, 19, 540–547. [CrossRef]

56. Garratt, M.P.; Brown, R.; Hartfield, C.; Hart, A.; Potts, S.G. Integrated crop pollination to buffer spatial and temporal variability in
pollinator activity. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2018, 32, 77–85. [CrossRef]

57. Brittain, C.; Williams, N.; Kremen, C.; Klein, A.M. Synergistic effects of non-Apis bees and honey bees for pollination services.
Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 2013, 280, 20122767. [CrossRef]

58. Rader, R.; Edwards, W.; Westcott, D.A.; Cunningham, S.A.; Howlett, B.G. Diurnal effectiveness of pollination by bees and flies in
agricultural Brassica rapa: Implications for ecosystem resilience. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2013, 14, 20–27. [CrossRef]

59. Isaacs, R.; Williams, N.; Ellis, J.; Pitts-Singer, T.L.; Bommarco, R.; Vaughan, M. Integrated crop pollination: Combining strategies
to ensure stable and sustainable yields of pollination-dependent crops. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2017, 22, 44–60. [CrossRef]

60. Blaauw, B.R.; Isaacs, R. Flower plantings increase wild bee abundance and the pollination services provided to a pollination–
Dependent crop. J. Appl. Ecol. 2014, 51, 890–898. [CrossRef]

61. Benjamin, F.R.; Reilly, J.; Winfree, R. Pollinator body size mediates the scale at which land use drives crop pollination services. J.
Appl. Ecol. 2014, 51, 440–449. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.4039/n07-065
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.1621
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2014.10.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2018.10.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2010.11.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12043
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2018.06.005
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.2767
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2012.10.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2017.07.003
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12257
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12198

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Site 
	Pollinator Monitoring 
	Environmental Conditions 
	Foraging Behaviour of Pollinators 
	Statistical Analysis 
	Relationship between Bumblebee and Honeybee Abundance 
	Environmental Niche of Bumblebees and Honeybee 
	Foraging Behaviour Differences between Pollinators 


	Results 
	Relationship between Bumblebee and Honeybee Abundance 
	Environmental Niche of Bumblebees and Honeybee 
	Foraging Behaviour Differences between Pollinators 

	Discussion 
	Spatio-Temporal Segregation in the Blueberry Pollinator Assemblage 
	Environmental Segregation between Bumblebees and Honeybee 
	Differences in Foraging Behaviour between Bumblebees and Honeybee 
	Complementarity between Bumblebees and Honeybee and the Pollination Niche of Blueberry 

	Conclusions 
	References

