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Pollinator-mediated selection is expected to constrain floral color variation within plant
populations. Here, we test for patterns of constraint on floral color variation in 38
bee- and/or hummingbird-pollinated plant species from Colorado, United States. We
collected reflectance spectra for at least 15 individuals in each of 1-3 populations of
each species (total 78 populations) and modeled perceived color variation in both bee
and bird visual spaces. We hypothesized that bees would perceive less intraspecific
color variation in bee-pollinated species (vs. bird-pollinated species), and reciprocally,
birds would perceive less color variation in bird-pollinated species (vs. bee-pollinated
species). In keeping with the higher dimensionality of the bird visual system, birds
typically perceived much more color variation than bees, regardless of plant pollination
system. Contrary to our hypothesis, bees perceived equal color variation within plant
species from the two pollination systems, and birds perceived more color variation
in species that they pollinate than in bee-pollinated species. We propose hypotheses
to account for the results, including reduced long-wavelength sensitivity in bees (vs.
birds), and the ideas that potential categorical color vision in birds and larger cognitive
capacities of birds (vs. bees) reduces their potential discrimination against floral color
variants in species that they pollinate, resulting in less stabilizing selection on color within
bird-pollinated vs. bee-pollinated species.

Keywords: plant-pollinator interactions, signaling, reflectance spectra, bee vision, avian vision, natural selection,
color polymorphism, color saturation

INTRODUCTION

Among other traits such as scent and size, flower color is a major signal used by pollinators to
identify and choose their host plants (Fenster et al., 2004; Dyer et al., 2012; Schiestl and Johnson,
2013). Because foraging decisions affect visitation, pollination, pollen export and seed set — and
thus plant fitness - pollinators can exert selection on flower color (Waser and Price, 1981; Rausher,
2008; Renoult et al., 2013; Caruso et al., 2019). When flower color variants arise via mutation within
a plant population, they should be frequently selected against, as pollinators can exhibit positive
frequency dependence in their floral color choices (Smithson, 2001; Eckhart et al., 2006). Thus,
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a general prediction is that pollinator-driven stabilizing selection
should limit intrapopulation variation in floral color (Waser and
Price, 1983; Fenster et al., 2004; Rausher, 2008).

Importantly, however, clade-specific color-sensitive receptors
and cognitive mechanisms (Renoult et al., 2017) mean that
floral color variation is in the eye (and brain) of the beholder.
Thus, pollinator-imposed constraints may only be obvious within
the bounds of the visual space of the pollinator, and color
variation may be less constrained in the visual spaces of non-
pollinators (Paine et al,, 2019). Central to testing hypotheses
about constraints on flower color is the idea of discrimination
thresholds within pollinator visual spaces. Within a visual
space, greater distance between a pair of colors predicts greater
discriminability, but all organisms have thresholds below which
discrimination is not possible (e.g., Wyszecki and Stiles, 2000;
Dyer and Chittka, 2004; Olsson et al., 2018). For example,
within the color-hexagon model of bee vision (Chittka, 1992),
bees are typically unable to distinguish colors separated by a
Euclidean distance of 0.11 units (e.g., Dyer and Chittka, 2004).
Taxon-specific discrimination thresholds allow standardized
comparisons of the color variation perceived by different animal
taxa (viewing the same set of signals) or perceived by a single
animal taxon (viewing different sets of signals).

Using these methods, patterns of floral color variation were
recently examined for 34 populations of 14 species of New
Mexican bee-pollinated plants, using modeling of visual spaces
of bees, birds and humans. For >70% of populations, >95%
of pairwise flower-flower comparisons were indistinguishable to
bees, consistent with (but not proving) a history of stabilizing
selection on flower color mediated by the bee visual system (Paine
et al., 2019). Further, these pairs of conspecific flowers were
typically visually distinct to humans and birds (non-pollinators
of these plants). These findings suggest that human-perceived
floral color variation within populations might persist because
it is effectively invisible to pollinators. Under these conditions,
human-perceived color may evolve neutrally (via drift) or via
indirect selection on correlated characters such as drought- or
herbivore-resistance, given known pleiotropy between flower
pigmentation and these characters (Simms and Bucher, 1996;
Schemske and Bierzychudek, 2001; Warren and Mackenzie, 2001;
Irwin et al., 2003; Strauss et al., 2004; Vaidya et al., 2018).

Investigations into intraspecific flower color variation are
in their infancy (van der Kooi et al, 2019), and specific
hypotheses relating perceived intraspecific variation in flower
color to the interaction between pollinator visual systems and
pollination systems have not yet been developed. While one
might be tempted to hypothesize that a pollinator should
perceive less color variation within plant species it pollinates,
relative to variation perceived by a non-pollinator viewing the
same species, this is unlikely to be uniformly true because of
differences in overall visual acuity of different animal groups.
Dimensionality (the number of receptor types) differs among
pollinators. The linear separability of points in any colorspace
will generally increase when projected into a higher-dimensional
space (Cover, 1965), suggesting that perceived color differences
will tend to increase with the number of available input
channels. Thus, tetrachromatic birds should typically have finer

spectral resolution than trichromatic bees, though taxon-specific
variation in receptor sensitivities and post-receptor processing
mean that bees can likely achieve finer discrimination than birds
in certain regions within the UV-through-green wavelengths
(Vorobyev, 1997; Dyer and Chittka, 2004; Caves et al., 2018).
These considerations lead us to propose a distinct hypothesis:
if pollinator-mediated stabilizing selection has been important
in shaping flower color, a pollinator should perceive less color
variation within plant species it pollinates, relative to species it
does not pollinate (and thus has had no opportunity to shape).
In terms of a dataset consisting of flower colors for populations
of plant species pollinated by two different pollinator groups, this
would manifest as perceived variation being a function of a visual
space x pollination system interaction. Here, we test for such a
pattern using 78 populations of 38 bee- and/or hummingbird-
pollinated plant species from Colorado, United States. We
use visual modeling of discrimination thresholds to estimate
relative amounts of perceived color variation. Specifically, we
hypothesize that bees should perceive less intrapopulation color
variation in bee-pollinated (vs. bird-pollinated) plant species;
and reciprocally, birds should perceive less intrapopulation color
variation in bird-pollinated (vs. bee-pollinated) plant species.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study Area

The study was conducted in the Elk Mountains surrounding the
Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory (RMBL) in Gothic, CO,
United States (N 38.95807°, W 106.98853°; elev. 2889 m). The
area is topographically and biotically diverse (Zorio et al., 2016),
with over 1000 species of flowering forbs and shrubs reported
from a 10 km radius of RMBL'. Bees, flies and hummingbirds
(Trochilidae) are the major pollinators in this ecosystem;
hummingbirds are the only bird pollinators. Lepidopteran
pollinators are present but less common (Miller, 1978; Moldenke
and Lincoln, 1979; Campbell et al., 1998). Elevational gradients
in flower color in this area have been previously described
(Gray et al., 2018).

Study Species and Field Collection

During Summer 2019 (June Ist - August 12th), we
opportunistically collected population-level samples from
78 populations of 38 flowering plant species (1-3 populations per
species, mean = 2.1). Table 1 presents the species information.
These species generally represented the commonly encountered
bee- and bird-pollinated angiosperm forbs and shrubs of the
area, but phylogenetic representation was broadened by typically
limiting consideration to no more than two species per plant
family. However, we targeted bird-pollinated species to increase
their representation, since there are fewer bird-pollinated than
insect-pollinated species in the area; this resulted in heavier
sampling in certain families (e.g., Orobanchaceae; Table 1). In
total we sampled from 20 families, with a mean of 1.9 and a range
of 1-6 species per family (Table 1). For all species not readily

1soroherbaria.org, downloaded 2020-07-22.
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TABLE 1 | Plant species examined in this study and their pollination systems.

Family Species Species code Human hue Pollination system
Asteraceae Balsamorhiza sagittata Basa Yellow to light orange Bee
Helianthella quinquenervis Hequ Yellow Bee
Boraginaceae Hydrophyllum fendleri Hyfe Pinkish white Bee
Mertensia ciliata Meci Bright blue to pink or purple o Bee
Mertensia fusiformis Mefu Dark blue to light purple o Bee
Campanulaceae Campanula rotundifolia Caro Dark to light purple o Bee
Caprifoliaceae Lonicera involucrata Loin Reddish or greenish yellow Bee/Bird
Fabaceae Lathyrus lanszwertii Lala White and pink Bee
Lupinus polyphyllus Lupo Blue to purple o Bee
Vicia americana Viam Magenta o Bee
Gentianaceae Frasera speciosa Frsp White, purple, and green Bee
Geraniaceae Geranium viscosissimum Gevi Pink to white Bee
Grossulariaceae Ribes montigenum Rimo Coral to red o Bee/Fly
Liliaceae Erythronium grandiflorum Ergr Yellow Bee
Linaceae Linum lewisii Lile Sky blue to deep blue @ Bee/Fly
Montiaceae Claytonia lanceolata Clla White and pink Bee
Onagraceae Chamerion angustifolium Chan Pink to fuchsia o Bee
Orobanchaceae Castilleja chromosa Cach Deep red o Bird
Castilleja linariifolia Cali Red to orange o Bird
Castilleja miniata Cami Red to orange o Bird
Castilleja rhexiifolia Carh Magenta to lavender o Bird
Castilleja sulphurea Casu Off-white to green Bee
Pedicularis bracteosa Pebr Greenish white Bee
Phrymaceae Mimulus guttatus Migu Yellow to light orange Bee
Plantaginaceae Penstemon caespitosus Peca Light purple to blue o Bee
Penstemon rydbergii Pery Light purple to blue o Bee
Penstemon strictus Pest Lavender to pinkish Bee
Penstemon whippleanus Pewh Deep purple to indigo [ ) Bee
Polemoniaceae Ipomopsis aggregata Ipag Scarlet o Bird
lpomopsis tenuituba Ipte Coral red to pink o Bird
Polygonaceae Eriogonum umbellatum var. aureum Erum Greenish yellow to red Bee/Fly
Ranunculaceae Aquilegia coerulea Agco White to lavender Bee/Hawkmoth
Aquilegia elegantula Agel Red and yellow o Bird
Delphinium barbeyi Deba Light purple to indigo o Bee
Delphinium nuttallianum Denu Purple to blue o Bee/Bird
Rosaceae Fragaria virginiana ssp. glauca Frvi White Bee
Pentaphylloides floribunda Pefl Yellow Bee
Violaceae Viola praemorsa Vipr Yellow and brown Bee/Fly

Colored dots representing the dominant flower hue in human visual space were created by extracting RGB values from a representative pixel from a digital image of each
species. Citations for pollination system information are given in Supplementary Appendix Table A2.

identifiable in the field, one or more voucher specimens were
deposited in the RMBL herbarium (specimen list available via
soroherbaria.org with Asher K. Smith as collector and “RMBL’
as institution).

Population-level samples consisted of an individual flower or
inflorescence collected from each of 15 individual plants (1239
total individual plants sampled). For the family Asteraceae, an
inflorescence is morphologically integrated to function as a single
flower, and therefore we treat their inflorescences as “flowers.”
Similarly, we collected inflorescences for species for which bracts
contribute to showiness and pollinator attraction (e.g., the genus
Castilleja). We defined populations spatially; we sampled a given
species only from locations > 1 km distant or at >100 m elevation

change from other sampling areas and separated by areas where
the species was not present.

Pollination System Classifications

To identify the pollinators for each of the 38 plant species, we
conducted a literature review, supplemented with local natural
history knowledge. Categorizations of the pollination system
(“Bee;” “Bird,” “Bee/Fly;,” “Bee/Bird,” and “Bee/Hawkmoth”) for
each species and source citations are presented in Supplementary
Appendix Table S2. Single categorizations (e.g., “Bee”) indicate
species with a single expected dominant pollinator group, but
do not preclude that other pollinator groups contribute in
minor roles. Dual categorizations (e.g., “Bee/Fly”) denote a mixed
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pollination system where either there is no dominant group (e.g.,
~50:50 contributions by two groups), or that there is not enough
resolution to identify the dominant group.

Spectrophotometry

We took spectral readings within 12 h of flower collection.
For species with multiple human-distinguishable color patches
present within a single flower or inflorescence, we chose a patch
representing the greatest surface area when considered from the
viewpoint of an approaching pollinator. Typically, an individual
petal or bract was mounted on cellophane tape and affixed to the
bottom of the probe-holder block. The same petal or bract region
was used consistently across all individuals within a species (for
details on flower preparation for each species, see Supplementary
Appendix Table S3). Spectrometer readings (spanning 300-
700 nm) were taken using an Avantes model 2048 spectrometer,
a bifurcated coaxial fiber optic reflectance probe (Avantes FCR-
7uv200-2-ME) and an AvaLight-XE xenon light source (Avantes
BV, Apeldoorn, Netherlands). Calibration was first made relative
to a diffuse white PFTE tile (Avantes WS-2). Integration time
was 10 ms. To reduce specular reflectance (Chittka and Kevan,
2005), measurements were taken with the fiber optic probe held
at 45° to, and at 8.0 mm from, the flower surface, with the petal
tip facing away from the probe. Our sampling design of one
spectrum per flower was informed by Dalrymple et al. (2015),
which indicated that flower color can be quite precisely estimated
with a single measurement.

Spectral Processing and Visual Modeling
We used the R package ‘pavo’ (Maia et al., 2019) for spectral
processing and visual modeling. We first trimmed the spectra
to 300-700 nm and set spurious negative reflectance values to
zero. We then estimated the subjective perception of floral signals
using the receptor-noise limited model for birds (Vorobyev and
Osorio, 1998) and the color hexagon model for bees (Chittka,
1992). Each model allows colors to be represented as points in a
space delimited by the number and sensitivity of photoreceptors,
while accounting for factors such as veiling and incident light, the
structure of viewing backgrounds and signals, and more species-
specific features of visual processing and perception (Kemp et al.,
2015; Maia and White, 2018).

In these color spaces, the distances between points can be
interpreted as measures of the subjective difference between
colors, with values less than a behaviorally validated ‘threshold’
of discrimination likely to be indiscriminable to a given viewer.
In the receptor-noise limited model for birds, color distances are
expressed as weighted Euclidean distances (AS), with a value
of 1.0 for diurnal birds taken to (conservatively) delimit the
threshold below which colors are expected to be indiscriminable
under ecologically relevant conditions (reviewed in Wyszecki
and Stiles, 2000; Olsson et al., 2018). In the color hexagon
for bees, hue is indicated by the radial angle and saturation
(spectral purity) is indicated by the distance from the (0,0)
origin (Chittka, 1992). Testing of bumblebee and honeybee
behavior under laboratory conditions has determined that colors
separated by a Euclidean distance of 0.11 ‘hexagon units’
are indiscriminable without aversive differential conditioning,

i.e, training with simultaneously presented rewarding and
aversive colored stimuli (Dyer and Chittka, 2004; Dyer and
Neumeyer, 2005; Dyer, 2006). We used the receptor sensitivities
of Apis mellifera (Peitsch et al, 1992) as a representative
bee pollinator, since the hexagon model is well validated in
this species and the sensitivities of photopigments underlying
trichromatic vision in the Hymenoptera are highly conserved
(Briscoe and Chittka, 2001).

For birds, we used the visual phenotype of an average violet-
sensitive (VS) avian viewer for receptor-noise modeling, as the
preponderance of evidence suggests that hummingbirds have a
VS rather than UVS (ultraviolet-sensitive) system (reviewed in
Stoddard et al., 2020). To test the robustness of our results to
this assumption, we also modeled birds as UVS; doing so did
not qualitatively change any of the patterns or significance levels
(results not shown). We specified a relative receptor density of
1:2:2:4 (ultraviolet: short: medium: long wavelength receptors),
used a signal-to-noise ratio yielding a Weber fraction of 0.1 and
a D65 ‘standard daylight’ illuminant, and assumed that noise
is proportional to the Weber fraction and independent of the
magnitude of receptor stimulation (Vorobyev and Osorio, 1998).

Statistical Analysis

Background

To explore spectral differences between plants exhibiting
different pollination systems, we examined saturation (spectral
purity). Bees are expected to have selected for highly saturated
colors (Lunau, 1990; Lunau et al., 1996; Rohde et al., 2013). We fit
linear mixed-effects models to the data via maximum likelihood
using R package Ime4’ (Bates et al., 2015), with saturation as the
response variable, and visual system (bee vs. bird), pollination
system, and their interaction as predictors. Plant species and
population (nested within species) were included as random
effects. This analysis focused on only plant species with “Bird”
and “Bee” pollination systems (n = 62 populations of 31 species).

Bee and Bird Perception of Intrapopulation Floral
Color Variation

To address our focal question, we compared pairwise distances
in color space to the relevant discrimination threshold, as
delineated above (see also Paine et al., 2019). With 15
samples, there are 15!/(2!(15-2)!) = 105 possible pairwise
(flower-flower) comparisons per population. The fraction of
these intrapopulation comparisons that are discriminable to a
given viewer we call the “fraction discriminable.” We tabulated
comparisons using a custom R script (R Core Team, 2020).

To compare levels of variation perceived by bees vs. birds,
we fit linear mixed-effects models to the data via maximum
likelihood using R package 1me4’ (Bates et al., 2015). Fraction
discriminable was the response variable, with visual system
(bee vs. bird), pollination system, and their interaction as
predictors. Plant species and population (nested within species)
were included as random effects. The main analysis focused on
only plant species with “Bird” and “Bee” pollination systems
(n = 62 populations of 31 species). To test the robustness of the
results to inclusion of the seven species with mixed pollination
systems in various ways, separate models were examined where
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(1) the two “Bee/Bird” species were included with “Bee;” for a total
of 33 species; (2) the two “Bee/Bird” species were included with
“Bird,” for a total of 33 species; and (3) the four “Bee/Fly” and the
single “Bee/Hawkmoth” species were both included with “Bee,”
for a total of 36 species.

To examine whether the amount of floral color variation
is correlated across visual spaces, we regressed bird fraction
discriminable on bee fraction discriminable. Alternative models
with and without two additional predictors, a) pollination system
(bee vs. bird) and b) the interaction between pollination system
and visual system, were evaluated using AICc. For visualization
we used package ‘visreg’ (Breheny and Burchett, 2017).

RESULTS
Background

Overall, we examined 24 bee-pollinated species, seven bird-
pollinated species, and seven species with mixed pollination
systems (four “Bee/Fly; one “Bee/Hawkmoth® and two
“Bee/Bird”); for reflectance spectra, see Supplementary
Appendix Figure S1. Colors of bee-pollinated species were more
highly saturated than those of bird-pollinated species in bee
visual space (p < 0.0001), as expected, but birds do not perceive
differences in saturation between flowers of the two pollination
systems (p = 0.12, Supplementary Appendix Figure S2).

Bee and Bird Perception of

Intrapopulation Floral Color Variation

Across all 38 plant species, mean intrapopulation floral color
variation (percent flower pairs discriminable) was 8.6% (range
0-45.7%) within bee visual space, and 56.2% (range 0-92.4%)
within bird visual space (Figure 1). Across plant populations, bee-
perceived and bird-perceived variation was positively correlated
(Supplementary Appendix Figure S3, p = 0.0003, adj. 72 = 0.38).

In the main analysis including only the 24 “Bee” and seven
“Bird” species, birds perceive greater variation than bees among
flowers of both bee- and bird-pollinated plant species (Figure 2;
main effect of visual system x> = 488.6, p < 0.0001). With
regard to our main hypothesis, we did detect the expected visual
space x pollination system interaction (¥? = 30.2, p < 0.0001).
However, the patterns ran contrary to the hypothesis: bees did
not perceive less color variation in bee-pollinated than bird-
pollinated species (instead perceiving equal variation in the
two groups, Figure 2, contrast t ratio = —0.052, p = 0.9585);
nor did birds perceive less variation in bird-pollinated than
bee-pollinated species (instead, birds perceived more variation
in species they pollinate, Figure 2, contrast t ratio = —4.695,
p < 0.0001). As a consequence of this large difference in bird
visual space, averaged across visual spaces, bee-pollinated species
exhibited overall lower perceived floral color variation than
did bird-pollinated species (main effect of pollination system,
x2 =7.4, p=0.0065).

The above patterns were qualitatively similar (all effects
remained significant and in the same directions) when the
two “Bee/Bird” species (Delphinium nuttallianum, Lonicera
involucrata) were included with “Bee” species, when they were
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instead included with “Bird” species, or when “Bee/Fly” and
“Bee/Hawkmoth” species were both included with “Bee” species
(Supplementary Appendix Table S4).

DISCUSSION

Our exploration of intrapopulation flower color variation as
perceived by bee and bird pollinators found two major patterns.
First, birds routinely perceive more intrapopulation variation
than do bees; across the plant species examined here, birds were
able to distinguish ~6-9 times more variation than bees (for bee-
pollinated and bird-pollinated species, respectively). Second, the
evidence is not consistent with the hypothesis that a pollinator
should perceive less variation within plant species it pollinates,
relative to species it does not pollinate. We estimated that
bees perceived equal color variation within populations of bee-
pollinated (vs. bird-pollinated) species; further, and in a striking
departure from the hypothesis, birds perceived more flower color
variation within plant species for which they are the dominant
pollinator, relative to bee-pollinated plant species.

Bee Perception of Intrapopulation Flower

Color Variation

We found that bees typically perceive very little color variation
within plant populations that they visit, even for species that
exhibit clear variation to humans. These results echo those of

Paine et al. (2019), who examined a non-overlapping set of bee-
pollinated plant species roughly 450 km to the south of the
current study area. However, the inclusion of bird-pollinated
species in the current study made it clear that low bee-perceived
variation holds for plant species for whom bees play little or no
role in pollination. This pattern may arise if the signals of non-
bee pollinated species are constrained by their own pollinators
(with the shared fundamentals of color vision translating the
‘signature’ of low-variation to bee visual space), although we
note this is unlikely in the current study given the large amount
of spectral variation found in populations of bird-pollinated
species. Alternatively, the pattern could arise if variation within
non-bee pollinated species is biased toward a spectral region
to which bees are less sensitive. This scenario is particularly
plausible in the current study given that our non-bee pollinators
are tetrachromatic birds which possess a richer color-sense that
extends into the long-wavelength ‘red’ region (Chittka, 1992;
Hart, 2001; Stoddard et al., 2020). The signals of all seven
species classified as bird-pollinated in this study are dominated
by long-wavelength reflectance (i.e., they are ‘red, in human-
subjective terms; Table 1), as consistent with general evidence
of partitioning between insect and bird-pollinated flowers along
a ‘red arm’ (Burd et al, 2014). Thus any variation within the
‘red arm’ of our sampled bird-pollinated species will be relatively
difficult for bee viewers to perceive, meshing with a theme in the
literature that long-wavelength reflection may be part of a suite
of adaptations making it difficult for bees to find and visit bird
flowers (Castellanos et al., 2004; Wessinger et al., 2014; Bergamo
et al., 2016; see also Chittka and Waser, 1997). Further, with the
exception of Aquilegia elegantula, none of our seven red bird-
pollinated species reflect in the UV (Supplementary Appendix
Figure S1, panel A). This pattern matches expectations that
hummingbird-pollinated red flowers should lack UV reflectance;
such flowers are achromatic in bee visual space and difficult
for bees to detect against the background, perhaps allowing
these floral signals to occupy a ‘private niche’ for hummingbirds
(Lunau et al, 2011). A final general possibility is that low
perceived variation may result from forces other than selection
by the pollinator group in question. Given connections between
the biosynthetic pathways of pigments and other important
compounds in plants, flower color can be under indirect selection
from many different biotic and abiotic selective agents (Strauss
and Whittall, 2006; Caruso et al., 2019).

Bird Perception of Intrapopulation

Flower Color Variation

As expected, birds perceived larger amounts of intrapopulation
floral color variation than did bees, across the dataset. The simple
difference in dimensionality of the two visual spaces will on-
balance give tetrachromatic birds finer spectral resolution than
trichromatic bees, as generally expected (Cover, 1965; Vorobyev,
1997). In addition, spectral filters, such as oil droplets, are
ubiquitous among birds and serve to minimize the overlap
in sensitivity between receptor types (Vorobyev, 2003; Hart
and Vorobyev, 2005). Such filters enhance discrimination as
compared to bee pollinators, whose receptors instead retain
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the broad-band sensitivity inherent to visual pigments (Peitsch
et al,, 1992). Thus our finding that birds likely perceive greater
intraspecific floral variation than bees, irrespective of plant
pollination system, is consistent with these general differences in
their visual systems.

In contrast to our hypothesis that a pollinator should perceive
less variation within plant species it pollinates, relative to
species it does not pollinate, birds were estimated to perceive
more variation within bird-pollinated relative to bee-pollinated
flowers. This pattern is unlikely to arise simply because (as
argued above) birds have an overall richer color-sense than bees.
Because birds sample the full visible spectrum relatively efficiently
(Vorobyev, 1997), we infer that our bird-pollinated species are
indeed more spectrally variable in an absolute sense. We propose
several hypotheses to account for this increased variation and the
resulting discrepancy between the data and our hypothesis. They
share the common theme that birds may not generate as strong
selection against color variants as do bees, and thus ‘tolerate’
higher flower color variation than bees within the plant species
that they pollinate.

First, recent research raises the intriguing possibility that
categorical color perception may be common among birds both
in signaling and non-signaling contexts (Caves et al., 2018; Zipple
et al,, 2019), and so may shape the functional relevance of
apparent signal variation. Categorical perception suggests that (at
least some) birds group color stimuli into categories, most likely
during post-retinal processing, and canalize a consistent response
to those stimuli which share a category despite possessing
the low-level sensory apparatus to allow for discrimination
(Caves et al., 2018; Zipple et al, 2019). A parallel in human
vision is humans’ categorical perception of discrete bands in a
rainbow, despite the continuously varying wavelengths involved.
In examining zebra finch (Taeniopygia guttata) vision in the
context of mate choice and foraging, boundaries within the
orange-red (Caves et al., 2018) and blue-green (Zipple et al,
2019) regions of the spectrum have been documented, such
that color pairs on one side of the boundary were less readily
distinguished than pairs which spanned it, despite approximately
equal color distances between all pairs. For example, in a foraging
experiment where food was available under bicolored (but not
unicolored) disks, finches were less able to increase foraging
success by targeting bicolored disks when the two colors were on
one side of the orange-red boundary, than when the two colors
spanned the boundary, despite equal discriminability (Caves
et al, 2018). As applied to floral signals, then, these results
suggest that heightened color variation in bird visual space is not
necessarily actionable or functionally relevant, and so (compared
to bees) may not as often result in differential fitness among
floral color variants.

A related, but more general, possibility is that the larger
cognitive capacities of birds (vs. bees) could reduce their potential
discrimination against floral color variants in species that they
pollinate, resulting in less stabilizing selection on color within
the avian visual space than within the bee visual space. In
short, the capacities of the avian brain may mean that while
birds may perceive greater variation in flower color (as outlined
above), they are subsequently able to recognize, classify, and/or

remember varying signals as equivalent food resources; thus their
foraging decisions may not punish color variants to the extent
that bees’ might. While bees seem to maintain some level of innate
color preference even after accumulating foraging experience
(Smithson and Macnair, 1996; Rohde et al., 2013), hummingbirds
can be easily trained to switch their color preferences from red to
white flowers if the rewards are better (Meléndez-Ackerman et al.,
1997). The color signals of bird-pollinated flowers may therefore
be (comparatively) less constrained because, unlike bees, such
variation is contended with during higher-level processing.

Finally, different pollinating animals emphasize different
cues to make their foraging decisions. It may be that color
cues are less important to birds than to bees, and thus
are subject to less stabilizing selection by the former. Both
hummingbirds and bees are known to use olfactory cues to
select flowers for visitation (Kessler and Baldwin, 2007; Byers
et al.,, 2014). In a test with Mimulus hybrids, pigmentation had
a weaker effect on determining hummingbird visitation than
bee visitation, with nectar volume (perhaps signaled via scent)
serving as a better predictor for hummingbird visitation rates
(Schemske and Bradshaw, 1999).

Implications for Floral Evolution

It is possible, though by no means guaranteed, that the apparent
high tolerance of flower color variation by bird pollinators means
that bird-pollinated lineages could have higher standing genetic
variation for flower color (vs. bee-pollinated lineages). Given
increasing knowledge about the genetic basis of flower color (e.g.,
Streisfeld and Rausher, 2009), this hypothesis could be tested.
If present, higher standing genetic variation could translate
into different rates or trajectories of flower-color evolution or
diversification in bird vs. bee-pollinated lineages. Interestingly,
diversification rates can be often higher in bird-pollinated than
bee-pollinated lineages (e.g., Aquilegia, Bastida et al, 2010;
Bromeliaceae, Givnish et al., 2014; Gesneriaceae, Serrano-Serrano
et al., 2017), but counterexamples exist where the reverse is true
(Penstemon, Wessinger et al., 2019).

Future Work

Improving our understanding of the relationship between
pollinator-mediated selection and floral color variation will
require progress on the mechanics of categorical vision (Caves
et al., 2018; Zipple et al., 2019). Unfortunately, at this time the
categorical boundaries are not mapped with enough precision
to apply them to datasets such as ours; for example, the UV
region of the spectrum has not been explored for possible
boundaries in birds. Further, it is unknown how widespread the
phenomenon is among birds beyond zebra finches. Hopefully
with progress on mapping boundaries with visual spaces, we
could determine if intrapopulation floral color variation tends to
span (or not span) category boundaries and thus infer whether
selective discrimination between particular floral color variants
is even possible.

Further comparative analyses of patterns of floral color
variation in different groups are needed to determine how often
floral color appears to be constrained within pollinator visual
spaces. For example, comparisons of bee- vs. fly-pollinated plant
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species should be informative as they would be freer of the
noise associated with the vertebrate vs. invertebrate sensory and
cognitive differences discussed above.

Finally, it would be beneficial to more explicitly tie
current selection to floral color variation. Field studies in
wild populations could test whether different pollinator groups
impose different amounts of stabilizing selection on flower color
via inclusion of quadratic terms in phenotypic selection analyses
(Lande and Arnold, 1983). Further, experimental evolution
approaches could be used to explicitly document the rate of
loss of floral color variation from artificially constructed, high-
variance plant populations when exposed to different pollinators.
While focused on a different question, the feasibility of this
approach has been demonstrated by Gervasi and Schiestl (2017),
who found rapid divergence of floral characters in experimental
populations of fast cycling Brassica rapa exposed to bee vs.
hoverfly pollinators.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The dataset generated and analyzed during the current study is
available from the Open Science Framework repository at https:
//doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/4B7ES.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

KW conceived the idea and led the writing of the manuscript.
AS and KW designed the study, and collected plant samples and
the spectral data. AS extracted pollinator classifications from the

REFERENCES

Bastida, J. M., Alcantara, J. M., Rey, P. J., Vargas, P., and Herrera, C. M. (2010).
Extended phylogeny of Aquilegia: the biogeographical and ecological patterns
of two simultaneous but contrasting radiations. Plant Syst. Evol. 284, 171-185.
doi: 10.1007/s00606-009-0243-z

Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B. M., and Walker, S. C. (2015). Fitting linear
mixed-effects models using Ime4. J. Stat. Softw. 67, 1-48. doi: 10.18637/jss.v067.
i01

Bergamo, P. J., Rech, A. R, Brito, V. L. G., and Sazima, M. (2016). Flower colour
and visitation rates of Costus arabicus support the “bee avoidance” hypothesis
for red-reflecting hummingbird-pollinated flowers. Funct. Ecol. 30, 710-720.
doi: 10.1111/1365-2435.12537

Breheny, P., and Burchett, W. (2017). Visualization of regression models using
visreg. R J. 9, 56-71. doi: 10.32614/R]-2017-046

Briscoe, A. D., and Chittka, L. (2001). The evolution of color vision in insects.
Annu. Rev. Entomol. 46, 471-510. doi: 10.1146/annurev.ento.46.1.471

Burd, M., Stayton, C. T., Shrestha, M., and Dyer, A. G. (2014). Distinctive
convergence in Australian floral colours seen through the eyes of Australian
birds. Proc. R. So. B Biol. Sci. 281:20132862. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2013.2862

Byers, K. J. R. P., Bradshaw, H. D., and Riffell, J. A. (2014). Three floral volatiles
contribute to differential pollinator attraction in monkeyflowers (Mimulus).
J. Exp. Biol. 217, 614-623. doi: 10.1242/jeb.092213

Campbell, D. R.,, Waser, N. M., and Wolf, P. G. (1998). Pollen transfer by
natural hybrids and parental species in an Ipomopsis hybrid zone. Evolution 52,
1602-1611. doi: 10.1111/j.1558-5646.1998.tb02241.x

Caruso, C. M., Eisen, K. E., Martin, R. A., and Sletvold, N. (2019). A meta-analysis
of the agents of selection on floral traits. Evolution 73, 4-14. doi: 10.1111/evo.
13639

literature. CW collected samples, performed the plant species
identifications, and curated the specimens. KW and TW analyzed
the data. All authors contributed critically to the drafts and gave
final approval for publication.

FUNDING

This work was funded by University of New Mexico funds.
AS was supported by a fellowship from the RMBL Barclay
Endowment.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank the Rocky Mountain Biological Lab for hosting
this research, especially Jennifer Reithel and Shannon Sprott
who provided important logistical support. Thanks to Carrie
Wu, Brian Inouye, and Karla Alvarado for contributing flower
samples. Many thanks to the RMBL community (in particular
David Inouye, Paul CaraDonna, Jane Ogilvie, Mary Price, Nick
Waser, Diane Campbell, and Mary “Cassie” Stoddard) for
important natural history knowledge and constructive criticism.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2020.
590347/full#supplementary- material

Castellanos, M. C., Wilson, P., and Thomson, J. D. (2004). “Anti-bee” and “pro-
bird” changes during the evolution of hummingbird pollination in Penstemon
flowers. J. Evol. Biol. 17, 876-885. doi: 10.1111/j.1420-9101.2004.00729.x

Caves, E. M., Green, P. A., Zipple, M. N., Peters, S., Johnsen, S., and Nowicki,
S. (2018). Categorical perception of colour signals in a songbird. Nature 560,
365-367. doi: 10.1038/s41586-018-0377-7

Chittka, L. (1992). The colour hexagon: a chromaticity diagram based on
photoreceptor excitations as a generalized representation of colour
opponency. J. Comp. Physiol. A Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 170,
533-543.

Chittka, L., and Kevan, P. G. (2005). “Flower colour as advertisement,” in Practical
Pollination Biology, eds A. Dafni, P. G. Kevan, and B. C. Husband (Cambridge,
ON: Enviroquest Ltd), 157-196.

Chittka, L., and Waser, N. M. (1997). Why red flowers are not invisible to bees. Isr.
J. Plant Sci. 45, 169-183. doi: 10.1080/07929978.1997.10676682

Cover, T. (1965). Geometrical and statistical properties of systems of linear
inequalities with applications in pattern recognition. IEEE Trans. Electron.
Comput. EC 14, 326-344. doi: 10.1109/PGEC.1965.264137

Dalrymple, R. L., Hui, F. K. C., Flores-Moreno, H., Kemp, D. J., and Moles, A. T.
(2015). Roses are red, violets are blue - so how much replication should you do?
An assessment of variation in the colour of flowers and birds. Biol. J. Linn. Soc.
114, 69-81. doi: 10.1111/bij.12402

Dyer, A. G. (2006). Discrimination of flower colours in natural settings by the
bumblebee species Bombus terrestris (Hymenoptera: Apidae). Entomol. Gen. 28,
257-268.

Dyer, A. G., Boyd-Gerny, S., McLoughlin, S., Rosa, M. G. P., Simonov, V.,
and Wong, B. B. M. (2012). Parallel evolution of angiosperm colour signals:
common evolutionary pressures linked to hymenopteran vision. Proc. R. Soc. B
Biol. Sci. 279, 3606-3615. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2012.0827

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 590347


https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/4B7ES
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/4B7ES
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2020.590347/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2020.590347/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00606-009-0243-z
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12537
https://doi.org/10.32614/RJ-2017-046
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ento.46.1.471
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.2862
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.092213
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1998.tb02241.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.13639
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.13639
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2004.00729.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0377-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/07929978.1997.10676682
https://doi.org/10.1109/PGEC.1965.264137
https://doi.org/10.1111/bij.12402
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.0827
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

Whitney et al.

Pollinators and Intraspecific Floral Color Variation

Dyer, A. G., and Chittka, L. (2004). Fine colour discrimination requires differential
conditioning in bumblebees. Naturwissenschaften 91, 224-227. doi: 10.1007/
500114-004-0508-x

Dyer, A. G., and Neumeyer, C. (2005). Simultaneous and successive colour
discrimination in the honeybee (Apis mellifera). J. Comp. Physiol. A Neuroethol.
Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 191, 547-557. doi: 10.1007/s00359-005-0622-z

Eckhart, V. M., Rushing, N. S., Hart, G. M., and Hansen, J. D. (2006).
Frequency-dependent pollinator foraging in polymorphic Clarkia xantiana ssp.
xantiana populations: implications for flower colour evolution and pollinator
interactions. Oikos 112, 412-421.

Fenster, C. B., Armbruster, W. S., Wilson, P., Dudash, M. R., and Thomson, J. D.
(2004). Pollination syndromes and floral specialization. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol.
Syst. 35, 375-403. doi: 10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.34.011802.132347

Gervasi, D. D. L., and Schiestl, F. P. (2017). Real-time divergent evolution in plants
driven by pollinators. Nat. Commun. 8:14691. doi: 10.1038/ncomms14691

Givnish, T. J., Barfuss, M. H. J., Van Ee, B., Riina, R., Schulte, K., and Horres,
R. (2014). Adaptive radiation, correlated and contingent evolution, and net
species diversification in Bromeliaceae. Mol. Phylogenet. Evol. 71, 55-78. doi:
10.1016/j.ympev.2013.10.010

Gray, M., Stansberry, M. J., Lynn, J. S., Williams, C. F., White, T. E., and Whitney,
K. D. (2018). Consistent shifts in pollinator-relevant floral coloration along
rocky mountain elevation gradients. J. Ecol. 106, 1910-1924. doi: 10.1111/1365-
2745.12948

Hart, N. S. (2001). The visual ecology of avian photoreceptors. Prog. Retin. Eye Res.
20, 675-703. doi: 10.1016/S1350-9462(01)00009-X

Hart, N. S., and Vorobyev, M. (2005). Modelling oil droplet absorption spectra
and spectral sensitivities of bird cone photoreceptors. J. Comp. Physiol.
A Neuroethol. Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 191, 381-392. doi: 10.1007/s00359-
004-0595-3

Irwin, R. E., Strauss, S. Y., Storz, S., Emerson, A., and Guibert, G. (2003). The role
of herbivores in the maintenance of a flower color polymorphism in wild radish.
Ecology 84, 1733-1743.

Kemp, D. J., Herberstein, M. E., Fleishman, L. ]., Endler, J. A., Bennett, A. T. D., and
Dyer, A. G. (2015). An integrative framework for the appraisal of coloration in
nature. Am. Natural. 185, 705-724. doi: 10.1086/681021

Kessler, D., and Baldwin, I. T. (2007). Making sense of nectar scents: the effects of
nectar secondary metabolites on floral visitors of Nicotiana attenuata. Plant J.
49, 840-854. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-313X.2006.02995.x

Lande, R, and Arnold, S. (1983). The measurement of selection on correlated
characters. Evolution 37, 1210-1226. doi: 10.2307/2408842

Lunau, K. (1990). Color saturation triggers innate reactions to flower signals -
flower dummy experiments with bumblebees. J. Comp. Physiol. A Sens. Neural
Behav. Physiol. 166, 827-834.

Lunau, K., Papiorek, S., Eltz, T., and Sazima, M. (2011). Avoidance of achromatic
colours by bees provides a private niche for hummingbirds. J. Exp. Biol. 214,
1607-1612. doi: 10.1242/jeb.052688

Lunau, K., Wacht, S., and Chittka, L. (1996). Colour choices of naive bumble bees
and their implications for colour perception. J. Comp. Physiol. A Sens. Neural
Behav. Physiol. 178, 477-489.

Maia, R., Gruson, H., Endler, J. A., and White, T. E. (2019). pavo 2: new tools for the
spectral and spatial analysis of colour in R. Methods Ecol. Evol. 10, 1097-1107.
doi: 10.1111/2041-210X.13174

Maia, R., and White, T. E. (2018). Comparing colors using visual models. Behav.
Ecol. 29, 649-659. doi: 10.1093/beheco/ary017

Meléndez-Ackerman, E., Campbell, D. R., and Waser, N. M. (1997). Hummingbird
behavior and mechanisms of selection on flower color in Ipomopsis. Ecology 78,
2532-2541.

Miller, R. B. (1978). The pollination ecology of Aquilegia elegantula and A. caerulea
(Ranunculaceae) in Colorado. Am. J. Bot. 65, 406-414.

Moldenke, A. R., and Lincoln, P. G. (1979). Pollination ecology in montane
Colorado: a community analysis. Phytologia 42, 349-379.

Olsson, P., Lind, O., and Kelber, A. (2018). Chromatic and achromatic vision:
parameter choice and limitations for reliable model predictions. Behav. Ecol.
29, 273-282. doi: 10.1093/beheco/arx133

Paine, K. C., White, T. E., and Whitney, K. D. (2019). Intraspecific floral
color variation as perceived by pollinators and non-pollinators: evidence for
pollinator-imposed constraints? Evol. Ecol. 33, 461-479. doi: 10.1007/s10682-
019-09991-2

Peitsch, D., Fietz, A., Hertel, H., Desouza, J., Ventura, D., and Menzel, R. (1992).
The spectral input systems of hymenopteran insects and their receptor-based
colour vision. J. Comp. Physiol. A Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 170, 23-40.
doi: 10.1007/BF00190398

R Core Team (2020). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing.
Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Rausher, M. D. (2008). Evolutionary transitions in floral color. Int. J. Plant Sci. 169,
7-21. doi: 10.1086/523358

Renoult, J. P., Kelber, A., and Schaefer, H. M. (2017). Colour spaces in ecology and
evolutionary biology. Biol. Rev. 92, 292-315. doi: 10.1111/brv.12230

Renoult, J. P., Thomann, M., Schaefer, H. M., and Cheptou, P.-O. (2013). Selection
on quantitative colour variation in Centaurea cyanus: the role of the pollinator’s
visual system. J. Evol. Biol. 26, 2415-2427. doi: 10.1111/jeb.12234

Rohde, K., Papiorek, S., and Lunau, K. (2013). Bumblebees (Bombus terrestris) and
honeybees (Apis mellifera) prefer similar colours of higher spectral purity over
trained colours. J. Comp. Physiol. A Neuroethol. Sens. Neural Behav. Physiol. 199,
197-210. doi: 10.1007/s00359-012-0783-5

Schemske, D. W., and Bierzychudek, P. (2001). Perspective: evolution of flower
color in the desert annual Linanthus parryae: wright revisited. Evolution 55,
1269-1282.

Schemske, D. W., and Bradshaw, H. D. (1999). Pollinator preference and the
evolution of floral traits in monkeyflowers (Mimulus). Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 96, 11910-11915. doi: 10.1073/pnas.96.21.11910

Schiestl, F. P., and Johnson, S. D. (2013). Pollinator-mediated evolution of floral
signals. Trends Ecol. Evol. 28, 307-315. doi: 10.1016/j.tree.2013.01.019

Serrano-Serrano, M. L., Rolland, J., Clark, J. L., Salamin, N., and Perret, M. (2017).
Hummingbird pollination and the diversification of angiosperms: an old and
successful association in Gesneriaceae. Proc. R. Soc. B -Biol. Sci. 284:20162816.
doi: 10.1098/rspb.2016.2816

Simms, E. L., and Bucher, M. A. (1996). Pleiotropic effects of flower-color intensity
on herbivore performance on Ipomoea purpurea. Evolution 50, 957-963. doi:
10.2307/2410871

Smithson, A. (2001). “Pollinator preference, frequency dependence, and floral
evolution,” in Cognitive Ecology of Pollination: Animal Behaviour and Floral
Evolution, eds L. Chittka and J. D. Thomson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press), 237-258.

Smithson, A., and Macnair, M. R. (1996). Frequency-dependent selection by
pollinators: mechanisms and consequences with regard to behaviour of
bumblebees Bombus terrestris (L) (Hymenoptera: Apidae). ]. Evol. Biol. 9,
571-588. doi: 10.1046/j.1420-9101.1996.9050571.x

Stoddard, M., Eyster, H., Hogan, B., Morris, D., Soucy, E., and Inouye, D. W.
(2020). Wild hummingbirds discriminate nonspectral colors. Proce. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U.S.A. 117, 15112-15122.

Strauss, S. Y., Irwin, R. E., and Lambrix, V. M. (2004). Optimal defence theory and
flower petal colour predict variation in the secondary chemistry of wild radish.
J. Ecol. 92, 132-141. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2745.2004.00843.x

Strauss, S. Y., and Whittall, J. (2006). “Non-pollinator agents of selection on floral
traits,” in Ecology and Evolution of Flowers, eds L. D. Harder and S. C. H. Barrett
(Oxford: Oxford University Press), 120-138.

Streisfeld, M. A., and Rausher, M. D. (2009). Genetic changes contributing to
the parallel evolution of red floral pigmentation among Ipomoea species. New
Phytol. 183, 751-763. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8137.2009.02929.x

Vaidya, P., McDurmon, A., Mattoon, E., Keefe, M., Carley, L., and Lee, C.-R. (2018).
Ecological causes and consequences of flower color polymorphism in a self-
pollinating plant (Boechera stricta). New Phytol. 218, 380-392. doi: 10.1111/nph.
14998

van der Kooi, C. J., Dyer, A. G., Kevan, P. G., and Lunau, K. (2019). Functional
significance of the optical properties of flowers for visual signalling. Ann. Bot.
123, 263-276. doi: 10.1093/aob/mcy119

Vorobyev, M. (1997). “Costs and benefits of increasing the dimensionality of colour
vision system,” in Biophysics of Photoreception: Molecular and Phototransductive
Events, ed. C. Taddei-Ferretti (Singapore: World Scientific Publishing), 280—
289.

Vorobyev, M. (2003). Coloured oil droplets enhance colour discrimination. Proc.
R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 270, 1255-1261. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2003.2381

Vorobyev, M., and Osorio, D. (1998). Receptor noise as a determinant of colour
thresholds. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 265, 351-358. doi: 10.1098/rspb.1998.
0302

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 590347


https://doi.org/10.1007/s00114-004-0508-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00114-004-0508-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-005-0622-z
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.34.011802.132347
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14691
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2013.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2013.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12948
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12948
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1350-9462(01)00009-X
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-004-0595-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-004-0595-3
https://doi.org/10.1086/681021
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-313X.2006.02995.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2408842
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.052688
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13174
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ary017
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arx133
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-019-09991-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-019-09991-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00190398
https://doi.org/10.1086/523358
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12230
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12234
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-012-0783-5
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.21.11910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2016.2816
https://doi.org/10.2307/2410871
https://doi.org/10.2307/2410871
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1420-9101.1996.9050571.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2745.2004.00843.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2009.02929.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14998
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14998
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcy119
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2381
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0302
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0302
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

Whitney et al.

Pollinators and Intraspecific Floral Color Variation

Warren, J., and Mackenzie, S. (2001). Why are all colour combinations not equally
represented as flower-colour polymorphisms? New Phytol. 151, 237-241. doi:
10.1046/j.1469-8137.2001.00159.x

Waser, N. M., and Price, M. V. (1981). Pollinator choice and stabilizing selection
for flower color in Delphinium nelsonii. Evolution 35, 376-390. doi: 10.1111/].
1558-5646.1981.tb04896.x

Waser, N. M., and Price, M. V. (1983). Pollinator behaviour and natural selection
for flower colour in Delphinium nelsonii. Nature 302, 422-424. doi: 10.1038/
302422a0

Wessinger, C. A., Hileman, L. C., and Rausher, M. D. (2014). Identification of
major quantitative trait loci underlying floral pollination syndrome divergence
in Penstemon. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 369:20130349. doi: 10.1098/rstb.
2013.0349

Wessinger, C. A., Rausher, M. D., and Hilema, L. C. (2019). Adaptation
to hummingbird pollination is associated with reduced diversification in
Penstemon. Evol. Lett. 3, 521-533. doi: 10.1002/ev13.130

Wyszecki, G., and Stiles, W. S. (2000). Color science: Concepts and Methods,
Quantitative Data, and Formulae. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Zipple, M. N., Caves, E. M., Green, P. A,, Peters, S., Johnsen, S., and Nowicki,
S. (2019). Categorical colour perception occurs in both signalling and non-
signalling colour ranges in a songbird. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 286:20190524.
doi: 10.1098/rspb.2019.0524

Zorio, S. D., Williams, C. F., and Aho, K. A. (2016). Sixty-five years of change in
montane plant communities in western Colorado, USA. Arctic Antarctic Alp.
Res. 48, 703-722. doi: 10.1657/AAAR0016-011

Conflict of Interest: 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.

Copyright © 2020 Whitney, Smith, White and Williams. 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) and the copyright owner(s) 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.

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

10

November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 590347


https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.2001.00159.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-8137.2001.00159.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1981.tb04896.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1981.tb04896.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/302422a0
https://doi.org/10.1038/302422a0
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0349
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0349
https://doi.org/10.1002/evl3.130
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.0524
https://doi.org/10.1657/AAAR0016-011
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

	Birds Perceive More Intraspecific Color Variation in Bird-Pollinated Than Bee-Pollinated Flowers
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Study Area
	Study Species and Field Collection
	Pollination System Classifications
	Spectrophotometry
	Spectral Processing and Visual Modeling
	Statistical Analysis
	Background
	Bee and Bird Perception of Intrapopulation Floral Color Variation


	Results
	Background
	Bee and Bird Perception of Intrapopulation Floral Color Variation

	Discussion
	Bee Perception of Intrapopulation Flower Color Variation
	Bird Perception of Intrapopulation Flower Color Variation
	Implications for Floral Evolution
	Future Work

	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	References


