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Chemical pollution is among the fastest-growing agents of global change.
Synthetic chemicals with diverse modes-of-action are being detected in the
tissues of wildlife and pervade entire food webs. Although such pollutants can
elicit a range of sublethal effects on individual organisms, research on how
chemical pollutants affect animal groups is severely lacking. Here we synthesise
research from two related, but largely segregated fields — ecotoxicology and
behavioural ecology - to examine pathways by which chemical contaminants
could disrupt processes that govern the emergence, self-organisation, and collec-
tive function of animal groups. Our review provides a roadmap for prioritising the
study of chemical pollutants within the context of sociality and highlights important
methodological advancements for future research.

Chemical contaminants and animal sociality: a critical but neglected issue
Pollution arising from the production and consumption of synthetic chemicals now outpaces
other environmental megatrends (e.qg., rising CO, emissions [1]). Increasing human reliance,
coupled with world population growth and insufficient regulation, has driven an exponential
rise in the number of chemical products marketed globally (>350 000 [2]), and a corresponding
surge in chemical contaminants infiltrating the environment [3]. Ecosystems worldwide are now
exposed to a staggering array of compounds from agrochemicals [4] and metals [5], to
pharmaceuticals [6] and personal care products [7]. Many pollutants degrade slowly and
remain highly persistent in the environment, while others are released at a near-constant rate
and are thus considered to be ‘pseudo-persistent’. Consequently, chemical compounds
have been detected in the tissues of a wide range of wildlife [8,9], pervading entire food
webs [10,11].

A wealth of research dating back to Rachel Carson’s seminal 1962 publication Silent Spring
[12] has documented the adverse impacts of chemical pollution on wildlife. Besides causing
mortality at acutely lethal levels, chemical pollutants can elicit a range of sublethal effects on
animals, even at minute concentrations — including disrupting their behaviour. Such effects
may be hidden drivers of population declines and ecological instability [13], fuelling calls for
better integration of behavioural indicators into the environmental risk assessment of chemicals
[14]. However, nearly all research in behavioural ecotoxicology (see Glossary) is focused on
behaviours of individual animals, with little consideration for how chemicals might affect social
interactions and emergent group functions. This is a critical oversight because many animals
engage in social interactions over their lifetime and live within highly structured societies or
form loosely structured social groups (Figure 1). These animals coordinate their behaviours
with conspecifics to provide protection against predation, gain reproductive opportunities,
find food, and reduce energy expenditure [15]. Collective behaviour thus directly affects
both individual and group fitness.
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Figure 1. A general categorisation of social systems based on group size and stability, from mostly solitary
species that interact occasionally with conspecifics (e.g., during the breeding season), to cooperative breeding
groups and eusocial societies. While species are often broadly classified as living in groups or not, there is extensive
variation among social species in the tendency to be social (e.g., facultative versus obligate sociality), typical group sizes,
how stable group membership is over time, the extent to which individuals have consistent roles within groups, and the
relatedness between individuals within a group. These variables can differ between populations of the same species, and social
tendencies can differ among individuals within the same population. The red shaded region represents social systems where
collective behaviour can emerge. Note that social complexity can also be arranged according to other group attributes including
relatedness and reproductive skew.

Here, we present a novel framework that outlines how chemical contaminants could disrupt
behavioural processes that are instrumental in the emergence and self-organisation of animal
groups. We formulate predictions for how these disruptions may ultimately affect collective
outcomes, detail how social behaviours themselves may exacerbate or buffer the effects of
contamination, and provide a roadmap for prioritising which pollutants and species to research.
Importantly, our review presents a timely opportunity to integrate key perspectives in behavioural
ecology and ecotoxicology — a critical step towards improving predictions on the environmental
threat posed by chemical contaminants [1].
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Glossary

Anxiolytic: medications used to reduce
anxiety and treat anxiety-related
disorders.

Behavioural ecotoxicology: the study
of animal behaviour to determine the
potential impacts of chemical
contaminants in the environment.
Collective behaviour: the coordinated
actions of group members that emerge
from local behavioural rules and social
interactions, without central control.
Collective outcomes: the emergent
properties of group actions. For
example, coordinated movements,
collective decision-making, and
collective resource acquisition.
Endocrine disruptors: pollutants that
mimic, block, or interfere with the
endocrine system.

Fission—fusion society: the dynamic
process in which groups change size
and composition as they split (fission)
and merge (fusion), for example, insect
swarms, bird flocks, and ungulate herds.
Global scale: spatial and temporal
processes that affect the formation of
social groups and their corresponding
traits (size and composition).

Local scale: spatial and temporal
processes occurring within a group,
such as interactions among group
members.

Neural transmission: the process of
communication between neurons in the
brain. Pollutants can alter neural
transmission by changing, mimicking, or
blocking the molecular signals

(i.e., neurotransmitters) and/or the signal
receivers (i.e., neuroreceptors).
Phenotypic assortment: a process in
which individuals are either actively or
passively sorted into groups according
to phenotypic traits (e.g., body size,
colouration, habitat preferences, etc.).
Phenotypic composition: the different
phenotypes that can be found in a group
or population (e.g., diversity of body
sizes, behaviours, or physiological
attributes).

Self-organisation: the decentralised
process of reaching group-level
outcomes, which emerge from local
interactions.

Social attraction: the tendency of
individuals to approach and interact with
conspecifics.

Social conformity: the process by
which individuals within groups
synchronise their phenotypes or shift
their phenotype towards some group
phenotype.
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Predicting the impacts of chemical pollution on animal collectives: a conceptual
framework

Chemical pollutants may influence collective behaviour by impacting the units that compose
social groups (i.e., individuals) and/or the interactions among those units (i.e., sociality).
Here, we detail how the effects of pollutants on individuals and their interactions can manifest
across local and global spatial scales to change the formation and function of animal groups
(Figure 2, Key figure). Our framework integrates behavioural and social mechanisms that underlie
the formation and function of different types of social systems, from highly dynamic fission—
fusion societies to relatively stable social groups.

How do chemical pollutants impact individuals?

To predict how contaminants might affect animal social groups, we first need to under-
stand how they can influence individuals at environmentally realistic exposure levels.
Documented impacts range from mortality to severe physiological and physical impair-
ment, to subtler effects that may not elicit a stress or escape response. Here, we focus
on examples of sublethal effects that could have cascading implications at the collective
level (Box 1).

Exposure to chemical pollutants can lead to dramatic morphological alterations, including
changes to body size [16], colouration [17], and sex [18]. Perhaps most fundamental to animal
social behaviour, pollutants can directly interfere with sensory anatomy involved in social
communication (e.g., visual, auditory, olfactory, and tactile senses). Various compounds from
surfactants to metals, pesticides, and herbicides can damage chemoreceptors and olfactory
function in fish [19,20], amphibians [21], and insects [22], greatly reducing their ability to detect
cues. In extreme cases, chemical exposure can even lead to the development of new sensory
anatomy. For instance, female fathead minnows, Pimephales promelas, exposed to 17(3-
trenbolone developed nuptial tubercles, which are communication structures typically only
found in males [23].

Beyond morphological abnormalities, exposure to chemical pollutants often causes physiolog-
ical, neurological, and hormonal disruption, leading to changes in phenotypic expression
[24-26]. For instance, pollutants can alter an individual’s metabolic state, leading to increased
foraging and activity [27]. Changes to neurological and cognitive function can occur when
contaminants mimic or block the actions of neurotransmitters, neurohormones, or steroid hor-
mones that modulate animal behaviour [28]. Chemical exposure can also disrupt neurological
function by impacting the expression of key receptors for signalling molecules, the functionality
of enzymes, or the modulation of neural transmission via de- or hyperpolarisation [29].
Pollutants stemming from human pharmaceutical medications, for instance, can alter wildlife
behaviours, such as activity [30,31], risk-taking [30,32], and aggression [33,34], because
these drugs target receptors that have been shown to be evolutionarily conserved across
much of the animal kingdom [35].

Importantly, the effects of pollutants on individuals do not need to directly interfere with animal
sociality to affect the formation and function of social groups. For instance, increased risk-
taking in response to chemical exposure could alter the likelihood of an individual joining a
group [36], or group cohesion [37] (Box 1). Ultimately, how chemical pollutants affect individuals,
and groups, will depend on the chemicals’ mode-of-action, and on the exposure concentration
and duration. Some chemicals can affect behaviour at minute doses, while others require higher
doses, and this depends on the chemical’s structure, its intended (or unintended) biological
target, and the sensitivity of the exposed species (Boxes 1 and 2).
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Social competence: the capacity of
an individual to adjust its behaviour to
optimally match the current social
context.

Social group: a collection of individuals
that associate with one another, and
typically have shared interests.

Social network: an analytical tool used
to describe the social structure of
groups, populations, and communities.
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Framework for examining the impacts of chemical pollutants on social
animals, from individuals to collectives

Chemical exposure

Figure 2. Chemical pollutants can
fundamentally affect animal social groups
by impacting the individuals (shapes in
the figure) that comprise groups and

Individual impacts
- . their interactions. Effects on individuals

Group formation Group dynamics can influence the formation of groups by
changing (A) the availability of individuals

(A) Availability of individual phenotypes (i.e., number of shapes) and phenotypes

; - @ —H=@ | Cooperaiiie (i.e., different shape variants) within the
opulation 1111 |7 - current population, (B) the detection and

= 0—=4A=0 ! .
T ) recognition of social cues, as well as cue

Phenotypes Phenotypes Altered . . P

interactions properties, used for attracting individuals
to groups, and (C) the decision of individ-
; T.l- =A Cooperative uals to join a group. Impacts on these
o=0= Uncooperative processes will ultimately influence (D) the

outcomes of group formation such as

the number and phenotypic diversity of in-
(ElSoclaliskuctute dividuals within groups. Pollutants can

Y also affect group dynamics by altering
. "

(E) social interactions among group mem-
9
g bers and (F) group social structure, which
£ both (G) mediate collective outcomes.
AAAA IS

There could be feedback between the
Disrupted or blocked
Altered
network

effect of chemical pollutants on group
o
‘ ]
o
]

ve

dynamics (E,F) and processes of group
formation (A-C). While this framework
focuses on within-generational effects,
the described impacts could also persist
across generations, causing evolutionary

A
e _ o ‘
(C) Decision to join a group change.

Solitary Solitary

Group ’ Group
(G) Collective outcomes

Solitary Solitary ®
o

Group Group
. Altered
motion

A L

|
(D) Outcomes of group formation ° PS L4

Dominance

Disrupted

]
o m
A

o _o
* -0 B> &

Decision Decision

Change in Change in
size composition Altered
decision making
[
¥y <0 e &
A A Py

Trends in Ecology & Evolution

792  Trends in Ecology & Evolution, September 2022, Vol. 37, No. 9


Image of &INS id=
CellPress logo

Trends in Ecology & Evolution

Formation of groups

Social animals must form or join a group, and then maintain membership of this group over time.
The need for spatial and temporal coordination is particularly acute in species with highly dynamic
social systems like fission—fusion societies [38]. Changes in group size depend on the spatial and
temporal availability of individuals, and the capacity of these individuals to detect, be attracted to,
move towards one another, and maintain group cohesion. Here, we discuss how chemical
pollutants can interfere with these key processes of group formation (Figure 2A-C).

Availability of individuals

Animal groups are composed of individuals that come from a population containing a variety of phe-
notypes. When chemical pollutants alter individual phenotypes, or directly remove individuals and
phenotypes from the population, the number of individuals and the availability of phenotypes that
can join a social group change (Figure 2A). Reduced population densities, for instance, may create
a spatially segregated social environment with fewer conspecific encounters and interactions [39].

There are several ways in which chemical pollutants can impact the number of individuals and
the availability of phenotypes for group formation. Pollutants can remove individuals from the
population through mortality, or by causing physical impairment, which limits movement and
thus the capacity to join groups. For example, birds that ingest lead from hunting ammunition
fragments, or are exposed to oil spills and pesticides, can suffer hampered flight performance,
movement, and metabolism [40-42], potentially impacting their ability to join flocks or collectively
migrate [42].

Exposure to chemical pollutants can either homogenise (or diversify) phenotypic traits within a
population by shifting individual traits towards (or away from) the population phenotypic mean,
with potential downstream effects on the phenotypic variance of groups. For instance, exposure
to fluoxetine (a common pharmaceutical pollutant), homogenised multiple behaviours in
mosquitofish, Gambusia holbrooki [43]. Phenotype-dependent effects can also occur if the
uptake of a chemical is phenotype-specific, or the chemical’s mode-of-action is phenotype-
specific [44]. Endocrine-disrupting chemicals, for instance, often cause sex-specific phenotypic
effects [45], from behavioural changes to sex-reversal, potentially leading to sex-dependent
recruitment rates, and consequently highly skewed sex ratios within groups.

Detection and recognition of social cues

For groups to form, individuals must locate suitable group mates using cues that include direct
(e.g., visual, olfactory, or auditory) and indirect stimuli (e.g., scent markings or turbulence caused
by the movement of conspecifics). Such cues act as forces of social attraction and facilitate
group recruitment [46]. Chemical pollutants can interrupt mechanisms of attraction and
recruitment by disrupting the ability of individuals to detect and recognise cues in the environ-
ment. Indeed, chemical agents are considered some of the worst environmental sensory
disruptors [47].

Chemical pollutants can alter the properties of the cues themselves (e.g., their chemical compo-
sition) or the information they convey (Figure 2B). For instance, exposure to various agrochemi-
cals changes the pheromone composition of honey bee queens, reducing their attractiveness
to workers [48]. Further, chemical pollutants may indirectly alter environmental cues that animals
use to aggregate. Group size, for instance, can itself be a cue for group formation [49]. A size
threshold must often be reached in order for groups to stabilise or €licit a joining response [50];
thus if group recruitment is compromised by chemical pollution, initial group sizes may become
too small to attract more conspecifics, leading to failed grouping attempts.
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Box 1. Can we make generalised predictions for how certain chemical classes will impact animal groups?

Chemical pollutants present a unique challenge due to the sheer number of different chemical classes, and the existence of numerous modes-of-action between and
within these classes. The effects of chemicals can be species-specific, and contingent on several factors, including the degree of homology between non-target species
and the intended target species. Further, many classes of chemical pollutants do not have a primary mode-of-action that is conventionally associated with behavioural
disruption (e.g., antibiotics, antihistamines), or are not specifically designed to elicit behavioural effects (e.g., metals, surfactants), yet can still do so. This makes
generating generalised predictions for many chemical classes difficult. However, for chemical classes with designed biological targets, and documented pathways
for behavioural disruption, general predictions may be valuable for directing future studies on their impacts on animal groups and sociality. In Table |, we outline a series
of general predictions for how individual-level effects induced by contaminants are expected to have corresponding group-level consequences, and we identify chemical
classes that are predicted to induce these effects.

Table I. General predictions for how individual-level effects induced by chemical pollutants could have corresponding group-level consequences

Individual-level effects Chemical Group formation Group dynamics Refs
classes”
Antisocial behaviour 1,2,3,4,5 Reduced tendency to accept and form Increased conflict amongst group members and [33,34,92-94]
social groups. Higher rejection rate from weaker social networks. Altered social structure.
potential group members.
Reduced anxiety and 1,2,6 Decrease in the propensity of individuals to Slow response times to group actions. Less group [30,57,93]
risk perception join groups (particularly if grouping is coordination and cohesion. Higher risk-taking and
primarily an antipredator strategy). poorer predator evasion.
Hyperactivity 3,4 Higher social interaction rates, but lower Faster group movement, altering group cohesion [95,96]
capacity to adjust behaviour for group and polarisation. Hyperactive individuals may be
formation. rejected from unimpaired groups.
Lower 1,5,6,7,8 Inability for impaired individuals to join, or Slower group movement, altering group cohesion. [42,97-100]
activity/compromised move between, groups. Impaired individuals likely rejected from groups.
locomotion
Altered cognition 47,8 Reduced ability of impaired individuals to Reduced social competence and inappropriate [16,95,101]
process social information including cues responses to social partners. Poorer group
for group formation. decision-making and coordination.
Sensory disruption 3,8 Inability to attract and discriminate between Poor communication between group members. [20,28,60]
potential group members. Reduced group Uncoordinated groups and increased failure rate of
assortment. collective actions.

1-Antidepressants (e.g., selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors)

2- Anxiolytics (e.g., benzodiazepines)

3-Steroids (e.g., androgens)

4- Psychostimulants (e.g., central nervous system stimulants)

5- Analgesics (e.g., opioids)

6- Beta-blockers (e.g., nonselective blockers)

7- Anticonvulsants (e.g., dibenzazepines)

8- Insecticides (e.g., neonicotinoids)

@For each chemical class, we use an example chemical subgroup to narrow our predictions to specific biological targets. Chemical class and example chemical subgroup are 1-8.

Contaminants can further interfere with the ability of individuals to detect cues. For example,
parasitic wasps, Nasonia vitripennis, exposed to a neonicotinoid insecticide cannot detect
pheromones to locate sexual partners [51], and juvenile rainbow trout, Oncorhynchus mykiss,
exposed to copper-contaminated water during development are unable to detect conspecific
alarm cues as adults [52]. Pollutants can also compromise cue recognition which enables individ-
uals to discriminate amongst conspecifics and is a key mechanism for identifying suitable group
members. Poor cue recognition could lead to a breakdown in communication among interacting
individuals attempting to form or coordinate groups. For example, exposure to 4-nonylphenol
(a common chemical constituent in detergents) reduces recognition of social cues in banded
killifish, Fundulus diaphanous, leading to disruptions in shoal organisation [53].

Decision to join a group

Chemical exposure may alter the benefits received by individuals joining a group. While several
studies have shown that exposure to chemicals can either attenuate (e.g., [54]) or intensify
(e.g., [65]) individual preferences to join social situations the mechanisms underlying these
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Box 2. How to best focus future research efforts

Numerous approaches are used for prioritising the scientific investigation and potential regulation of chemicals in the
environment (reviewed in [102]). Most approaches first calculate a chemical’s risk and then compare/rank risks among
chemicals. Such risk calculations involve two main components: () identifying a chemical’s intrinsic hazard and toxicity
to organisms, and (i) measuring its presence in the environment via monitoring studies, while also accounting for other
factors that may influence its presence in the environment or exposure such as production volume or human use patterns
[103]. In addition, (i) species’ characteristics and geographic distribution should also be considered when deciding
research directions. Importantly, these components are not mutually exclusive, but interact. While ranking and prioritising
chemicals is beyond the scope of this review, we can use these three key components to identify which chemicals and/or
species we should focus research efforts on when studying the potential for contaminants to disrupt animal social groups
(Figure I).

Intrinsic hazard
(mode-of-action)

Environmental Species
presence characteristics
(exposure) (sensitivity)

Intrinsic hazard Environmental presence  Species characteristics
(mode-of-action) (exposure) (sensitivity)
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Cognitive capacity to respond
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Motor or effector responses to
perform behaviours
Morphological traits important
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the environment)
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* Neurotransmitter or « Exposure level and duration » Has physiological

target/pathway that chemical
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Live in exposed environments
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Extent of individual and group-
level plasticity (e.g. how social

for social grouping (e.g. sex) group respond to membership

loss)
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Figure I. Venn diagram illustrating how three key components — intrinsic hazard, environmental persistence,
and species characteristics — should be considered together when prioritising chemicals and species to be
used to investigate potential impacts of chemical contaminants on animal groups. Further, the table below the
diagram provides (nonexhaustive) examples of cases in which pollutants are most likely to affect social behaviour.
Chemicals and species that sit at the intersection of these three components are very likely to affect social behaviour
(the chemical perspective) or have their social behaviours affected (the species perspective).

changes are rarely elucidated. Individuals will typically aggregate if the benefits of grouping (e.g.,
safety in numbers) outweigh the costs (e.g., within-group competition). Pollutants may shift this
cost—benefit trade-off, altering an individual’s propensity to seek social opportunities (Figure
2C). Chemicals that impose higher physiological demands on organisms, for instance, may

Trends in Ecology & Evolution, September 2022, Vol. 37, No. 9~ 795
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decrease their propensity to join groups due to higher energetic costs of food competition [56]. Fur-
thermore, chemical exposure may lead to maladaptive grouping decisions if the chemical induces
phenotypic changes that are mismatched with the environment. For example, anxiolytic pollut-
ants can alter the stress response of fish, lowering their perception of risk and decreasing their so-
cial tendencies, even when predation risk is high and being social is beneficial [57].

Chemical exposure that inhibits neural and cognitive function, including abilities to learn and
perceive conspecific cues, can alter an individual’s capacity to build social connections [58].
Individuals may prefer to group with similar phenotypes (i.e., phenotypic assortment), but if
chemical contaminants compromise an animal’s capacity to discriminate among phenotypes,
individuals may exhibit reduced selectivity for groups and assort randomly or avoid grouping
altogether. Although no studies have examined changes in the phenotypic grouping preferences
of animals in response to chemical exposure, possible insights can be drawn from studies on the
impact of chemical exposure on mating preferences (reviewed in [59]). For example, in female
guppies, Poecilia reticulata, the preferences for male orange colouration (a signal of quality) is sig-
nificantly reduced when females are exposed to the endocrine disruptor 173-trenbolone [60],
suggesting that females lose their ability to discriminate among male phenotypes.

Outcomes of group formation

By interfering with key mechanisms of group formation, chemical pollutants can change the size
and phenotypic composition of groups (Figure 2D). Importantly, chemically induced changes
to group formation may have broader implications for communities and ecosystem functioning
if there is a population shift in the average number, size, and/or composition of groups. For exam-
ple, lower group recruitment rates may lead to smaller average group sizes, which could, in turn,
change consumer-resource dynamics that shape community trophic structures [61].

Group dynamics

Collective behaviour emerges from the social interactions and behavioural feedback among
individuals that comprise a group. Therefore, chemically induced effects on individual behaviour,
capacity to socially interact, or group composition may have far-reaching implications for collective
outcomes.

Local interactions and social structure

Social interactions regulate the behaviours of group members, resulting in collective behaviours.
For instance, individuals regulate their speed to match neighbouring individuals, resulting in
coherent group movement [62]. Contaminants can alter local interactions either by compromising
individual abilities to detect and process social cues or by promoting individual behaviours that
increase or decrease social interaction rates within groups (Figure 2E). Changes in social interac-
tions are expected to alter the emergence and coordination of collective outcomes. For example,
exposure to oil pollution significantly impairs shoaling cohesion and alignment in Atlantic croaker,
Micropogonias undulatus [63], and zebrafish, Danio rerio [64], even if just one group member is
exposed [63]. By contrast, exposure to fluoxetine reduced swimming speed and aggression,
promoting shoaling cohesion in Arabian Killifish, Aphanius dispar [65].

Collective behaviour often relies on information transfer among individuals, which is influenced
by the group’s social network. Chemically induced aggression can lead to increased conflict
among individuals (e.g., [34]), potentially leading to weaker affiliative connections and a dis-
connected social network [66]. By contrast, if contaminants act to either directly or indirectly
increase an individual’s social tendencies and increase social affiliations, network density and
information transfer may increase [67]. The effects of chemical pollutants on within-group social
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interactions will likely be more apparent if individuals who tend to have many social interactions
are disproportionately affected, as these individuals can be essential for mediating information
flow in the group [68]. Indeed, there is increasing evidence that dominant or highly interactive
individuals may be disproportionately affected by certain chemical pollutants, thus changing
group social structures [69].

Chemical pollutants can influence group composition by changing the phenotypes of individuals
comprising the group (Figure 2F). The phenotypic composition of a group may dictate social struc-
tures such as dominance hierarchies and leadership, which can impact collective decision-making.
For example, the boldest individual in a group typically initiates and directs collective movements
[70,71]. By causing phenotypic changes, chemical contaminants may alter the number and/or iden-
tity of highly influential individuals (e.qg., [65]). Various endocrine-disrupting chemicals, for instance,
can decrease testosterone levels in fish, potentially promoting egalitarian social structures [72)].

Variation within groups can often be important because of the synergistic collective outcomes
that arise from interactions among different individuals [73]. For instance, in honey bee colonies,
the proportion of scouts can determine collective foraging success in different environments [74]
(Box 3). Therefore, chemically induced changes to group behavioural composition (e.g., [43]) may
impact group dynamics and performance. For collective actions that require individuals to
socially conform (e.g., collective motion during predator attacks [75]), pollutant-induced reduc-
tions in within-group heterogeneity may be beneficial for some group outcomes (e.g., cohesion).
By contrast, in groups that divide labour or social roles, limited heterogeneity can disrupt task
allocation and group functioning [76].

Collective outcomes

The effect of chemical pollutants on collective outcomes will depend on the pollutant and species
in question (Boxes 1 and 2). Yet, in any context where group social structures or interactions are
disrupted or modified, exposure to chemical pollutants is expected to alter collective decision-
making, coordination, and overall performance of animal groups (Figure 2G). This will in turn im-
pact how social groups respond to predator attacks [75], acquire and share resources [77] (Box
3), and sense changes in their environment [78]. Importantly, when collective actions fail, individ-
uals will not reap the benefits of grouping [79], potentially leading to negative feedback and a
higher probability of group fragmentation or colony failure [80].

Does living in social groups increase resistance, or sensitivity, to the effects of
chemical pollution?

When considering the various pathways by which chemical exposure could impair group forma-
tion, composition, and emergent traits, an interesting question arises: are there also mechanisms
by which sociality can dampen or amplify the effects of chemical pollutants?

First, sociality may modulate the effects of a chemical pollutant if the social structure leads to dif-
ferences in pollutant exposure or uptake among individuals. For example, differences in metabolic
rate or respiration associated with different social roles may lead to differential exposure via
altered uptake and/or elimination of the compound [69]. Within a group, differential exposure
could either ameliorate or exacerbate a pollutant’s effect depending on the individual’s role in
the social group and the associated physiological phenotype of that role. Another means by
which sociality may affect contaminant exposure is via social aggregation within polluted habitats.
Social groups may attract unexposed individuals and increase their exposure in polluted micro-
habitats, creating a potential ecological trap. Individuals may then choose to stay in a polluted
habitat if they can associate with conspecifics versus dispersing alone [81].
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Box 3. A case study - honey bee collective foraging

Collective foraging of social insects emerges from interactions among individuals and the behavioural composition of a
colony. A classic system for studying collective foraging is the honey bee, Apis melifera (Figure I). Because honey bees
pollinate a wide range of crops, the use of chemicals, particularly insecticides, in agriculture has had a large impact on
the health, behaviour, and survival of honey bees [26,104]. Exposure to insecticides can alter bee brain morphology
and disrupt cognitive abilities [105], including learning [106], which can compromise the ability of bees to recognise colony
members and food cues [107]. How these individual-level effects impact collective outcomes, however, is not well understood.

Honey bee foragers are recruited to food through an elaborate communication system in which returning foragers relay the
direction and distance of food through dance [108]. The collective decision-making process that emerges from the ability
of each bee to decipher the dance, requires substantial neurological activity [109]. Insecticide exposure could thus disrupt
social communication between workers and foragers through effects on bee neurobiology. The impacts of insecticides on
honey bee collective foraging may depend on the type of colony members exposed. For instance, honey bee foragers are
more susceptible to pollutants because they regularly interact with the environment outside the nest compared with
workers that primarily perform tasks inside the nest [110].

Honey bee workers differ in their ability to produce and follow the recruitment dance [74] and variation among colonies in
the composition of different phenotypes can influence how colonies collectively acquire different foods [111]. These
differences may impact colonies’ exposure to pollutants and therefore result in differential impacts of insecticides on
collective foraging. First, individual differences in foraging decisions, including where bees choose to forage, may result in
variation in the pollutants to which each individual is exposed. Second, because individuals differ in their learning capacity,
and therefore foraging decisions, there may be differences in how each individual and each colony are impacted by chemical
pollutants. Depending on how a pollutant impacts the neurological pathways that underlie learning and communication,
some individuals and colonies may be more strongly impacted than others. Such differences in how pollutants impact both
individuals and colonies may then have downstream effects on where honey bees forage and which crops they pollinate.
Potential feedback between variation in exposure to pollutants and differential impacts on collective foraging may result in
substantial ecological and economic impacts.

Trends In Ecology & Evolution

Figure I. (A) A single honey bee forager on a flower, (B) honey bee foragers returning to the hive, and
(C) honey bees interacting on a comb inside the hive. Photo credits from left to right: Noa Pinter-Wollman;
iStock.com/bo1982; iStock.com/temmuzcan.

The second way in which sociality may ameliorate or exacerbate pollutant-induced effects is if the
social structure itself modulates the impact of the pollutant. For instance, the expression of certain
phenotypes, like behaviour, may be constrained as individuals conform to the group or to their roles
within the group [82] (e.g., a reduced movement range, suppressed reproduction). In such cases,
grouping may reduce the phenotypic space in which a contaminant can operate, and thus reduce
the observable impacts of the chemical. For example, contaminants that disrupt reproductive
behaviour may have little impact on an individual that is reproductively suppressed. By contrast, if
a chemical affects phenotypes that are critical for maintaining group structure, then that chemical’s
impacts will likely be greatest in a social setting. For example, if chemical exposure increases
aggression, it may have a larger impact on societies where dominance hierarchies are important.

Finally, sociality can buffer individual stress responses (e.g., by reducing cortisol in mammals:
[83], and fish: [84]). Therefore, chemical pollutants that increase stress may be buffered by
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group living. However, whether social buffering changes pollutant uptake or the phenotypic
space upon which the pollutant acts will require further investigation. It will also depend on the
organism'’s social structure and how that social structure affects their physiology, behaviour,
and interactions with other species in the ecosystem (Box 2).

Approaches for exploring the impacts of chemical pollutants on animal sociality
Research on the impacts of chemical pollutants on collective behaviour, and animal sociality
more generally, is extremely limited. Progress in this area clearly requires improved collabo-
ration between researchers in behavioural ecology and ecotoxicology, and better integration
of experimental approaches across these fields. For instance, behavioural ecology has long-
recognised the importance of the social environment in mediating the behavioural expression
of individuals, yet the standard experimental approach in behavioural ecotoxicology is to test
the behaviour of individuals in isolation, ignoring the social environment altogether [85]. On
the flipside, limited knowledge of chemical exposure protocols and pollutant prioritisation
(Boxes 1 and 2), as well as limited access to specialised analytical technology, are likely
key impediments for many behavioural ecologists interested in studying the effects of chem-
ical contaminants on social behaviour.

Despite these roadblocks, there has never been a better time to explore the potential effects of
chemical pollution on animal collectives. Under laboratory conditions, collective behaviour can
be quantified using consumer-grade video cameras and freely available software (e.g., [86]).
Improvements in remote-sensing technologies, such as global positioning system (GPS) and
acoustic telemetry, and associated quantitative tools (e.g., social network theory), now also
make it possible to study the potential effects of chemical contaminants on collective behaviours
in the wild, including large-scale movement events (e.g., migration) [87]. These methods have
already been utilised to study the impacts of agrochemicals on social insect colonies, which pro-
vide some of the best, and so far only, examples of how contaminant effects on individuals can
scale up to impact group performance (e.g., [76,80]; Box 3). A particularly exciting new
experimental approach is to combine biologging technology with targeted exposure devices
(e.g., slow-release exposure implants; [88]) that isolate chemical exposure to specific individuals,
allowing for the direct quantification of chemically induced behavioural effects in nature, as well as
the flexibility to study both control and exposed organisms in the same natural system. The afore-
mentioned automated approaches provide near-continuous sampling of individual behaviours
and social interactions providing unparalleled opportunities to not only understand how contam-
inants affect social groups, but also how changes in social connections and structures in
response to chemical exposures can affect related ecological phenomena (e.g., cultural transmis-
sion) [89,90].

Concluding remarks

Behavioural ecotoxicology has provided important insights into how chemical contaminants
impact individual organisms. However, given the fundamental role that social and collective
behaviours play in animal fitness and population stability, it is imperative that we bridge
approaches in behavioural ecology and ecotoxicology to better understand how pollutant-
induced effects on individuals might cascade to group-level processes (see Outstanding
questions). Integrating collective behaviour into ecotoxicity studies is particularly important
in light of recent evidence that behavioural endpoints are largely ignored in chemical risk as-
sessments when not linked to population or higher-order ecological outcomes [91]. Thus, our
framework provides an important guide for researchers and practitioners to predict how
chemical stressors will likely affect the emergence, organisation, and function of animal social
groups.

¢? CellPress

Outstanding questions

What are the mechanisms and
pathways by which different chemical
pollutants (and their mixtures) affect
individual sociality?

How do contaminant-induced changes
in population phenotypic composition
affect the formation and properties of
animal groups”?

Can exposure to chemical contaminants
disrupt grouping decisions and
preferences?

How do contaminant-induced behav-
ioural changes at the individual level
affect the structure and social network
of animal groups?

Does exposure to chemical contaminants
lead to higher group fragmentation or
poorer collective outcomes (e.g., slower
decision-making)?

Does animal sociality exacerbate or
ameliorate the effects of chemical
pollutants?

Do different forms of sociality
(e.g., facultative versus obligate social
systems) differ in their vulnerability to
chemical pollutants?

How do contaminant-induced changes
at the collective level (if observed)
affect broader ecological phenomena
(e.g., population dynamics, migration,
disease transmission)?

Trends in Ecology & Evolution, September 2022, Vol. 37, No. 9 799



CellPress logo

¢? CellPress Trends in Ecology & Evolution

Acknowledgments

The authors thank Tamblyn Thomasson for her wildlife illustrations. They acknowledge financial and research support from
the Wenner-Gren Foundation (to M.M.); the Oscar and Lilli Lamm Memorial Foundation (to M.M., M.G.B., and T.B.); the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (GM115509 to N.P.-W.) and National Science Foundation (2015662 to N.P.-W.); the Kempe Foun-
dations (SMK-1954 and SMK21-0069 to M.G.B.), and the Swedish Research Council Formas (2020-02293 to M.G.B.,

2018-00828 to T.B., and 2020-00981 to E.S.M).

Declaration of interests
The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Bernhardt, E.S. et al. (2017) Synthetic chemicals as agents of 22.  Wiliamson, S.M. and Wright, G.A. (2013) Exposure to multiple
global change. Front. Ecol. Environ. 15, 84-90 cholinergic pesticides impairs olfactory learning and memory in
2. Wang, Z. et al. (2020) Toward a global understanding of honeybees. J. Exp. Biol. 216, 1799-1807
chemical pollution: a first comprehensive analysis of national 23. Ankley, G.T. et al. (2003) Effects of the androgenic growth
and regional chemical inventories. Environ. Sci. Technol. 54, promoter 17-B-trenbolone on fecundity and reproductive
2575-2584 endocrinology of the fathead minnow. Environ. Toxicol. Chem.
3. Landrigan, P.J. et al. (2018) Pollution and global health — an 22,1350-1360
agenda for prevention. Environ. Health Perspect. 126, 084501 24. Goodchild, C.G. et al. (2021) Male zebra finches exposed to
4, Tang, F.H.M. et al. (2021) Risk of pesticide pollution at the lead (Pb) during development have reduced volume of song
global scale. Nat. Geosci. 14, 206-210 nuclei, altered sexual traits, and received less attention from
5. Briffa, J. et al. (2020) Heavy metal pollution in the environment females as adults. Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf. 210, 111850
and their toxicological effects on humans. Heliyon 6, e04691 25. Yamindago, A. et al. (2021) Fluoxetine in the environment may
6. Wilkinson, J.L. et al (2022) Pharmaceutical pollution interfere with the neurotransmission or endocrine systems of
of the world’s rivers. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 119, aquatic animals. Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf. 227, 112931
2113947119 26. Straub, L. et al. (2021) Negative effects of neonicotinoids on
7. Dey, S. et al. (2019) 1 - Pharmaceuticals and personal care male honeybee survival, behaviour and physiology in the field.
product (PPCP) contamination—a globa discharge inven- J. Appl. Ecol. 58, 2515-2528
tory. In Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products: 27. Tan, H. et al. (2020) Chronic exposure to a pervasive pharma-
Waste Management and Treatment Technology (Prasad, ceutical pollutant erodes among-individual phenotypic variation
M.N.V. et al., eds), pp. 1-26, Butterworth-Heinemann in a fish. Environ. Pollut. 263, 114450
8. Li, Y. et al. (2020) Neonicotinoids and decline in bird biodiversity 28. Vaudin, P. et al. (2021) When pharmaceutical drugs become
in the United States. Nat. Sustain. 3, 1027-1035 environmental pollutants: potential neural effects and underlying
9. Garcia-Cegarra, A.M. et al. (2021) Persistence, bioaccumula- mechanisms. Environ. Res. 205, 112495
tion and vertical transfer of pollutants in long-finned pilot 29. Richardson, J.R. et al. (2019) Neurotoxicity of pesticides. Acta
whales stranded in Chilean Patagonia. Sci. Total Environ. Neuropathol. 138, 343-362
770, 145259 30. Cerveny, D. et al. (2020) Bioconcentration and behavioral
10.  Richmond, E.K. et al. (2018) A diverse suite of pharmaceuticals effects of four benzodiazepines and their environmentally
contaminates stream and riparian food webs. Nat. Commun. relevant mixture in wild fish. Sci. Total Environ. 702, 134780
9,1-9 31. Bufi¢, M. et al. (2018) Environmentally relevant concentrations
11. Yamamuro, M. et al. (2019) Neonicotinoids disrupt aquatic of tramadol and citalopram alter behaviour of an aquatic
food webs and decrease fishery yields. Science 366, invertebrate. Aquat. Toxicol. 200, 226-232
620-623 32. Chabenat, A. et al. (2021) Alteration of predatory behaviour and
12.  Carson, R. (1962) Sient Spring, Fawcett Publications growth in juvenile cuttlefish by fluoxetine and venlafaxine.
13. Saaristo, M. et al. (2018) Direct and indirect effects of chemical Chemosphere 277, 130169
contaminants on the behaviour, ecology and evolution of 33.  Whitlock, S.E. et al. (2018) Environmentally relevant exposure
wildlife. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 285, 20181297 to an antidepressant alters courtship behaviours in a songbird.
14. Ford, A.T. et al. (2021) The role of behavioral ecotoxicology Chemosphere 211, 17-24
in environmental protection. Environ. Sci. Technol. 55, 34. Hubena, P. et al. (2021) Prescribed aggression of fishes:
5620-5628 pharmaceuticals modify aggression in environmentally relevant
15.  Krause, J. et al. (2002) Living in Groups, Oxford University concentrations. Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf. 227, 112944
Press 35.  Gunnarsson, L. et al. (2019) Pharmacology beyond the patient —
16.  Bokony, V. et al. (2020) Effects of two little-studied environ- the environmental risks of human drugs. Environ. Int. 129,
mental pollutants on early development in anurans. Environ. 320-332
Pollut. 260, 114078 36. Snijders, L. et al. (2016) Dominance rank and boldness predict
17.  Chatelain, M. et al. (2017) Do trace metals influence visual social attraction in great tits. Behav. Ecol. 28, 398-406
signals? Effects of trace metals on iridescent and melanic 37.  Jolles, J.W. et al. (2017) Consistent individual differences drive
feather colouration in the feral pigeon. Oikos 126, 1542-1553 collective behavior and group functioning of schooling fish.
18. Kidd, K.A. et al. (2007) Collapse of a fish population after expo- Curr. Biol. 27, 2862-2868.e7
sure to a synthetic estrogen. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 104, 38. Couzin, I.D. and Laidre, M.E. (2009) Fission—fusion populations.
8897-8901 Curr. Biol. 19, R633-R635
19.  Razmara, P. et al. (2021) Mechanism of copper nanoparticle 39.  Webber, Q.M.R. and Vander Wal, E. (2018) An evolutionary
toxicity in rainbow trout olfactory mucosa. Environ. Pollut, framework outlining the integration of individual social and
284, 117141 spatial ecology. J. Anim. Ecol. 87, 113-127
20. Besson, M. et al. (2020) Anthropogenic stressors impact fish 40. Ecke, F. etal. (2017) Sublethal lead exposure alters movement
sensory development and survival via thyroid disruption. Nat. behavior in free-ranging golden eagles. Environ. Sci. Technol.
Commun. 11, 1-10 51, 5729-5736
21. Sievers, M. et al. (2018) Contaminant mixtures interact to 41.  Perez, C.R. et al. (2017) Homing pigeons externally exposed to

impair predator-avoidance behaviours and survival in a larval
amphibian. Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf. 161, 482-488

800 Trends in Ecology & Evolution, September 2022, Vol. 37, No. 9

Deepwater Horizon crude oil change flight performance and
behavior. Environ. Pollut. 230, 530-539


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0205
CellPress logo

Trends in Ecology & Evolution

42,
43.
44,
45.

46.
47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

55.

56.
57.
58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.
65.
66.

67.

Eng, M.L. et al. (2017) Imidacloprid and chlorpyrifos insecti-
cides impair migratory ability in a seed-eating songbird. Sci.
Rep. 7, 15176

Polverino, G. et al. (2021) Psychoactive pollution suppresses
individual differences in fish behaviour. Proc. Biol. Sci. 288,
20202294

Nanninga, G.B. et al. (2020) Microplastic ingestion rates are
phenotype-dependent in juvenile anemonefish. Environ. Pollut.
259, 113855

Robaire, B. et al. (2022) A cross-species comparative
approach to assessing multi- and transgenerational effects of
endocrine disrupting chemicals. Environ. Res. 204, 112063
Ward, A.J.W. et al. (2020) Social recognition and social
attraction in group-living fishes. Front. Ecol. Evol. 8, 15
Dominoni, D.M. et al. (2020) Why conservation biology can
benefit from sensory ecology. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 4, 502-511
Walsh, E.M. et al. (2020) Queen honey bee (Apis mellifera)
pheromone and reproductive behavior are affected by pesti-
cide exposure during development. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol.
74,1-14

Drzewinska-Chanko, J. et al. (2021) Immunocompetent birds
choose larger breeding colonies. J. Anim. Ecol. 90, 2325-2335
Ward, A.J.W. et al. (2013) Initiators, leaders, and recruitment
mechanisms in the collective movements of damselfish. Am.
Nat. 181, 748-760

Tappert, L. et al. (2017) Sublethal doses of imidacloprid disrupt
sexual communication and host finding in a parasitoid wasp.
Sci. Rep. 7, 1-9

Sovova, T. et al. (2014) Impaired behavioural response to alarm
substance in rainbow trout exposed to copper nanoparticles.
Aquat. Toxicol. 152, 195-204

Ward, A.J.W. et al. (2008) Scents and scents-ability: pollution
disrupts chemical social recognition and shoaling in fish.
Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 275, 101-105

Portrais, K.B. et al. (2019) Exposure to the ultraviolet filter
benzophenone-3 (BP3) interferes with social behaviour in
male Siamese fighting fish. Anim. Behav. 158, 175-182
Thoré, E.S.J. et al. (2020) Antidepressant exposure reduces
body size, increases fecundity and alters social behavior in
the short-lived killifish Nothobranchius furzeri. Environ. Pollut.
265, 115068

Mbizah, M.M. et al. (2020) Effect of ecological factors on fine-
scale patterns of social structure in African lions. J. Anim.
Ecol. 89, 2665-2676

Martin, J.M. et al. (2017) The psychoactive pollutant fluoxetine
compromises antipredator behaviour in fish. Environ. Pollut.
222, 592-599

Wascher, C.A.F. et al. (2018) How does cognition shape social
relationships? Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. B Biol. Sci.
373, 20170293

Aulsebrook, L.C. et al. (2020) Reproduction in a polluted world:
implications for wildlife. Reproduction 160, R13-R23
Tomkins, P. et al. (2018) An endocrine-disrupting agricultural
contaminant impacts sequential female mate choice in fish.
Environ. Pollut. 237, 103-110

Dalziel, B.D. et al. (2021) Collective behaviour can stabilize
ecosystems. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 5, 1435-1440

Sankey, D.W.E. et al. (2019) Speed consensus and the
‘Goldilocks principle’ in flocking birds (Columba livia). Anim.
Behav. 157, 106-119

Armstrong, T. et al. (2019) Oil exposure alters social group
cohesion in fish. Sci. Rep. 9, 1-9

Hamilton, T.J. et al. (2021) Shoaling, boldness, anxiety-like be-
havior and locomotion in zebrafish (Danio rerio) are altered by
acute benzo[a]pyrene exposure. Sci. Total Environ. 774, 145702
Barry, M.J. (2013) Effects of fluoxetine on the swimming and
behavioural responses of the Arabian killifish. Ecotoxicology
22, 425-432

Dakin, R. et al. (2021) Testosterone-mediated behaviour
shapes the emergent properties of social networks. J. Anim.
Ecol. 90, 131-142

Dakin, R. and Ryder, T.B. (2020) Reciprocity and behavioral
heterogeneity govern the stability of social networks. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. 117, 2993-2999

68.

69.

70.

7.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

Pinter-Wollman, N. et al. (2011) The effect of individual variation
on the structure and function of interaction networks in
harvester ants. J. R. Soc. Interface 8, 1562-1573

McCallum, E.S. et al. (2021) Social status modulates the
behavioral and physiological consequences of a chemical
pollutant in animal groups. Ecol. Appl., 02454

Sasaki, T. et al. (2018) Personality and the collective: bold
homing pigeons occupy higher leadership ranks in flocks.
Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. B Biol. Sci. 373, 20170038
Bevan, P.A. et al. (2018) Regulation between personality traits:
individual social tendencies modulate whether boldness and
leadership are correlated. Proc. Biol. Sci. 285, 20180829
Furtbauer, |. et al. (2020) Collective action reduces androgen
responsiveness with implications for shoaling dynamics in
stickleback fish. Horm. Behav. 119, 104636

Jolles, J.W. et al. (2020) The role of individual heterogeneity in
collective animal behaviour. Trends Ecol. Evol. 35, 278-291
Cook, C.N. et al. (2020) Individual learning phenotypes drive
collective behavior. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 117, 17949-17956
Sankey, D.W.E. et al. (2021) Absence of “selfish herd” dynamics
in bird flocks under threat. Curr. Biol. 31, 3192-3198

Gill, R.J. et al. (2012) Combined pesticide exposure severely
affects individual- and colony-level traits in bees. Nature 491,
105-108

MacGregor, H.E.A. et al. (2020) Information can explain the
dynamics of group order in animal collective behaviour. Nat.
Commun. 11, 1-8

Berdahl, A. et al. (2013) Emergent sensing of complex environ-
ments by mobile animal groups. Science 339, 574-576
Martin, J.M. et al. (2019) Field-realistic antidepressant expo-
sure disrupts group foraging dynamics in mosquitofish. Biol.
Lett. 15, 20190615

Crall, J.D. et al. (2018) Neonicotinoid exposure disrupts bum-
blebee nest behavior, social networks, and thermoregulation.
Science 362, 683-686

Borowiec, B.G. et al. (2018) The preference for social affiliation
renders fish willing to accept lower O2 levels. Physiol.
Biochem. Zool. 91, 716-724

Munson, A. et al. (2021) Stable social groups foster conformity
and among-group differences. Anim. Behav. 174, 197-206
Kiyokawa, Y. and Hennessy, M.B. (2018) Comparative studies
of social buffering: a consideration of approaches, terminology,
and pitfalls. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 86, 131-141

Culbert, B.M. et al. (2019) Social buffering of stress in a group-
living fish. Proc. Biol. Sci. 286, 20191626

Martin, J.M. and McCallum, E.S. (2021) Incorporating animal
social context in ecotoxicology: can a single individual tell the
collective story? Environ. Sci. Technol. 565, 10908-10910
Panadeiro, V. et al. (2021) A review of 28 free animal-tracking
software applications: current features and limitations. Lab.
Anim. 50, 246-254

Smith, J.E. and Pinter-Wollman, N. (2021) Observing the
unwatchable: integrating automated sensing, naturalistic
observations and animal social network analysis in the age of
big data. J. Anim. Ecol. 90, 62-75

McCallum, E.S. et al. (2019) Slow-release implants for
manipulating contaminant exposures in aquatic wildlife: a
new tool for field ecotoxicology. Environ. Sci. Technol. 53,
8282-8290

Bertram, M.G. et al. (2022) Frontiers in quantifying wildlife
behavioural responses to chemical pollution. Biol. Rev. Published
online March 1, 2022. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12844
Nathan, R. et al. (2022) Big-data approaches lead to an
increased understanding of the ecology of animal movement.
Science 375, eabg1780

Agerstrand, M. et al. (2020) Emerging investigator series: use
of behavioural endpoints in the regulation of chemicals. Environ
Sci Process Impacts 22, 49-65

Santos, M.E.S. et al. (2021) Traces of tramadol in water impact
behaviour in a native European fish. Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf.
212, 111999

Brodin, T. et al. (2013) Dilute concentrations of a psychiatric
drug alter behavior of fish from natural populations. Science
339, 814-815

Trends in Ecology & Evolution, September 2022, Vol. 37, No. 9

¢ CellP’ress

801



http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0440
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12844
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0465
CellPress logo

¢? CellPress

94.

96.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

Fenske, L. et al. (2020) 17-a-Ethinylestradiol modulates endo-
crine and behavioral responses to stress in zebrafish. Environ.
Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 27, 29341-29351

Horky, P. et al. (2021) Methamphetamine pollution elicits
addiction in wild fish. J. Exp. Biol. 224, jeb242145

De Serrano, A.R. et al. (2021) Paternal exposure to a common
pharmaceutical (Ritalin) has transgenerational effects on the
behaviour of Trinidadian guppies. Sci. Rep. 11, 3985

Lozek, F. et al. (2019) Behaviour and cardiac response to stress
in signal crayfish exposed to environmental concentrations of
tramadol. Aquat. Toxicol. 213, 105217

Almeida, C.H.S. et al. (2021) Sublethal agrochemical exposures
can alter honey bees’ and neotropical stingless bees’ color
preferences, respiration rates, and locomotory responses.
Sci. Total Environ. 779, 146432

Bachour, R.-L. et al. (2020) Behavioral effects of citalopram,
tramadol, and binary mixture in zebrafish (Danio rerio) larvae.
Chemosphere 238, 124587

Matus, G.N. et al. (2018) Behavior and histopathology as
biomarkers for evaluation of the effects of paracetamol and
propranolol in the neotropical fish species Phalloceros harpagos.
Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 25, 28601-28618

Siviter, H. et al. (2018) Quantifying the impact of pesticides on
learning and memory in bees. J. Appl. Ecol. 565, 2812-2821
Bu, Q. et al. (2013) Review of screening systems for prioritizing
chemical substances. Crit. Rev. Environ. Sci. Technol. 43,
1011-1041

103.

104.

106.

106.

107.

108.

100.

110.

111,

802 Trends in Ecology & Evolution, September 2022, Vol. 37, No. 9

Trends in Ecology & Evolution

Brack, W. (2015) The challenge: prioritization of emerging
pollutants. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 34, 2181

Frazier, M.T. et al. (2015) Assessing honey bee (Hymenop-
tera: Apidae) foraging populations and the potential impact
of pesticides on eight US crops. J. Econ. Entomol. 108,
2141-2152

Palmer, M.J. et al. (2013) Cholinergic pesticides cause mush-
room body neuronal inactivation in honeybees. Nat. Commun.
4,1-8

Mustard, J.A. et al. (2020) Honeybees fail to discriminate floral
scents in a complex learning task after consuming a neonicotinoid
pesticide. J. Exp. Biol. 223, jeb217174

Colin, T. et al. (2019) Traces of a neonicotinoid induce preco-
cious foraging and reduce foraging performance in honey
bees. Environ. Sci. Technol. 53, 8252-8261

von Frisch, K. (2013) The Dance Language and Orientation of
Bees, Harvard University Press

Ai, H. et al. (2019) Neuroethology of the waggle dance: how
followers interact with the waggle dancer and detect spatial
information. Insects 10, 336

Tosi, S. and Nieh, J.C. (2019) Lethal and sublethal synergistic
effects of a new systemic pesticide, flupyradifurone
(Sivanto®), on honeybees. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 286,
20190433

Lemanski, N.J. et al. (2021) The effect of individual learning
on collective foraging in honey bees in differently structured
landscapes. Anim. Behav. 179, 113-123


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00133-1/rf0555
CellPress logo

	Predicting the impacts of chemical pollutants on animal groups
	Chemical contaminants and animal sociality: a critical but neglected issue
	Predicting the impacts of chemical pollution on animal collectives: a conceptual framework
	How do chemical pollutants impact individuals?
	Formation of groups
	Availability of individuals
	Detection and recognition of social cues
	Decision to join a group
	Outcomes of group formation

	Group dynamics
	Local interactions and social structure
	Collective outcomes

	Does living in social groups increase resistance, or sensitivity, to the effects of chemical pollution?
	Approaches for exploring the impacts of chemical pollutants on animal sociality
	Concluding remarks
	Acknowledgments
	Declaration of interests
	References




