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Abstract |

Honey bees use propolis to defend against invaders and pathogens. Propolis, a resinous mixture,
has been widely used for its antibacterial, antifungal and anti-inflammatory properties. This research
was carried out to evaluate the propolis productivity in Apis mellifera lines to select superior
honeybee lines. For the study, which were collected from three regions in Korea were evaluated for
the productivity of propolis. The results showed that, the average propolis per colony was highest in
the line P2 (10.1 g/hive), which was inbed line derived from isolated region, compared to other lines.
We also measured brood development one the basis of population size of eggs, brood, and adult
bees to further probe for relation between population size and propolis yield, in that larger population
generally have more foragers. Also, adult population expended more greatly in the line P2 compared
to that in the control.
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Fig. 1. The inbreed lines of Apis mellifera that was inbred for several generations. (A) control; (B) P1; (C) P2; (D) P3; (E) Breeding scheme
used to produce the experimental colonies. 1; First generation collection of isolated region. 2; Second generation queens were reared
same mother. Each sisters using produce queen or drones. Blue square indicated hive for produce queen, black square indicated hive
for produce drone. 3; Third generation. The queens are mated by drone produced sisters queens in isolated mating station (in island).
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Fig. 2. Average propolis production (g) per hive during 4 months
in different honeybee lines and the unselected commercial
lines that was used as control. Bars indicate the standard
deviation in replications. The data not showed significant
difference (p >0.05).

(B3] o5 AT et A A 2
o HaY §ARE YA IA o] Rold B N 1)
A4 Beke A% B4 % gaoletn
B o] Bt YUk Ao oj AT AT 2
AN AgE AR dzol vls) 953 H
oft ATE QXL Tt vEA B ZBels

¢
m

=



25000

= a= Control

20000 il
3 /‘\ ——p2
> ——p3
5 15000
E e\
< 10000
o0
80 ‘--—-M
B 5000 = -~

““x-—>ﬁ
o ——
A
Months
A

35000

30000

25000
& 20000
(0]
(5]
/@ 15000+

10000+
5000

Months
©

=== Control
-8- Pl

20000
/\ —— P2
15000 P3

Months

(B)

Fig. 3. The number of eggs, larvae, pupae, and worker produced during 4 months in different honeybee lines and the unselected commer-
cial lines that was used as control. (A) eggs, larvae; (B) pupae; (C) worker. The data not showed significant difference (p>0.05).
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