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Abstract

Based on inbred strain breeding, and using inbred strains “A” and “B" as parents, both the honey and propolis yield were
found to be of high purity and of good properties. In comparison with the LIGUSTICA bee, the yield of the honey improved by
43.8%, the propolis yield improve by 83%, the overwintering dead rate was reduced to 10.7%, and the food consumption was
reduced by 24%. Compared to the Caucasica bee, the honey yield improved by 11.6%, and the propolis yield improved by 13.8%.
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Fig. 1. The path diagram of successive full-sib mating.
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Fig. 2. The technical mode of full-sib mating.
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Fig. 3. The path diagram of successive mother-infant mating.
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Fig. 4. The technical mode of mother-infant mating.
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Fig. 5. The new type propolis collector.
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Fig. 6. Three types of the high propolis yield bee.
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Fig. 7. The experimental apiary.
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Fig. 8. The propolis was gathered into a hole shape
around the entrance of the hive.
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Fig. 9. Worker bees come back to the hive with gum.
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Table 1. Comparison of honeybee products from 2004 to 2007

Propolis (g) Honey (kg)
G Sum of Rate of Rate of
roups . . .
colonies Total Per colony increase Total Per colony increase
(%) (%)
Bee No.1 5 890.8 178.2 183 110 22 143.8
Caucasian 5 650 130 133 95 19 124
LIGUSTICA 5 488.2 97.6 100 76.5 15.3 100
(check)
R 2004~2007 FiABRiAtER¥ S IAERLLE
Table 2. Comparison of honeybee reproduction from 2004 to 2007
Effective oviposition
S f
Groups colll(zilli(;s N?:mlzftigzisl frosrsl 6 Average eggs per Av:(ff:) ie eagiz per Comparison to
v gu colony (amount) Y v LIGUSTICA (%)
(amount) (amount)
Bee No.1 5 557300 112574 1340 130.3
LIGUSTICA 5 432400 86480 1029 100
(check)
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Table 3.  Comparison of honeybee over wintering from 2004 to 2007

Mortality in winter Forage used in winter (kg)
Sum of Sumof Sumofdead Rateof Comparison Feed Per  Comparison
Groups Sum‘Of frames at frames in the honeybees death to consume frame to
colonies the end (frame) (%) LIGUSTICA honeybee LIGUSTICA
beginning  (frame) (= %) Feed
(frame) consume
Bee No.1 5 25 164 8.6 33.7 -10.7 42.75 1.71 76
LIGUSTIC 5 25 13.9 11.1 444 0 56.25  2.25 100
A (check)
R 2004~2007 FHBMERATE Mt (B @ 7T)
Table 4. Economic benefit of apiculture from 2004 to 2007 RMB (yuan)
Grouns PIZOPOIIS (g) PI;oney(kg) For;eg: saved (kg) Total Comparison to
RMB RMB RMB RMB LIGUSTICA %
colony colony colony
Bee No.1 178.2 53.5 22 220 10 41 314.5 178.9
Caucasian 130 39 19 190 6 24.6 253.6 144.3
LIGUSTICA 97.6 29.3 15.3 153 0 0 175.8 100
(check)
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Research Report on the Honey and Propolis Yield of the
Honeybee

Ging-Sheng Niu', Yun-Bo Xue, Dong-Hai Chen, Shou-Zeng Gao, and Xin-Ming Wang
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ABSTRACT

Based on inbred strain breeding, and using inbred strains “A” and “B” as
parents, both the honey and propolis yield were found to be of high purity and
of good properties. In comparison with the LIGUSTICA bee, the yield of the
honey improved by 43.8%, the propolis yield improve by 83%, the overwintering
dead rate was reduced to 10.7%, and the food consumption was reduced by
24%. Compared to the Caucasica bee, the honey yield improved by 11.6%, and
the propolis yield improved by 13.8%.
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