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Abstract

This study was conducted to evaluate the effect of honeybee venom, purified using
bee venom collector, and feeding of probiotics on the body weilght gain, growth rate
and hematological characteristics of pigs. A total of 120 pigs were examined and
divided into 4 groups 1) Control (basal diet), 2) BV (basal diet + bee venom),3) PB
(basal diet + probiotics), 4) BVPB (basal diet + BV + PB). Average daily weight
gain improved significantly in all test groups, especially BVPB (2 < 0.05) compared

" Corresponding author

Phone: +82-31-290-8510, +82-54—-850—-53287
Fax: +82-31-290-8516, +82~54—850—-3289
E—mail © hansangmi@hanmail.net, stkim@gh.go.kr

- 229 -



SHAT|, O|BY, IEE, BB, D2, WA,

ol

L=

t=,

., dFH, A=

to the controls. There was a significant difference in the feed conversion rate (P <
0.05) and efficiency (P < 0.05) between BVPB and control pigs. Weight gain and
survivability was higher in the tests than the controls, but white blood cell count was
not. Serum total protein, albumin and IgG concentration of BVPB were slightly higher

than those of controls.

These results suggest that treated honeybee venom and

probiotics should be used together to effectively increase the productivity of pigs.
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Table 1. Scheme for the injection of bee venom and feeding of probiotics

Group Treatments

Control Basal diet (BD)

BV BD + Bee venom injection®

BD + Probiotics

PB . .. . .
(Lactobacillus plantarum + Saccharomyces cerevisiae + Bacillus subtilis)®

BD + Bee venom injection® + Probiotics
(L plantarum + S cerevisiae + B subtilis)®

“:Bee venom (0.5 mg/head) was injected at 2 days after birth and 1.0 mg/head at
20 days after birth.

°: The amount of probiotics; Lactobacillus plantarum (2.9 x 10° cfg/g),
Saccharomyces cerevisiae (4.1 %X 107 cfg/g) and Bacillus subtilis (3.8 % 10° cfg/g)
for 90 days

BVPB

T 27 AREAE] Qo FAZe] Al @F Fol Ei FA FojZeld 4T
S olF JFAV|e dEFAEe] tE o] %t (Table 2).
NFT stel FeHow FARAG (P AlRAAR YdolHE 27 % 71kl
< 0.05). A A7 ek AEAES 84l = ATARE Aegst ?Loﬂ/ﬂ“ o 2o b
54 gror], taTel vlated 2%, A ahd] thh Zrhdgon, ¥50e Folg 7
Table 2. Effect of bee venom and probiotic treatments on the growth in piglets
Item Control BV PB BVPB
Body weight (kg)
at birth 1.62+0.19 1.6220.13 1.66=x0.13 1.62x0.13
at 20 days after birth 5.47=0.21 6.41%=0.19 5.58%£0.21 6.9520.29
at 90 days after birth 29.3x0.42 30.8%£0.48 31.3£0.78 32.15x0.10
Weight gain (kg)
1 ~ 20 days 3.95*T0.17 4.7810.25 4.08+0.30 5.2610.21
20 ~ 90 days 23.863%70.561 24.48*£0.32 25.57=x0.49 25.20x0.17
Overall 27.7510.74  29.18.030 29.59=x0.86 30.46£0.47
Average daily gain (kg)
1 ~ 20 days 0.20+£0.02 0.24£0.01 0.21£0.03 0.27x0.01
20 ~ 90 days 0.35%£0.01 0.36£0.02 0.37x0.01 0.37x0.01
Overall 0.32%£0.02 0.34£0.02 0.34£0.01 0.35x0.02
Survival (%)
1 ~ 20 days 95 95 100 100
20 ~90 days 85 95 95 95
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Table 3. Effect of bee venom and probiotic treatments on feed conversion rate and
feed efficiency in piglets

[tem Control BV PB BVPB

Feed conversion rate

1 ~ 20 days 2.05 2.05 2.25 2.00
20 ~ 90 days 2.45 2.27 2.08 2.17
Overall 2.08 1.93 1.83 1.83

Feed efficiency
1 ~ 20 days 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.51
20 ~ 90 days 0.44 0.46 0.438 0.48
Overall 0.51 0.52 0.90 0.55

Table 4. Effect of bee venom and probiotic treatments on blood response in piglets

[tem Control BV PB BVPB
WBC (k/u) 155 0.9 15.9 = 0.7 15.0x 1.1 15.8 = 0.6
Total protein (g/d¢) 6.79 = 0.62 7.06 = 0.29 6.98 + 0.32 7.27 £ 0.19
Albumin (g/d¢) 3.85 £ 0.23 4.13 = 0.64 4.08 * 0.44 4.32 £ 0.23
IgG (mg/de) 322.8 T 15.8 325596 326.1 £12.9 326.8 £ 4.6
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