
1

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2022) 12:15597  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-19871-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports

Recapping and mite removal 
behaviour in Cuba: home 
to the world’s largest population 
of Varroa‑resistant European 
honeybees
Anais Rodríguez Luis1, Isobel Grindrod2, Georgiana Webb2, Adolfo Pérez Piñeiro1 & 
Stephen John Martin2*

The Varroa destructor ectoparasitic mite has spread globally and in conjunction with Deformed Wing 
Virus has killed millions of honeybee (Apis mellifera) colonies. This has forced Northern hemisphere 
beekeepers into using miticides to avoid mass colony losses. However, in many Southern hemisphere 
countries widespread treatment did not occur since miticides were prohibitively expensive, or 
a centralised choice was made not to treat, both allowing natural selection to act. The Varroa 
mite initially caused high losses before mite‑resistance appeared in the honeybee populations. 
Initially, mite‑resistance was only associated with African and Africanised honeybees. Although 
recently, several isolated mite‑resistant European honeybee populations have appeared. Here we 
studied the mite‑resistance in Cuba and found high rates of recapping of infested worker cells (77%), 
high removal of mites (80%) and corresponding low mite fertility (r = 0.77). These are all traits found 
in all naturally evolved Varroa‑resistant populations. We can confirm Cuba has the world’s largest 
European mite‑resistant population with 220,000 colonies that have been treatment‑free for over two 
decades and illustrating the power of natural selection. Cuban honeybees are also highly productive, 
40–70 kg of honey produced annually, and are mild mannered. Cuba is an excellent example of what is 
possible when honeybees are allowed to adapt naturally to Varroa with minimal human interference.

During the past 70 years the Varroa mite (Varroa destructor), in association with Deformed Wing Virus (DWV) 
that it transmits, has spread world-wide, killing millions of Apis mellifera colonies, particularly in the Northern 
Hemisphere. This resulted in the almost universal uptake of miticides in the Northern Hemisphere to control 
Varroa populations. However, in some Southern Hemisphere countries e.g., Mexico, Brazil, and Africa the 
beekeepers either could not afford to  treat1, do not treat as they consider Varroa not a  threat2, or their central 
beekeeping organisation decided not to treat when Varroa  arrived3 but allowed natural selection to run its course. 
Initially, these countries suffered high losses e.g., South  Africa3, but these losses declined after several years as 
honeybees adapted to the mite and became Varroa-resistant. No initial losses were recorded in Brazil when the 
resistant Africanised bees spread, but any initial losses may have been masked by the losses of Varroa-infested 
European honeybee colonies. On a much smaller scale a growing number of  European4,5 and  Hawaii6 beekeepers 
are taking a similar approach of ceasing treatment or collecting resistant feral colonies. A recent  study7 found that 
all well-established resistant populations, despite being widely dispersed across several continents, all share the 
same key traits, which all arise from the ability of the workers in resistant colonies to detect mite-infested cells 
using chemical signals produced by the mite  offspring8. This leads to increased rates of recapping and removal 
of infested cells, which leads to the death of all mite offspring in those cells, and it is this that reduces the mites’ 
ability to reproduce and promotes increased mite infertility. Subsequently, there is a long-term decrease of mite 
populations and viral loads, whilst there is an increase in colony survival  rates7. The role of elevated recapping 
rates has been consistently found in the majority of self-selected honeybee  populations4,6,9, with one known 
 exception10. Although both recapping and mite removal can be highly variable  traits7 they are currently the 
best ‘proxy’ for a resistant population since recapping is spatially associated with the presence of infested  cells11.
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The largest Caribbean Island is Cuba, being 1250 km long, covering 109,884  km2 and currently containing 
over 220,000 managed colonies. In the 1950’s Cuban colonies were estimated at between 100,000 and 150,000 
when Eva Crane visited Cuba in  195712. In 1968 managed colonies were censused and this revealed 151,000 hives. 
During the 1970’s and 1980’s beekeeping continued to grow with State support to 208,000 colonies in 1985. After 
this colony numbers fluctuated, reaching a minimum of 126,000 colonies in 2003. This was due to Varroa and an 
economic crisis. Since then, colony numbers have steady increased, reaching 221,000 colonies in 2021. All the 
managed colonies are currently kept by 1,900 government registered beekeepers that have always selected for 
productivity, hygienic behaviour and calmness, under the Centro de Investigaciones Apícolas (CIAPI) Bees Selec-
tion Program. As a result, Cuban bees are highly productive: annually averaging 45–70 kg of honey per colony 
according to honey production records held by CIAPI and have 80% hygienic behaviour, based on removal of 
dead brood. In addition, a large unmanaged feral honeybee population exists due to expansive regions of flowers 
and the Cuban Royal palm (Roystonea regia) forests that cover around 25% of Cuba.

Honeybees (A. m. mellifera) were first introduced into Cuba from the USA (Florida) in 1768, followed later 
by A. m. ligustica, A. m. caucasica and A. m. carnica13. Despite the presence of Africanised honeybees in some, 
but not all, surrounding Caribbean  Islands14, a honeybee import ban for the last 60 years has allowed this large 
European population to thrive in Cuba. Studies using allozyme  markers15,16 confirmed that the Cuban honeybee 
population is European. Later this was re-confirmed by using mitochondrial haplotypes (microsats) which mostly 
belonged to European lineages (e.g., M, and C)17. In addition, the microsatellite data showed that Cuba has a 
homogeneous population of managed honeybees across the country without any regional differences, confirm-
ing the isolated nature of the population.

Despite the 60-year honeybee import ban, in 1996 Varroa was first detected in Matanzas province in Western 
Cuba and further investigations found the mite in and around La Habana city. The mite was predicted to have 
entered Cuba a couple of year’s  earlier18, potentially via shipping or illegal queen imports. In 1997 around 8000 
colonies died, all infested with Varroa, and by 1998 the mite had spread to the seven western provinces. Move-
ment of bees between major regions was prohibited, some mite control via drone-brood trapping was used, 
but more losses were suffered before Varroa resistant bees appeared, several years after the mite invaded Cuba. 
Thereafter, no mite treatments have been administered for over 20  years19 making the Cuban population the 
largest Varroa-resistant European honeybee population in the world.

Previous  research20 found DWV is in 100% of apiaries and only the Korean haplotype of Varroa was found 
in  Cuba19. Therefore, the situation in Cuba, with respect to the bees, mites, and virus, is similar to that found 
across the Northern hemisphere. Therefore, the aim of this study was to investigate if the traits found in other 
resistant populations from other countries i.e., increased recapping and mite removal, along with reduced abil-
ity of Varroa to reproduce, were present in the worker brood of the Cuban honeybee population. In addition, 
recapping and mite reproduction was measured in drone brood.

Results
Honeybee data. In December 2021 a total of 6,923 worker and 1,906 drone brood cells were investigated 
from the 32 and 16 colonies respectively that were managed in six locations across western Cuba (see “Methods 
and materials”—Fig. 5). The average Varroa-infestation rate of worker (13% SD ± 10%) and drone (40% ± SD 
18%) capped brood was significantly different (d.f. = [15, 31], t = 6.8909 p = 0.00001) as expected.

Recapping data. To provide baseline data, 3,090 worker brood cells from five Varroa-naïve colonies from 
Kauai, Hawaii had a mean recapping rate of 3.6% (± 4.2 SD) and median of 1.3% due a single outlier colony in 
which the recapping rate was 10.7%. In comparison, the average recapping rate in Cuba for infested worker brood 
was 72% (± 21SD), while non-infested cells were recapped at 33% (± 33SD), which again is significantly different 
 (df30,24 t = − 6.9304, p = 0.00001). Whereas, in the 1,906 drone brood the recapping levels of 52% (infested) and 
34% (non-infested) were not significantly different (df 10,10, t = − 1.7208, p = 0.101) due to the high level of inter-
colony variability (Fig. 1).

The weighted average recapping rate of infested worker brood for all previous studies is 55% in mite resist-
ant colonies and 33% in susceptible  colonies7. Whereas the weighted average for all the Cuban colonies is 63%. 
Hence, each of the six locations in Cuba can be classed as highly resistant, since all six locations were above the 
average and median of all previous studies (Fig. 2).

The diameter of the recapped hole (p < 0.005) is significantly smaller in the baseline Varroa-naïve Kauai colo-
nies than Cuban worker cells non-infested colonies (mean = 1.7 mm, SD ± 0.34, vs. mean = 2.3 mm, SD ± 0.45). 
Whereas recapped sizes in infested cells (mean = 3.2 mm SD ± 0.69) were significantly larger than non-infested 
worker brood, although there was no significant difference in recapping size between infested and non-infested 
drone brood (mean = 3.2 mm, SD ± 0.68 vs. 3.0 mm, SD ± 0.41) (Fig. 3).

The average colony recapped size of Varroa-naïve worker cells, Kauai, were significantly smaller than non-
infested Cuban worker capped brood (d.f [4, 30], t = 2.981, p = 0.0054). Whereas there was a significant larger 
recapped area in infested cells, than non-infested cells  (df24, 29 t = 5.53239, p = 0.00001) in Cuban worker brood. 
However, in drone capped brood, no significant difference in recapped size  (df10,10 t = − 0.8728, p = 0.196) was 
found between non-infested and infested cells.

Mite removal. In March 2022 a total of 200 artificial mite introductions and 200 control sham openings 
were performed on worker brood from ten colonies in the CIAPI apiary. There were significantly more artifi-
cially mite infested cells removed than sham control openings (df 9,9 t = -3.5135, p = 0.00248). In fact, over 35% 
more (Fig. 4), since 81% of the mite-infested cells were removed while 45% of the controls were removed. Of 
the 38 mite-infested not removed 36 (95%) were recapped. While of the 111 control cells not removed 80 (72%) 
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were recapped. The removal rates of the mites were consistent (except one outlier) across the ten colonies. The 
removal of control cells was highly variable (Fig. 4). In 14 (7%) cells the mite was missing, although since they 
all had been recapped, they probably escaped during the period the cell was open. A total of 26 mites (23%) were 
found in the remaining 111 control cells at the end of the experiment.

Varroa mite data. Data on mite-reproduction was collected from 688 worker and 350 drone single infested 
capped brood cells that aged from white-eye (85 h post-capping) to the resting stage. Of these, 195 workers and 
57 drones were grey pad (240 h post-capping) or older. In addition, 31 workers and 46 drones were infested by 
two or more mites and were grey pad (300 h post-capping in drones) to resting stage and were used for reproduc-
tive success calculations. Overall, an average of 0.77 new viable (mated) offspring were produced in worker cells 
and 1.6 in drone cells (Table 1).

The number of viable offspring produced in singly infested worker cells aged 240 h post-capping, or older in 
recapped (mean = 0.88) or non-recapped (mean = 0.85) cells, were not significantly different (t133, 60 = 0.18276, 
p = 0.855). The result is the same when all infested worker cells (single and multiple) are considered 
(t157, 67 = 0.71157, p = 0.477), indicating recapping per se has no direct effect on mite mortality.

Figure 1.  Recapping rates from both worker and drone showing levels in non-infested (yellow) or infested (red) 
cells from this (in bold) and previous  studies4,5,9.

Figure 2.  A comparison of the percentage of recapping of infested cells from the six Cuban locations (triangles) 
in comparison with the 101 data points from the other resistant A. mellifera colonies studied around the world 
according  to7 is shown as a box plot.
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Figure 3.  Size of recapping holes in Varroa-naïve worker cells (Kauai) compared with Cuban workers and 
drones capped brood that were infested or not.
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Figure 4.  Percentage of removal in mite infested and control cells indicating the significant difference between 
the two groups and showing a large inter-colony variation among the control cells, relative to the mite infested 
cells.

Table 1.  Various Varroa reproductive classifications in Cuban worker and drone capped brood cells. The 
minimum pupal age category is also given. Pale eyes (po) ≈ 100 h in workers and 120 h in drone. Grey pads 
(gp) ≈ 240 h in workers and 300 h in drones. The moulted skin of male mites is used to confirm they are adults.

Classification Worker Drones

Viable mothers > po 72% 71%

Non-repo mothers > po 8% 11%

Viable offspring > gp live male + moulted skin 51% 65%

Viable offspring > gp in multple-infested cells 32% 49%

Total fertility in all cells > gp 47% 53%

Reproductive rate > gp single infested cells 0.87 1.96

Reproductive rate > gp multiple infested cells 0.49 1.42

Total Reproductive rate in all cells > gp 0.77 1.6
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Discussion
We confirm that Cuba is home to the world’s largest European honeybee population that has naturally become 
Varroa-resistant, with an estimated 220,000 colonies being maintained without any form of chemical treat-
ment for over two  decades19 although some drone-trapping occurred during the early years of the transition 
period This is despite the presence of the K-haplotype of the  mite20 and the widespread occurrence of  DWV19 
throughout Cuba. Hence, the Cuban honeybee population is the first major case of Varroa-resistant European 
bees occupying an entire country of a large size (109,884  km2). In Europe the proportion of varroa-resistant 
honeybee populations in each country is highly  variable21,22, but they still consist of small, isolated populations 
within any country. For example, the second largest known area of European Varroa-resistant honeybees is in 
North Wales, UK where 104 beekeepers have managed around 500 honey bee colonies over an area of 2500  km2 
without treatment for over a  decade23.

It has long been established that sub-Sharan African and Africanised honeybees are Varroa-resistant and 
both populations cover much larger areas than Cuba, but these honeybee races are not capable of thriving in 
temperate regions or are rejected by beekeepers in Northern hemispheres. However, previous studies on African/
Africanised and European  honeybees4–6,9 all appear to have evolved with the same resistance  mechanism7 and 
Cuban honeybees follow this pattern showing high recapping behaviour, high mite removal behaviour and low 
mite reproduction (Figs. 1, 4, Table 1).

The strongest evidence that increased recapping behaviour is a direct response to the presence of Varroa, 
is the very low recapping rates in Varroa-naïve colonies. This is evidenced by the recapping baseline data that 
has now been collected from four different Varroa-naïve (Varroa free) honeybee populations (Australia, UK 
[two populations] and Hawaii [this study]) all producing similar results (Fig. 1). Across the four populations, 
a total of 9542 worker cells from 15 colonies have been studied with an average recapping rate of 2.0% (+ SD 
3.2). Interestingly, only two of the colonies had atypical recapping rates of 8.5% and 10.7%, from Australia and 
Kauai respectively. This may suggest increased sensitivity in these colonies as no obvious causes e.g., wax moth 
or dead pupa, were detected in either colony. The data summary in Fig. 1 indicates that even in Varroa-treated 
populations the workers are still able to detect mite infested cells, but the average consistently falls significantly 
below that found in resistant populations. That is, in non-infested worker cells recapping rates are significantly 
higher in resistant populations in comparison to susceptible populations (Fig. 1) t4, 5 = − 4.185, p = 0.0023 as well 
as for infested cells t4, 5 = − 6.905, p = 0.00007.

The ability of Cuban honeybees to detect infested cells causes not only high recapping levels but also high 
removal rates of artificially mite-infested cells. A mean removal rate of 81% is among one of the highest recorded 
in Apis mellifera7. The average control rate of 45% is driven by three colonies that all removed more than 75% 
of the controls, while the average of the remaining seven colonies was 28%. During the mite-removal studies 
in March 2022 natural Varroa infestation was 23%, whereas in December 2021 it was only 13%. This is due to 
decreasing worker brood rearing, caused by a shortage of nectar during the annual dry season. During this time 
there is an increase in hygienic behaviour in the  colonies24, which could help explain the higher-than-expected 
removal of control cells.

The reproductive ability of Varroa to produce viable i.e., mated, female offspring (r) in infested worker cells 
in resistant colonies in South  Africa4 (r = 0.9),  Brazil4 (r = 0.8),  Mexico18 (r = 0.73),  Europe3 (r = 0.84) is similar to 
the 0.87 found in Cuba (this study). In Cuba ‘r’ reduces to 0.77 when both single and multiple infested cells are 
considered. This reduction in mite reproduction, relative to susceptible colonies that have values of r greater than 
one, is directly linked to the increased ability of resistant workers to both detect and remove, by cannibalisation, 
the infested pupa. Hence, this ensures the invading mite fails to  reproduce7 or reduces mite fertility due to the 
recapping  process4. Although, in this study no significant difference was found in the reproduction of Varroa in 
recapped or non-recapped cells, supporting the findings of two previous  studies5,9. Therefore, recapping may be 
playing a minor role in resistance. However, recapping remains the best indicator or ‘proxy’ of resistance within 
the vast majority of honeybee populations since it’s easier, quicker, and it requires less skill to measure recapping 
rates than mite removal rates. However, recapping is a highly variable  trait7, hence both many cells (200–300) 
per colony and many colonies (> 10) per population ideally need to be studied to help reduce the variablity, also 
in temperate countries measuring recapping when mite-infestation rates peak in autumn maximises detecting 
infested cells since the recapping of cells is spatially associated with infested  cells11.

Despite the current focus on what is happening in worker cells, studies focusing on the role of recapping in 
drone brood are still in their infancy with. Currently, data is only available from South  Africa9 (Fig. 1) and now 
Cuba (this study). Interestingly, both studies indicate no significant difference in recapping rates between infested 
and non-infested brood. This is caused by some colonies performing no recapping of drone brood, while some 
colonies do recap cells but in a non-targeted manner. Whereas there is a significant increase in the size of the 
recapped area between infested (3.1 mm) and non-infested (2.3 mm) worker cells (Fig. 3), this does not occur in 
drone brood, as it appears that the holes are entirely exploratory. However, the lack of removal of infested drone 
brood may be playing an important role in mite-resistance (see below).

The mite infestation of worker cells currently varies between 23 and 13% in Cuba (this study), roughly 
25 years after it was first detected (1996). Whereas, in Mexico and Brazil, infestation rates of worker brood have 
fallen from around 20% in 1996/1999 down to 4% in 2018/197. Although, Varroa was first detected in Brazil 
much earlier, in  197225 and the Africanised honeybees adapted to the mite and spread northward replacing the 
susceptible European colonies. Therefore, we predict that the worker infestation rate in Cuba will continue to 
fall over the next 20 years, especially if high mite-removal rates persist. Correspondingly, we would expect to 
see the infestation rates of the drone brood (currently at 40%) to remain high as mites potentially avoid repro-
duction in worker cells. This potentially is a key, but currently overlooked part, of the resistance mechanism. 
Since an empirical  model26 indicated that negative mite population growth occurs in (resistant) Africanised 
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honeybee colonies only when the initial drone cells are present. This is thought to arise because mites also show 
a tenfold preference to reproduce in drone cells (which comprises only 1–5% of all the honeybee brood) and 
they soon become overcrowded as the mite population increases. This leads to inter-mite competition for the 
limited food and space, causing an increase in mite  mortality27, resulting in negative reproductive success for 
mites entering these overcrowded drone cells. Thus, mite population growth in drone brood cells is limited by 
a density-dependent mechanism. In Cuba it has been observed that strong colonies typically with drone brood 
do not weaken during the drought season, whereas colonies without drone brood are weak and often die during 
the drought (APP personal comm).

Although Cuban beekeepers have been aware of their mite-resistant honeybees for 15 to 20 years’, Cuba’s 
situation has only recently come to  light16,18. The main reason for Varroa-resistance in Cuba is due to the cen-
tralised decision to allow natural resistance to evolve, as also was done successfully in South  Africa3, rather than 
becoming locked into using miticides, as has happened throughout the Northern hemisphere. The CIAPI and 
Veterinarian Services central decision to ‘not treat’ was greatly assisted by all Cuban beekeepers being profes-
sional, registered and embedded within a strong locally based beekeeping community where colony movement 
and exchange of queens is within each province.

There is also a large feral population and due to Cuba’s sub-tropical climate, queens are replaced annually in 
managed colonies because of almost continuous egg-laying, similar to honeybees in Hawaii. This rapid queen 
turnover speeds up natural selection relative to honeybee populations in more temperate climates. Finally, Cuba’s 
60-year ban on honeybee importation has helped isolate the country from been invaded by Africanised bees 
which has occurred in many nearby regions (eg. Mexico, Southern USA, Puerto Rico, neighbouring Dominican 
 Republic13 and Haiti (D. Macdonald, Apiary Inspector, Min. of Agi BC, Canada, pers. Comm.). Cuba has many 
managed European colonies coupled with many queen rearing stations. These colonies are productive and mild 
mannered. Thus, Cuba is an excellent example of the power of natural selection in honeybees when they are 
allowed to adapt naturally to Varroa with minimal human interference.

Methods and materials
Recapping study. A total of 37 colonies were sampled in December 2021 from six locations spread across 
250 km of Western Cuba (Fig. 5). From each colony a patch of capped worker or drone brood, if present, con-
taining approximately 300 cells was cut out of the frame. In the laboratory using binocular microscopes and ring 
lights, we investigated if each cell had been recapped, by carefully inverting the cell cap and estimating the size 
of the recapping on a scale from 1 to 5, which in worker brood equates roughly to a 1–5 mm scale. The age of the 
pupae was recorded using changes in eye or body  colour28 and if infested each of the mite stages were  recorded28. 
Mite exuviate indicated the presence of an adult male or female and was important in determining multiple 
invaded cells and the number of mated female offspring. No baseline data can be collected in Cuba since no 
Varroa-free regions exist. Therefore, baseline recapping rates were collected from the Varroa-free colonies from 
the Island of Kauai (Hawaii) since it lies at a similar latitude to Cuba, has a similar sub-tropical climate and is 
home to European honeybees. From each of five Kauai colonies around 600 worker brood cells per colony were 
studied for recapping rate and size of recapped area estimated on the 1–5 scale.

Mite removal study. The removal rates of ten colonies from CIAPI (Fig. 5, location 3) were studied during 
March 2022. For each colony 20 mites were collected from capped drone brood within 2–3 days of capping and 
the mother mites were individually placed using a fine paint brush into 20 worker capped brood cells that were 
within 1–2 days of been capped over. In addition, 20 control sham openings were also conducted. The positions 

Figure 5.  Black triangles represent the approximate locations of the six sampling apiaries in Western Cuba. 
Letters indicate the name of the provinces: Pinar del Rio (PR), Artemisa (AR), La Habana (LH), Mayabeque 
(MY), Matanzas (MT).
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of all the manipulated cells were recorded on an acetate sheet. The logic behind using mites from young drone 
brood is they will have already received the stimulus to start egg  laying29 since the mite-offspring produce the 
compounds detected by the worker  honeybees8. The artificially infested frames were immediately reintroduced 
into the origin colonies. Eight days after the mites were inserted, the ten frames were removed and the number of 
infested and control cells that were removed were recorded, along with the recapping levels of unremoved cells.

Data analysis. For each colony we measured the recapping rate and hole size of infested and non-infested 
cells in all cells older than 85 h post-capping (white eye stage), the brood infestation rate using all pupae. These 
values were then standardised by calculating percentages. However, if fewer than 5 mite-infested cells were pre-
sent in a colony then the data on infested recapped cells and the size of recapped cells were excluded, to avoid 
the effects of a small sample size. All data was then averaged across all colonies and values compared to previous 
studies. As the resulting recapping and mite-removal data were all normally distributed (Kolmogorov–Smirnov 
Test of Normality), parametric statistics are used throughout.

To ensure a sufficient sample size, we pooled the mite data from all the colonies knowing that all Cuban 
honeybees are considered genetically  similar16. Both single and multiple infested worker or drone cells reproduc-
tive values were calculated separately to allow direct comparisons with previous studies. The mite development 
 figures30,31 were used to check if the development timings of Varroa found in Cuba are similar to that found 
previously, which they were.

Data availability
All raw data will be available on request from the corresponding author.
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References
 1. Vandame, R. & Palacio, M, A. Preserved honeybee health in Latin America: A fragile equilibrium due to low-intensity agriculture 

and beekeeping? Apidologie 41, 243–255 (2010).
 2. Gratzer, K., Wakjira, K., Fiedler, S. & Brodschneider, R. Challenges and perspectives for beekeeping in Ethiopia A review. Agron. 

Sustain. Dev 41, 46 (2021).
 3. Allsopp, M. Analysis of Varroa destructor infestation of southern African honeybee populations. MRes thesis, University of Pretoria, 

Pretoria (2006).
 4. Oddie, M. et al. Rapid parallel evolution overcomes global honey bee parasite. Sci. Rep. 8, 7704 (2018).
 5. Hawkins, G. P. & Martin, S. J. Elevated recapping behaviour and reduced Varroa destructor reproduction in natural Varroa resistant 

Apis mellifera honey bees from the UK. Apidologie 52, 647–657 (2021).
 6. Martin, S. J. Naturally mite-resistant colonies evolve on Hawaii. Am. Bee J. 160, 649–651 (2020).
 7. Grindrod, I. & Martin, S. J. Parallel Evolution of Varroa Resistance in Honey Bees; a common mechanism across continents?. Proc. 

R. Soc. B. 288, 20211375 (2021).
 8. Mondet, F. et al. Chemical detection triggers honey bee defence against a destructive parasitic threat. Nat. Chem. Biol. 17, 524–530 

(2021).
 9. Martin, S. J. et al. Varroa destructor reproduction and cell re-capping in mite-resistant Apis mellifera populations. Apidologie 51, 

1–3 (2019).
 10. Moro, A., Blacquière, T., Panziera, D., Dietemann, V. & Neumann, P. Host-parasite co-evolution in real-time: Changes in honey 

bee resistance mechanisms and mite reproductive strategies. Insects. 12, 120 (2021).
 11. Grindrod, I. & Martin, S. J. Spatial distribution of recapping behaviour indicates clustering around Varroa infested cells. J. Apicul. 

Res. 60, 707–716 (2021).
 12. Crane, E. Second American Bee Journey: III Cuba and Mexico. Bee World 38(12), 301–313 (1957).
 13. Genaro, J. A. Origins, composition, and distribution of the bees of Cuba (Hymenoptera: Apoidea: Anthophila). Insecta Mundi 

0052, 1–16 (2008).
 14. Nikaido, S. S. et al. Detection of Africanised bees in the Dominican Republic. J. Apicul. Res. 57(3), 351–353 (2018).
 15. Pérez, A., Voroshilov, U., Demedio, J. & Sanabria, J. L. Determinación del estatus racial y parasitológico (varroosis) de colmenas 

(Apis mellifera L.) ante la amenaza de africanización. [Determination of racial and parasitological status (varroasis) of colonies (Apis 
mellifera L.) infront of the africanization threat]. (2009).

 16. Pérez, A., & Demedio, J. Estatus racial e índices de infestación de colmenas (Apis mellifera L.) por Varroa destructor (Anderson 
y Trueman) en Mayabeque, Cuba. [Racial status and index of hive (Apis mellifera L.) infestation by Varroa destructor (Anderson 
and Trueman) in Mayabeque, Cub]. Cuban J. Agri. Sci. 51, 2 (2017).

 17. Yadró-Garcia, C. A., Rodríguez-Luis, A., Pérez-Pineiro, A. M., Pérez-Morfi, A., Invernizzi, C., & Tomasco, I. H. Cuban honey bees: 
Significant differentiation from European honey bees in incomplete isolation. J. Apicult. Res. 60(3), 375–384 (2021).

 18. Demedio, J. La varroasis de las abejas en una zona de la provincia de La Habana. Agente etiológico, índices de infestación y control 
biotécnico y químico. Ph.D. Thesis, Universidad Agraria de La Habana, La Habana, Cuba, 107 p (2001)

 19. Rodríguez, A. et al. Nosema ceranae and RNA viruses in honey bee populations of Cuba. J. Apicul. Res. 59, 468–471 (2020).
 20. Rodríguez, A, Yadró-Garica C. A., Pérez, A., Invernizzi, C. & Tomasco, I. H. Characterisation of Varroa destructor mite in Cuba 

using mitochondrial and nuclear markers. J. Apicul. Sci. 64(2), 335–343 (2020).
 21. Brodschneider, R. et al. Spatial clusters of Varroa destructor control strategies in Europe. J. Pest Sci. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10340- 

022- 01523-2 (2022).
 22. Valentine, A. & Martin, S. J. A survey of UK beekeeper’s Varroa treatment habits. PLos One (revison) (2022)
 23. Hudson, C. & Shan, C. Treatment-free beekeeping. BBKA News 277, 229–232 (2020).
 24. Pérez-Morfi, A. Los hábitos higiénicos de Apis mellifera (Hymenoptera: Apidae) en Cuba en 2013 y su relación con la tasa de 

infestación de Varroa destructor (Mesostigmata: Varroidae) y la producción de miel. (Bachiller en Ciencias), Universidad de La 
Habana. (2014).

 25. Alves, S. B., Flechtmann, C. H. & Rosa, A. E. Varroa jacobsoni Oudemans, 1904 (Acari: Mesostigmata, Varroidae) also in Brazil. 
Ecossistema 3, 78–79 (1975).

 26. Martin, S. J. & Medina, L. M. Africanised honeybees possess unique tolerance to Varroa mites. Trends Parasitol. 20, 112–114 (2004).
 27. Donze, D. & Guerin, P. M. Time-activity budgets and space structuring by the different life stages of Varroa jacobsoni in capped 

brood of the honey bee Apis mellifera. J. Insect Behav. 10, 371–393 (1997).

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-022-01523-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-022-01523-2


8

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2022) 12:15597  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-19871-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 28. Dietemann, V. & Nazzi, F., Martin, S. J., Anderson, D. L., Locke, B., & Delaplane, K. S., et al. Standard methods for varroa research. 
J. Apicult. Res. 52, 1–54 (2013).

 29. Frey, E., Odemer, R., Blum, T. & Rosenkranz, P. Activation and interruption of the reproduction of Varroa destructor is triggered 
by host signals (Apis mellifera). J. Invert. Pathol. 113, 56–62 (2013).

 30. Martin, S. J. Ontogenesis of the mite Varroa jacobsoni Oud. in worker brood of the honeybee Apis mellifera L. under natural condi-
tions. Exp. Appl. Acarol. 18, 87–100 (1994).

 31. Martin, S. J. Ontogenesis of the mite Varroa jacobsoni Oud. in the drone brood of the honeybee Apis mellifera L. under natural 
conditions. Exp. Appl. Acarol. 19, 199–210 (1995).

Acknowledgements
We thank Bee Diseases Insurance (BDI) and the British Beekeepers Association for funding support of this work 
to IG and GW respectively. We also thank all the Cuban beekeepers for allowing us to sample their colonies.

Author contributions
S.J.M. and A.P.P. devised the study, all authors collected samples, I.G., G.W. and S.J.M. conducted the recap-
ping study, A.R.L. conducted the mite removal experiment, S.J.M. and A.R.L. analysed the data and drafted 
the manuscript with input from A.P.P., all authors were involved in comments and improving the manuscript.

Funding
This article was funded by Bee Disease Insurance and British Beekeeping Association.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to S.J.M.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2022

www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Recapping and mite removal behaviour in Cuba: home to the world’s largest population of Varroa-resistant European honeybees
	Results
	Honeybee data. 
	Recapping data. 
	Mite removal. 
	Varroa mite data. 

	Discussion
	Methods and materials
	Recapping study. 
	Mite removal study. 
	Data analysis. 

	References
	Acknowledgements


