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of such shown especially by some Scotch
beekeepers; bat rigidly enforcing the rule
as to the analysis of honey exhibited and
disquealifications of those” exhibiting has
effectually pnt « stop to the fraud. We
now never have any such combs shown,
and bave not for many years.

There would be no difticulty 1n detecting
sugar fed combs even if the bees were
partly fed with honey.

Formerly, where the polariscope was only
used for determining the rotation to the
right or to the left, and in this way detect-
iog glucose, it was diffiznlt to determine
the cane sugar in honey. But now that
dialysis before polarization is resorted to
there it no difficulty in detecting the
quantity of sugar given to hees to store in
combs with the atmost certainty.

In conclusion‘I would urge ycu to leave
10 stont uanturned to prevent this attempt
t0 introduce adulteration, which I think
would not fuil to have most disastrous
consequences on the industry of beekeep-
ing. Yours, etc.

Txos. Wa. Cowax.

For TaR CANADUAN BEE JuDKNATL
SUGAR HONEY CONTROVERSY.

I not this so.culled **sugar honey ™
subject assuming definite form--specific
shape? Mr. V. Z. Hutchinson, the
cbampion of unfortunate sagar syrup
counterfeit, says on prg. 343, C.B.J.:
*Let every one who has a disposition to
thos write, g0 to work and prove that
sugar fed to bees does not bacome changed
intr. honey, just the same as the cane
sugar in nactar is changed into honey.
Let them prove this. and =all this wordy
aud unpleasant discassion will be atan
end.”

Well. we all like to see a man define bis
position and then stick to histext. That
coarse lias at least the appearance of honest
conviction, and 'is commandable. Bat
will Mr. Hutchinson frankly own his hasty
and damsaging mistake, when the proof he
demands is forthcominz? For one, I trost
he will—X F ">~ he will. Well, now for
the proof; & 4 is.~Both Professors,
Riloy and Wuey of the Department of
Agricaltare, at Wa.shingtoﬂ. D. G, (the
former Professor of Entomology, and the
latter, I’rofessor of Chemistry), insist that
the 2o called ‘*sogar honey™ is not
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honey. Further proof wiil be found ina
very valuable letter, sent me by IMre. T.
W. Cowau, F.G.S., F R.ALS., eto., & copy
of which I have sent to your Jounnarn. If
Br. Butchingon seeks more proof he is
requested to read Mr. Cowan's most-
valuable article on page 161 of Gleanings
for the carrent year.

Now, I believe that I am safe in sayiag
that there is no higher suthority in
America or in Europe than those [ have
given on the question under discussion;
and if dr. Huichinson fails to 1ake their
testimony as proof—the proof that he de-
mands—then X shall be forced to conclude
that he is neithe~ open 20 conwiction nor
willing to receive testimony, and that he
doesnot see the trath, simply because he
will aot.

S. T. PerrIT.

P.S.—Obviously, Mr. Hutchinson muot
either hasten to correct as far as possible
that stupendous mistake, or say that he
does rot believe the evidence given; there
can be no alternative. Any oiher course
will be only addiag insult to injury. But
if hesingists that he does not believe the
evidence, whatthen? Surely he will not;
he cannot say that. S.T. P.

Belmont, March 10th, 1893.

SUGAR HONEY.

The following paper on this quaes-
tio vcxata was read at the recent
Minnesota State Beekeepers' Aso-
ciation, by which the recommenda-
tions contained in the paper were
also adopted. A very strong feel-
ing exists throughout the whole
State on the subject, and the bee-
keepers in that section seem deter-
mined to put an end to the business
as speedily as possible.

SUGAR HONEVY.
By C. TaEinaaNs.

1 am on the programme for items of in-
terest by our secretary, and have selected
the sabject of sugar Loney, although almogf
anythiog about bees and their prodact i3
interesting to me and to all active and suc-
cessfal beekeepers of my acqaaintance;



