
u-> ^ut•ll, yet us re!-ults of (li({i>lioii of sugiir and starch. TIktc can be no auflicient
reason, on fho ground of ^^hole^on^cnf'ss for objecting to i-i'ramercial glucose •( 1
riiiiiponcnt of jam or marmalade.

Owing, iiowe\er, to ttie fact that j' »tis and inarmalado were known long before
glucose, it is right and proiK-r to defin» jam and marmalade in conformity with
iioeopted usage, as consisting of fruit and sugar oiijy. If, as is claimed' by many
irinnufaeturerH, the additimi of glucc- actually improves the quality of jams and
uuinnalades., there can be no reason for withholding a statement of the fact oi iti

pr. -enee. The improved dwirac-ter of the article (if this is fnct) should be sufKcien:
jii-tilication for the introduction of the new ingreiUeut.

In the nieantitne, it is necessary to describe jams which contain glucose without
Iclaration of the fact, iis adulterated under the Act, in that a cheaper sufcstance
ilinii sugar has been in part substituted for sugar. (Sec. :'./»). This is merely tech-
nical adulteration, and does not moan that, as an article of food, the jam or marma-
lade is less nutritious or wholesome.

r beg to recommend the imblicatioii of this report as Hulletin Xc 2.'?3.

I have the honour to be, -ir.

Your obedient servont,

A. McGILL,
Chief Analyst.
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