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Is what you see what you get?
Pollen composition and labeling of
Greater Cape Floristic Region honey
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method for identifying the type of honey and potentially where it was harvested from. 2

/
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/ An important aspect of honey authenticity is whether the label accurately describes the product —
/ (origin authenticity). ' Melissopalynology, the study of pollen and spores in honey, is a reliable }

South African honeys are poorly studied due to the lack of expertise and resources. 3 Here, we
provide one of the first pollen snapshots of +70 honeys from the Greater Cape Floristic Region
(GCFR). The goal was to see what types of honeys are produced and whether their labels
accurately reflect their composition.
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Labels and pollen don’t agree!
Mono | Misidentified mono | Multi
Mono | 40.0% 10.0% 50.0%

We have more types of monofloral honey
than collection says!

Multi
Neutral

Beekeepers prefer neutral labels e.g. “raw

honey” or “pure honey” to avoid
12 :

‘¢ misleading consumers.
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8 - Bees visited over 70 plants!
5 These were the most
common:
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81 GCR e ...and within the region! A true reflection of the uniqueness
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6. Ambiguous of Greater Cape Floristic Region.
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