ISSUES

Harvard's Sugar-Pushing Nulritionist

! I ARVARD'S famed nutri-
tionist, Dr,_ Fredrick ).
Stare, preaches that sugar

is not fattening and that Americans

could use three times as much of it
without harm. He himself, though.
takes his cofiee and his cereal un-

sweetened by sugar or saccharin. A

trim figure of 8 man, looking fat

younger than his sixty-eight years, he
confides that he avoids those sweet cal-
ories “so ] can enjoy a martini at night.”

Dr. Stare’s dietary habits are of inter
est because he is beyond doubt the
country’s most influential teacher of
nutrition. He founded the department
of nutrition at Harvard's Schoo! of Pub-
lic Health; he advises the goverament
and the food industry: he is coauthor of
a sumptuous manval on futrition that
is distributed free to medical students
by the Upjohn Com‘fua‘ny; and heis
coauthor of a best-selling textbook on
the subject for undergraduates study-
ing to become home economists, diet-
tians, or teachers.

He reaches the general public di-
rectly thmuglh a syndicated radio pro-
gram, a syndicated newspaper column,
and a series of popular books. All fea-
ture, in addition to standard nutritional
advice, the spedial Stare message, as
carried on the jacket of his widely read
book Panic in the Nantry: “Eat your ad-
ditives; thev're good for you.”

The fact that every Ehysidan, nutri-
tionist, dietitian, and home economist
in the country has received the reassur
ing Stare message goes far to explain
why it took a decade of bitter con-
troversy to ban DDT, why efforts to
conirol the consumption of sugar have
failed. and why the proposal to ban
saccharin set off a counterrevolution
against food-and-drug legislation.

In all these disputes, Dr. Stare has
played a Panglussian role by mai.tain-
ing that DDT 1s harmless, sugar is good
for you, and sacchann is sheer pleasure
and won? hurt you. He was bom for
such a role. With his iron-gray hair

arted just off center, his eyes twin-
g behind pale shell glasses, he in-
vites trusl, like the family physican on

a Norman Rockwell magazine cover.

Thus benevolent effect is heightened by

the old-fashioned doctor’s black bag

that Stare often carries.

Sitting and chatting with Dr. Stare,
as 1 did recently, one gets httle sense of
his having been a stormy figure in the
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controversies that have racked the
worlds of nutrition and environmental-
ism for the past generation. Yet he was
a major protagonist in those con-
troversies and is helping to shape those
that are to come.

It is no exaggeration to call these life-
and-death issues. So it seemed impor
tant to me to learn who Fred Stare is,
and what makes him tick.

Fredrick John Stare was bom in Co- .

lumbus, Wisconsin, in 1910; won three
degrees at the University of Wisconsin;
and received his M.D. from the Univer
sity of Chicago, in 1941. The following
year, he went to Harvard as its first
teacher of nutrition. That same year,
the food industry set up an educational
atm called Nutrition Foundation,
which esrgaged him to publish, at Har
vard, a scholarly diges: called Nutrition
Reviews, which he was to edit for the
next 25 years.

At about that time, British scientists
discovered that Agene, then used to
bleach flour, caused dogs to die of con-
vulsions. And concern grew regarding
other additives and traces of pesticides
and antibiotics that were tuming up in
bread, milk, ice cream, and other
foods.

The nutrition department at Harvard
never actually engaged in research to
determine the safety of foods being
eaten by healthy people; its concern
was primarily with diets for the sick.
But Dr. Stare and like-minded au-
thorities did not ignore the public’s
alarm. In 1950 they established the
Food Protection Commiittee (FPC) of
the National Research Council and the
National Academy of Sciences with
grants from the food industry and the
government. The committee’s first re-
port clearly foreshadowed the FPC's
role in the years ahead: The report as-
sured the country that DDT and other
pesticides were quite safe.

Not sufficiently reassured, con-
sumerists in 1958 obtaincd the passage
of the Delaney Amendment, which ex-

licitly bars from use in processed

oods any additive found to cause can-

cer. This, in the face of objections by
such spokesmen as Dr. William
Darby—an officer, with Stare, of the
FPC and president of the Nutrition
Foundation—who argued that some
carcinogens were "essential to life” in
small quantibes.

The debate came to a climax with the
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By John L. Hess

publication in 1962 of Rachel Carson's
Silent Spring, a shattering account of
the ravages DDT had inflicted on na-
ture. Dr. Darby accused Carson of “ig-
norance or bias,” and Dr. Stare
declared confidently in The New York
Times Magazine: “There has never been
one medically documented death due
to proper use of insecticides.”

A powerful ally of theirs in the strug-
gle that followed was Dr. Emil M.
Mrak, a food chemist who was then
chancellor of the University of Califor
nia at Davis, a government adviser, @
trustee of the Nutrition Foundation,
and a director of the Califomia Canners
and Growers and of Libby, McNeill &
Libby. It was Dz Mrak’s sad task in 1969
to head the offidal conunission that
was forced by rebellious scientists to
find that some tiddes are indeed
toxic and that DDT is indeed car-
cinogenic aad should be banned from
all but “essential” uses.

(Rachel Carson didd 4n 1964 and
s0 never lived to witness her “official”
vindication. Dr. Darby, who was vice-
chairman of the Mrak commission, and
Dr. Stare say they still believe she was
wrong.)

While Drs. and Mrak were de-
fending food technology in Wash-
ington, Dz Stare was waging the fight
on the propaganda front. In such
periodicals as Readers Digest, McCall's,
and The New York Times Magazine, he
assured millions on his authority as a
Harvard sdentist that enriched white
bread is as as whole wheat.

Dr. Stare’s certitude in these matters
is remarkable in light of the rether plas-
tic state of the art. Dr. Joan Gussow,
who heads the nutrition at
Columbia’s Teachers College, ob-

served:

“Every therapeutic diet that was in
vogue when 1 did my graduate studies
i 1969 and 1970 has been overthrown.
They said pregnant women shouldn?
gain weight; now a gain of twenty to
thisty-five pounds is held normal. They
E:m diabetics on high protein—that is,

igh fat—and now it’s carbohydrates.
{ Patients with) ulcers %m the Sippi diet
of milk and cream all day; that was
found to stir the stomach juices, so
now {ulcer patients are) on three meals
and antadd. Colitis patients got a soft,
bland diet; now it's high fiber....And all
this in the last decade.’

Even Nutrition Rebiews now fre-
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Consumer Reports thimlss

O! the 35 brands snd verieties of
bologna tested by (Consumer Reporls
for quality, nine were rated Poor or
Very Poor for taste. The samples, |
bought in food stores, were either rancid
or showed berinning signs of rancidity.

The start of rancidity can often be
detected by a perfume-like scent. So
the sweet smell of your bologna may be
trying to tedl you something.

How does the bologna
sandwich compare
with the others?

Hamburger Bologns Tupa Salsd Pesnut
|
(4 Ib gaw teed. 13%y ounres V3% ounors Butter
. tuns 1ilwn 1) ounce
1 thep 11t mavonnpre) eyl
otsup) murenfr on  on ehae Fwripr s on
o bun A0 Dres bresd white brepd

The bologna sandwich earned our
lowest vote of confidence.

Consumer Reporis explored this in
detail in its article “How Good is the
Bologna in that Sandwich?”

Here's how bologna stacked up against
the other three sandwich foods... (1) High-
est in cost-pei-ounce of protein |
(2{ Highest in fats and calories. The
botogna sandwich. in fact. was over four
times as expensive as the cheapest
sandwich—-peanut butter—at the prices

revailing when we made our test.

hat's more, bologna contains a
potentially harmful additive called
sodium nitrite.

Consumer ts
ives you the facts
hind the “baloney”.

Todey’s supermarket is no place o be
on your own.

Without help, it's hard to know about
subtie product difierences that can
cheat vour family of nutrients and
maybe even cost you more in the bargain.

That's why Consumer Reéporis rates
food and household products by testing
standards just as rigorous as those we
use for automohiles and expensive
appliances Equally rigerous standards
are applied to our research into services,

such ss banking. insurance and much more.

Consumer Reporis is the nonprofit,
reader-supported maganne of Consumera
Union—the nation’s !eadms dependent
organization for testing and rating
consumer producs and services.

i’ S 5 .

We don't accept advertising from
anyone.

We buy what we test at the same
stores vou.do. And we never accept
*free samples” from manufacturers.

Five facts our readers
learned that you
could have used:

1. Bhake 'n Bake Barbeque Chicken
Coating is 50.9% sugar—more than five
times the percentage of sugar found in
-Cola.

2. Hitachi, MGA and Sony proved the
most reliable 19” color T'V sets in our
exclusive reader survey. The least
reliable? Magnavox.

3. We showed how to determine the
dealer costs on 94 cars ran&l:,g from the
Chevrolet Chevette to the ac
Seville to help you strike the best deal.
4. 'Two banks can advertise the same
interest rate for your savings account.

| Here’s how you save?9.50 onthis |
| introductory offer to new subscribers

you should

ird

=

But one pays only 244 93 for the same
reriod for which the other pays $75.30.

t's how they calculate your interest
that counts,

5. Yogurt costs 26¢ to 42¢ for an eight-
ounce container, but for the nutritional
benefits it prrvides, yogurt is 8 very
expensive glass of milk.

A lot of companies may not like what
we have to say.

But remember, those same companies
spend millions of dollars & vear on ads
and TV commercials {or their products
and services...so they can give you the
facts that ecrve their interests.

Shouldn't you spend just $11 a year
on Consumer Reports—8o you can get
the facts that serve your interests?

Subscribe now and get
The Medicine Show
and the1978

Gruide Isaue free.

New subscribers will re- - °:=
ceive a free copy of our 1978 m g
Buying Guicre IsBue, 432 ‘mam .
Yases covering more than

900 products by brand
name and mode! number.
Youwill slso get. free. e copy
of our revealing book ebout
heslth products end services.
The Medicne Show. And
that's not all-see details of
money-saving offer. Then
mnil coupon

You get 11 vegular
monthlv wssues of
Consumer Reports
tnewsstand price.
&1 each®. tolnl

newastand price £811.00
You get the 1978

Buving Guide Jasue,
single-copy price . & 8.00

You get the 1979
Buving Guide Issue.
single-copy price.....§ 8.00

You get the 384-page
rde to heslth prob.
bms and products

The Medicine Shou:.

price 8 3.50
Total Price .. 82050
You Pay Only .$11.00

You save 29,50

o e e e Gt S D S G S e G A S D GED ST SMn D O D G G S SEY S

CONSUMERS UNION
Bubhshet of Consumer Reports
rangeburg, New York 10562
Plense send free copies of the 1978 Consumer
Reports Buying Guide lssue. and the 384-page
guide, The Medicine Shouw. Enter my subscrip-
tion to Consumcr Reports for a year ot $11.00,

including the 1979 Buying Guide Issue when
publish
O Payment enclosed 3 Bill me, please

Name
Address Apt.No.___
City
State. Zip.

XX

Save more. Check if you prefer:
) 2 years—820 (save $14.50)
) 8 years—827 (save $21.50)
Please allow 3.6 weeks for delivery. Refund of
unused portion of subscription gusranteed i you

wish to cancel for any reason
©.0% eDALURINE B P 0.8, .
ilgtiniadll ol

. S —————

e e e e e e R

-

3

i S |




uently warns how little is known
about nutrition. An editorial not long
ago commented indirectly—and per
haps inadvertently—on Stare’s down-
grading of whole wheat by dting an
experiment conceming the common
food infection salmonelosis. “Animals
fed a ‘purified diet’ presumably ade-
quate in known nutnents died, while
animals fed a crude diet of whole
wheat survived,” Nutrition Reviews ve-
ported. Stare’s reaction to this revela-
tion is not krown.

Such pro-whole wheat citics as Dr.
CGussow and Dr. Michael Jacobson—of
the Center for Sciencewn the Public In-
terest— point out that at least 20 known
hutnents are milled out of wheat; the
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industry puts back only four in “en-
riched” flour.

HAT WORRIES Stare's crit-

ics is that in America to-
‘ ddy, the consumption of
unprocessed foods is declining rapidly.
Replacing the old diet of three square
meals a day is a new kind of diet made
up of what Dr. Stare once approvingly
called sdentific snacks-—entiched tid-
bits designed for munching, sand-
wiches, prepared foods, fast foods, soft
drinks. The new diet is low in rough-
age, which 15 now known to be an es-
sential protection against certain
degenerative diseases, and it is high in
calories, especially sugar.

[

The food industry dotes on sugar be-
couse it is 8 cheap Buhsﬁluteugﬂ\e
flavors lost in ing and storage
and because it is addictive. Suggestions,
that it may be directly responsible for a
variety of ailments have apparently not
been proved scientifically—at Jeast not
yet. Bul responsible nutritionists point
out that suﬁrchconmins only “hollow
calories,” which replace valuable nu-
trients in the dict. Critics thatits
use in baby foods, soft drinks, candy,
munchies, catsup, salad ings, and
8 variely of other foods has promoted
an epidemic of obesity—which in tum
has indted the dicting hysteria that
they and Dr. Stare decry.

The new diet pattern has also
provided a great marketing oppor
tunity. The 1960s saw an explosion in
sales of artifical sweeteners. But as Dz
Gussow observes, the consumption of
sugar did not decline. Indeed, most
consumers (unlike Dr. Stare, who de-
fends synthetic sweeteners but doesn?
use them) regard a Sweet ‘N Low or a
diet drink as a license to eat a candy bar
or dessert.

Another controversy having Stare at
its center flared in 1969. When the
sweeterers called cyclamates were
found to be carcinogenic and were
banned, the food industry hastily
switched to saccharin. This sweetener
was legal only because governunent ad-
visers—led by Drs. Mrak and Darby
and supported in the press by Dr.
Stare—had for more than 20 years at-
tacked as incondusive tests indicating
that saccharin should be withheld from
the publicﬁaﬂrf, Mrak, and Dn;:z
suggested e experimenters
used saccharin that was tainted with
other substances, including cycla-
mates. . 4y s

As a result, a new study pu-
rified saccharin was ordered in Can-
ada. When it confirmed the previous
results, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion (FDA) reluctantly moved to ban
saccharin. This dedsion set off an up-
roar—whipped up by the soft drink
and saccharin industries through a
lobby called the Calorie Control Coun-
cil—and Congress suspended the ban
pending further action in 1979,

Stare Is also enthusiastic about an-
other ingredient in our bottled pop.
Many nutritionists are worried about
the huge amounts of phosphates being
imbibed by adolescents with their soft
drinks. Among the viewers with alarm
is Dr. D. M. Hegsted, successor to Dr.
Stare as editor of Nutrition Reviews. Dr.
Stare 5 with Dz Hegsted. In
one of his newspaper columns, he

u to learn

wrote: “Does it s:gmse‘ yo
that cole is a good source of phos-

O
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phorus? It is.”

Stare’s close associate and coauthor,
Dr. Elizabeth M. Whelan, addressed a
meeting of the National Soft Drink As-
sodiation last fall. She urged the indus-
try to promote its products not so
much for being safe as for being en-
jovable, adding that junk food might
better be called fun food.

“The availabibty of something like
soft drinks to children does not pose
any known health hazard that would
harm them.” she assured the bottlers.
She encouraged the producers of fun
food to continue such promotions as
General Foods’ payment of five cents to
school funds for every Kool-Aid or Post
cereal label brought in by the kiddies.
“A school is supposed to be an educa-
tional institution,” she said, “and
maybe a child should learn how to use
soft drinks in moderation in this en-
vironment.”

The Stare schoo! of pro-additive po-
lemicists uses a tactic that the French
call amalgam—lumping together for

urposes of ridicule all critics, from the

auds and aackpots to the most se-
rious scientists and consumerists. Thus
an article from an American Medical
Association publication, reprinted in a
special issue of Nutntion Reviews on
misinformation and faddism, begins:
“Adelle Davis. Ralph Nader. Carlton
Frednicks. Sometimes those insistent
public voices can make a food shop-
ping list sound almost hke a death
wish "

The message is that all is safe in out
larders and on the supermarket shelves
and that anybody who says otherwise
is a quack or worse.

This 1s the thrust of Stare's book
Pamic i the Pantry. which appeared in
1975 and has gone wnto four printings.
1t has now been issued in paperback.
with no correction of any of the factual
errors and distorhons noted by such
cnbes as Manon Burros of The Wash.
mngten Post. Among the errors: that all

“A lot of the public, and unfortunately eome of
my colleagues, think I'm a monster—a paid toc
of the food industry,” says Fred Stare, amiably

chemicals now in use have “survived
rigid testing”; that the FDA gave “a
clear bill of health to red dye No. 2”
{which has since been banned). that ar
tificial colorings have been cleared of
the charge of causing hyperactivity in
children; that the arﬁmd supple-
ment DES is harmless; that there is a
safe threshold for the ingestion of car
cinogens; that the only type of cancer
that has increased in frequency in re-
cent years is lung cancer.

As Burros pointed out, cancers of the
colon, the rectum, the pancreas, and
the esophagus have all increased. Dr.
Stare replicd to the Post that he had
written about cancer deaths, not ing-
dence. The text of Panic in the Pantry
does not bear him out. What it does
demonstrale is his low opinion of sdi-
entists who question the safety of in-
dustrial products.

Dr. Darby accuses these scientist-
critics of “scientific McCarthyism.” Dr.
Stare queshions their competence on
human health. In that context, he ania-
bly calls the eminent Dr. George Briggs
8 “chicken nutritionist” and his own
colleague Dr. Hegsted a “rat nutri-
tionist” because they do experiments
using these subjects. In Panic, it is
averred that the public’s right to eat
synthetic sweeteners was dedded by
the results of tests on “four unfortunate
rodents.” (In interviews, Dt Darby told
me it was two or three rels and Dr.
Stare said six or seven—but no matter)
Animal tests that implicate natural sub-
stances (aflatoxins, brackens, sassafras)
as cancer causers are accepted however
by Darby and Stare as conclusive.

Pamc also puts down Dr. Jacqueline
Verrett—the FDA researcher who blew
the whistle on red dye No. 2and on the
FDA's suppression of antidye data—as
the sort of person who keeps deformed
chicks in jars in her laboratory Linus
Paulm}; 1s more kindly described as
“one of only 2 few individuals twice
honored with the Nobel Pnze.” (He is,
in fact, the only one so honored, unless
you count Mane Cune. who won one
Nobel and shared another)

Not surprisingly, Dr. Pauling now
receives the Stare dunce cap because he
advocates vitamun € for the prevention
and cure of colds. One does not have to
accept Paulings thesis to be troubled by
the response of Stare and the health
establishment to the Nobelists find.
ings. Neither does cne need to accept

Pauling’s suggestion that the large
vestment in proprietary cold remec
is a factor in the resistance to clai
made for vitamin C. It is more plausi
perhaps to suppose that some
thorities just don't like outsiders sayi
they are wrong.

.

* Seymoy Chw
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“Contrary to popular behel, life in the
flower business is no bed ol ruses

“It's a jungle oui there

"And although. as Vice-President of the
larges flower business in St Lows. I'm an
expert on the likes of Flondian gladioh Dutch
parrot tulips anc South Amencan carnations.
what ] used to know about medic buvingdid
not amount 1o a hill of beans

“So. hike my compention. ] depended on
radic local newsparpers and the inewtable
neighborhood grapevine

"Bt asmy business began 1o branch ot
from comsages to conventions beuguets o
banguets Twanted a media buy that would
reach o e successiul busiessuen withow
nipin s teo far inte my advertizng budset

Then last year my advertising aqaency
Harms McKenna Meng- 1old me about MNI

"Magamine Netwerks they ssad. isan

mexpensive wav 1o buy natonal upscale mag-

aones i compatbie local aroups Wath
networks you can choose demoearaphically.

w12

- ;
2V me Garden wreathaed b maer

geographically, even psychographically
moc;gets as local and diverse as Beverly
Brooklyn. Kansas City and Kalamazoo
"So 1n the past year, ads lor Nettie'’s
eared in magazines hke Time. Newswe
S News & World Report. Dun's Review.
Nation's Business. Sports lllustrated. Busi
Week and. of course. Money
“And our business has grown bigge
than ever. while—unfortunately—the {low
dustry in general has wilted shahtly 1f th
a smell sweeter than roses, it's success ™
If you want to ind cut more about
Magazine Networks and how 1t can be u
jor heavy-ups test-marketing or speciaip
mations, call Floyd Sembler ati12)661-4

There's & lesson tobe learn

froma manwho buys
medic with his mone

s N ikl —
L o - 4
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STARE’S
ANGELS

Accurding to recent treasurers re-
ports of Harvard University, the fol-
lowing have been large, regular donors
to Dr. Fredrick ). Stare’s nultrition de-
partment at the School of Public
Health:

Ajinomoto Company of New York
(s monosodiiim glutamate marketer)
Amstar Corporation
Beatrice Foods
Beech-Nut, Inc.
Campbell Institute for Food Research
Camation Company
Coca-Cola Company
Continental Can Company
Council for Tobacco Research
CPC Ihtemnationial

\

E. R. Squibb & Sons

Foundatioi: Funds of Norton Sumon
(food packeft)

General Electric Foundation

Gerber Products Company

Grocery Manufacturers of Amenca

H. ) Heinz Company Foundaton

Hoffman-La Roche
(pharmaceuticals)

Intermnational Sugar Research Foundation

John A. Hartford Foundation
{the A & P parent fund)

Kellogg Company

Kraftco

Lever Brothers Company

Marion Laboratories

MEDCOM, Inc.

Miles Laboratories

Monsanto

Nabisco, Inc.

National Biscuit Company Foundation

National Canriers Assodation

Natonal Fisheries Institute

Nestlé¢ Foundation

Nutrition Foundation

Oscar Meyer & Co.

Pepsico Foundation

PRerdue, Inc.

Phizer, Inc.

Procter & Gamble

R. T. French Company
Richardson-Merrel

Searle Laboratories

Smith Kline & French Laboratories
Standard Brands

Star Kist Foods

Stouffer Foods

Sugar Association

Swift & Co.

Thomas . Lipton Foundation
Tuna Research Foundation

United Brands Foundation

United Fruit Company Foundation
Uniied States Brewers Association

Both in his Upjohn manual and in
his Panic book, Dr. Stare erroneously
reports that the Pauling thesis has been
disproved by controlled experiments.
He mentions only two, both of which
actually showed that those taking vi-
tamins caught fewer colds and re-
covered more quickly on the average
than those who did not. The $econd
=, test of Paulings vitamin theories, as

published in the Journal of the American

Medical Assodation, in March 1975, is

truly temarkable. Test volunteers

quigdy learned which pills were the vi-
tamin and which wete the placebo—a
circumstance that should in itself have
put an immediate stop to the test. So
many volunteers quit the test (appar
ently because they had lost confidence
in it) that it was halted after nine
months. As for the results favoring vi-
tamin C, the paper said they might be
explained by the failure of she controls.
In other words, the very ineptness of
the test was dted against Dr. Pauling'’s
view:

The point here is not whether Dr.
Pauling or Dr. Stare is right about vi-
tamin C but rather how much con-
fidence we may have in the information
sciences that determine national health
pobicy. Dr. Samuel S. Epstein, of the
University of Mlinois Medical Center,
argues that much of the information
base, having been generated or in-
spired by the food and chemical indus-
try, is “suspect.”

1f that data base is indeed askew. the
fact deserves wide public concern, for it
raises the specter of major health scan-
dals. Dr. Epstein, a well-known spe-
cialist on cancer in children. has long
argued that carcinogens in the environ-
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ment may be a major factor in the de-
velopment of cancer in human beings.
In a forthcoming book, The Politiss of
Cancer, he chiarges that these environ-
mental perils have been covered up by
slovenly or downright fraudulent
research.

“Policy is based on the assumption
that our information is accurate,” he
told me recently. “It's not. For example,
it's generally assumed that saccharin is
usefu) in combating obesity. [But] in
fact, it induces a drop in blood sugar,
which stirs up the appelite. Rats on
saccharin put on more weight. Most
saccharin is consumed by adoles-
cents—a candy bar in one hand and a
diet drink in the other.”

HE WHOLE AREA of soft
drinks and sweeteners is
. a touchy one. Stare's col-
league, Dr. Whelan, herself belongs to
the Pepsi-Cola—or rather, Tab—gener
ation. In the preface to the hard-cover
edition of Panic, she says the book was
her idea: “For ten years. 1 had been en-
ioz;ihg the noncaloric sweet life. 1 shook
a few drops of a miracle liguid into my
coffee each morning. quenched my
thirst at lunch with a chilled bottle of
calorie-free soda, and gamished my
dinner salad with a thick, creamy, and
not guilt-provoking diet dressing.”

She was frightened out of thys gas-
tronomic idyll, she relates, by the news
that her saccharin ambrosia had caused
cancer in “some unfortunate sweet-
toothed rodents.” So she tried "hatural
foods” but didn like them. Then she
read up on the facts (Dr. Whelan is not
a physican but a Ph.D. demographer
turmned pubhast) and learned that con-
cern about ingesting, food additives was

“totally unfounded.” Finally, she en-
listed Dr. Stare to write a book that
would be neither by “those personally
involved in the food industry” nor by
“those on the other side.”

But Dr. Stare hardly qualifier as a
person not involved w)i'ﬂ: the food in-
dustry. In fact, he has been something
of a spokesman for the industry ever
since he testified before for
Kellogg, Nabisco, and the Cercal In-
stitute, in 1970, asserting that their

ducts—which were up to 70
o':::t sugar— provided betl:er nou.riz::
ment for children than would an old-
fashioned breakfast. (Dr. Stare has also
been a consultant and frequent expert
witness for the sugar industry for
many years.)

Dr. Stare said at the time that he took
no fees from the cereal makers. But it
transpired that he did receive retainers
from them. When confronted with this
fact, he said that these retainers plus
his additional fee as a director of the
Continental Can Compan* amounted
to only about $10,000 ¢ year in all. Six
months after the 1970 hearings, the
Kellogg Company donated $2 million
to Stare’s department &t Harvard. Fur
ther, Dr. Stare confumed to me that
when Kellogg had expressed an inter
est in having a study done on whether
sugared cereals Jmmote tooth decay in
children, he had referred the company
to a friend of his at the Harvard Schoo!
of Dentistry, who had agreed to take
on the project. The study’s findings—
that sugared cereals do not promote
tooth decay—have been widely pudb-
licized, without mention of the Kellogg
sponsorship.

Ties such as these between ocademe
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and the food and chemical industries
were the subject of 4 1976 repart by
Congressman Benjamih Rosenthal (D.-
N.Y) and the Center for Science in the
Public Interest. A dozen other univer
sities were mentioned in the report, but
Harvard's nutrition department was
singled out as being "riddled with cor
porate influence.”

Even the prestigious Dr. Jean Mayer,
the distinguished former chairman of
the department, who left Harvard two
years ago to become president of Tufts
College, did not escape criticism. Dr.
Mayer has publicly rebuked Dr. Stare
as one of those “favorable to the sugar
interests” who have distorted the evi-
dence. But Mayer himself has plugged
textured vegetable protein without
mentioning that he is a director of Miles
Laboratories, a manufacturer of the
product. ‘ ‘

Drz. Stare handles questions about his
industrial ties with we. humor.
When asked about irldustry funding
for his work, he drew from his wallet a
worn strip of paper and, glancing at it,
told me that his department's budget,
which ranges from $3 million to $4.5
million a yeas, is met 80 percent from
govermunent grants, 6.5 percent from
foundations, 6 percent from endow-
ments, and 6 percent from food and
chemical companies. ‘

“Never more than six percent from
industry.” he said. ‘

This sort of assertion is the despair of
Dr. Stare’s friends in the profession:
Harvard's annual reports show that di-
rect gifts to his department from the
food industry average more than
$500,000 a year—which is appreciably
more than the 6 percent figure he dited
to me. Most of the foundations and in-
dividuals givitig money to Stare's de-
partment are also connected with the
industry, and the department's endow-
ment funds come chiefly from such
companies as Kellogg and General
Foods, which has a large plague in the
school entrance. ‘

Dr. Stare’s colleagues defend him
better than he does himself. They point
out that he is an independently
wealthy man-—an heit to a Midwestern
canning company that was acquired by
the conglomerate Stokely-Van Camp—
and that he has given most of ks out-
side earnings to the nutrition depart-
ment, which, as I've noted. he founded
in 1942 and built up to its present
eminence. ‘

Tte professor makes no bones about
swapping favors to the industry for do-
nations to his department. He likes to
tell how the Swift meat packing
company ran into objections from the
Bnbsh Foed and Drug Administrabon

when it propused to inject tendenzer
into cattle just before they were slaugh-
tered. Dr. Stare says ke went to
London and persuaded “my frnends at
the [Brtish) FDA" that it was no dif-
ferent from tenderizing beef after it be-
comes a steak. (It does, though,
deprive the consumer of a choice.) He
took no fee for the service but sug-
gested a donation from Swift to his de-
partment.

“1do lots of things,” he said, “simply
because I'm interested and 1 have
friends. But ] never send a bill.”

Dr. Hegsted said: "] agree that Fred

oes too far in resolving all questions in
?avor of whatever we are doing
now....|But) Fred did a pretty good job
of trying to find good people here and
never put any pressure on vs. If he'd
just get off this sugar and additive
kick.”

Reminded that his magazne had at-
tacked virtually all critics of additives in
a special issue that is still being drcu-
lated, Hegsted replied: “1 tread a nar
row path myself—Nuirition Reviews is
subsidized by the Nutrition Founda.
tion. 1 accept responsibility, but that is-
sue was edited by someone elsc.”

As for company subsidies in general,
Dr. Hegsted said: “1've got the opposite
complaint. The food industry doesnt
put any money worth a damn into re-
scarch..... When you look at the adver
tising budget of General Foods and
then at the few thousands it con-
tributes, it's getting a lot for peanuts.”
(General Foods spends more than $200
million a year—and the industry as a
whole is estimated to spend some $3
billion a year—on advertising. The Nu-
trition Foundation says it contributes
about $400,000 a year for research on
nutrition. Individual food companies
give millions more, but much of that is
for studies that will directly benefit
their technology and marketing.)

“You know, Fred Stare doesnt have
the greatest reputation,” said Dr.
Stanley Gershoff, formerly of Harvard
and now at Tufts. "I [have] disagreed
with him on many things. But notonce
in twenty-five years did I see any mem-
ber of the faculty influenced by Stare.
He never put any pressure on tme.”

Dr Stare himself takes all the flak se-
renely. “A lot of the public, and unfor
tunately some of my colleagues, think
¥Fm a monster—a paid tool of the food
industry.” he told me. In fact, he con-
tinued, early in his 25-year term as edi-
tor of the foundation-subsidized
Nutntion Reviews, “the president of the
foundation objected to several pieces
because they were a little too anti-in-
dustry: 1 told them 1 was the editor.
and | was going to pubhish it mv wav or
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[ they could) get another editor....Not
once did they overrule me.”

One confirmation of Dr. Stare’s claim
to independence is a no smoking sign
on his wall. The Coundl for Bbacco
Research—which does for the digarette
industry what the Nutrition Founda-
tion does for the food-and-additivesin-
dustry—has been a faithful contributor
to Dr. Stare’s department, but he has
repeatedly argued that it is cigarettes
and not additives that are responsible
for the rise in cancer.

In his early years as a medical re-
searcher, Dr. Stare did fruitful work on
fat emulsions in the blood. But he
abandoned research to teach and to
raise money. “In the department of nu-
trition,” he said, “there were five or six
who did rescarch. | couldnt tell them
what to do—1 couldn® and | wouldnt.”

Asked if his colleagues had ever
found any food chemical to be harmful,
he replied: “No, but we have never
worked on this. That would be the
work of food technologists.”

Yet it is his prestige as head of the
department of nutriion at Harvard's
School of Public Health that has lent
weight to his defense of additives. 1
found no serious scholar in the field
who fully agreed with him, and indeed
his own dean and two fellow pro-
fessors recently rebuked him publicly
for using his position to attack the De-
laney Amendment, which bans car
cinogens in a campus publication. But
his conscience appears to be perfectly
clear.

“Fred Stare is the only human being
I've ever known whom 1 cant figure
out,” Dr. Gershoff said.

A clue to the puzzle may be the
nostalgia with which Stare about
his father’s big cannery in Columbus,
Wisconsin, where he worked as a boy.
His mother lives in Columbus and was
heartbroken, he said, when Stokely-
Van Camp recently decided to close the
cannery down. Way back, the cannery
used to add a little sugar to the peas to
make them taste better, Dr. Stare has
said pointedly. it may well be that he is
still a food processcy at heart and takes
any criticism of the product to be a criti-
cism of his family and its way of life.

At the close of my talk with Stare 1
said, “Suppose il tumned out that you
were wrong, that one of the additives
you defend had hurt many thousand:
of people?”

Like a country doctor humoring a
worried patient, he smiled, then said.
“I'd be wry sorry.” @

John L. Hese is a reporter for The New
Yotk Times and is author. with Karen
Hess. of The Dste of America.
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