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Global Strategies to Improve
Diet and Health

Introduction

The industry needs to understand the impor-
tance of nutrition, particularly at a time when it is
trying to create more demand.  

Obviously, there is a great deal of focus on BSE
because it has had such an immediate and big impact
on the industry.  Interestingly, nutrition is just as
i m p o rtant as beef safety in consumers minds.
Research shows that consumers cited nutrition as
equal to BSE as a factor in their decision to consume
or not consume beef.  Clearly, if consumers are
weighing BSE as a risk in eating beef, then the indus-
t ry needs to counterbalance that concern with
demonstration of benefits based on nutritional prop-
erties of beef.  If consumers can understand the sig-
nificant health benefits of eating beef compared to
the miniscule risk of BSE, then the industry will
maintain consumer acceptance and enjoyment of
beef.

Key Note Address 

The meeting started with a key note address
from Dr. Henry Miller, a fellow of the Hoover
Institution and Professor at Stanford University.   His
early work involved research using gene-splicing tech-
niques and led to his current interests and focus on
the relationship between regulatory issues and sci-
ence.  This issue has been addressed in depth at this
meeting in relation to BSE regulations and restric-
tions and concern that politics may be driving many
of these initiatives as opposed to science. Anyone in
nutrition knows that political confounding is not
exclusive to science related to food safety.  Dr. Miller
shared many examples of genetically modified foods
or plants to make the point that gene technology fos-
ters useful changes and improvements in agriculture.
He argues that the rigorous assessment of gene-
spliced products have “unrelenting and somewhat
ridiculous” review.

He talked about a concept called the
Precautionary Principle: which basically states that
there can never be enough or frequent enough testing
to assure safety. The challenge in applying science
when using this approach is the undercurrent of con-
cern about science that shows no effect or no rela-
tionship. In other words, there will always be chal-
lenges that the question wasn’t tested properly or that
the study was underpowered.  He provided very
direct advice and summoned the industry to oppose
ill-conceived, non-scientifically sound public policy.
He also stood fast by the importance of aggressively
using science to support a position and he also felt it
was the duty of those in industry as well as in public
policy to communicate risk:benefit ratios realistically.

Discussion Group One

The first panel discussion addressed “Changing
Dietary Trends in the US and Abroad”.  Dr. Barry
Popkin, a we l l - k n own nutritional epidemiologist
from North Carolina led the discussion and gave an
overview of his research looking at changing dietary
habits and trends in the U.S. and developing coun-
tries.  His findings indicate that Americans are con-
suming more calories, with much of that energy com-
ing from snacks.  Portion sizes have increased for soft
drinks and many other foods, snack foods in particu-
lar. Use of animal-source foods including beef is
i n c reasing world-wide particularly in deve l o p i n g
countries, China being the leader in this category.
Many of the trends seen in the US such as bigger per-
centages of incomes spent on food and increased
meals away from home are rapidly increasing in these
countries. Unfortunately, the prevalence of obesity is
increasing rapidly as well.  

The other panel members gave brief overviews
of their research and perspectives on related issues.
Dr. Charlotte Neuman talked about her work with
Kenyan school children which very convincingly
showed that feeding beef improved not only nutri-
tional value of diet but also improved growth and
cognitive development.  

Dr. Abby Bloch, a nutrition consultant with
Atkins Nutritionals, gave an overview of recently



published studies showing that low - c a r b o h yd r a t e
diets and high-protein diets can be very effective.  She
also cited research by Krauss and colleagues that
demonstrates genetic differences in how people
respond to dietary fat.   

Dr. Shalene McNeil concluded the program
with three main points regarding beef in the diet.
She showed data from the Continuing Survey of
Food Intake for Individuals, a large nationally repre-
s e n t a t i ve database.  Ac c o rding to these data,
Americans are not eating excessive amounts of beef
and even the highest beef consumers average only
about 4 oz a day.  She also showed that  beef con-
tributes significant amounts of nutrients to the diet
and finished by discussing the misunderstood nutri-
ent profile of beef, particularly in regard to fat and
saturated fat.  

Discussion centered around genetic individuali-
ty and the challenge in developing population-based
guidelines.  There was a lot of discussion about effec-
tiveness and appropriateness of low carbohydrate
diets or Atkins type diets.  It was agreed that quick
fixes or magic bullets don’t work but that individual
differences in people do argue for having alternative
approaches to weight loss.  

The main outcomes of the discussion are as fol-
lows: 

:The Beef Industry needs to understand nutri-
tional implications of increased meat consumption in
developing countries. Positive – improving micronu-
trient deficiencies. Negative (or perceived negative) –
increased saturated fat and calories 

:The Beef Industry needs to be more aggressive
in communication of leaner nutrient profile and
determine how to update databases used by
researchers and dieticians to reflect the most current
USDA data

:Controlled carbohydrate diets have been tested
in scientific protocols and may contribute to weight
loss and health, particularly for individuals with
metabolic syndrome

Discussion Group Two
The second session addressed “Building effec-

tive dietary guidelines”
Dr. Marilyn Schorin gave a brief history of the

d e velopment of dietary guidelines in the U.S.
describing how these efforts transitioned from nega-
tive (don’t eat this, don’t eat that) to more positive
messages (choose foods low in ….).  She highlighted
some of the inconsistencies between the guidelines,
the pyramid, food labels, and the Dietary Reference
Intakes and explained how this contributes to the
confusion and frustration consumers express in try-
ing to understand the recommendations.

Bill Layden talked about the Policy and
Communications aspect of developing and imple-
menting dietary guidelines.  He explained why guide-
lines are important to the food industry in that they
help set policy which can translate to lost or gained
acceptance of product in many programs.  He added
to Marilyn’s comments on the problems with the cur-
rent recommendations and showed numbers on how
few Americans meet the recommendations.  He then
introduced the concept of a “Naturally Nutrient
Rich” guideline. The general idea is to try to help
consumers understand which foods have lots of calo-
ries but few nutrients and make it easy to know
which nutrient-dense foods should be chosen first.
He informed the attendees about a meeting in
Washington D.C. that will introduce this proposal to
many key nutrition influencers.   

Bill Kohl from the Centers for Disease Control
talked about some of the challenges to developing
physical activity guidelines and the need to consoli-
date the current 13 different guidelines that have
been developed by various organizations.  He shared
a very interesting chart that showed the relationship
between physical activity and various health out-
comes like heart disease, diabetes, weight gain, and
musculoskeletal injuries.  The chart showed graphi-
cally that the curves were quite different for each rela-
tionship.  He concluded that it is just as challenging
to try to develop a “one size fits all” guideline for
physical activity as it is for diet. 

Ann Rusniak, a dietician who focuses on con-
sumer communications spoke about consumer atti-



tudes, beliefs and behavior. She noted that some
recent surveys suggest people are reporting that they
care less and less about good nutrition, and because
of the difficulty in understanding the recommenda-
tions, related in part to mixed messages they hear
about nutrition.  They also concede that they have
too many other things to worry about on a daily basis
to make nutrition a priority. She finished by describ-
ing strategies to develop a New Nutrition Message,
ones that are more positive and actionable,  that are
simple and direct. The food industry can and should
play an important role in this process.  

Dr Gerald Woolam, a cattleman and a surgeon
was scheduled to be on the program but was unable
to attend. His interest and desire to be there were
expressed in the comments he submitted for presen-
tation. He shared insight into the pending collabora-
tion of three major health societies, the American
He a rt Association, the American Di a b e t e s
Association and the American Cancer Society. They
are joining forces to promote healthy lifestyles. He
indicated that the beef industry needs to make sure
that the message that lean beef can and should fit into
a healthy lifestyle be communicated in these types of
efforts. 

The panel generated a great deal of discussion
initially focused on the importance of integrating diet
and physical activity guidelines.   There was agree-
ment on the need to further individualize guidelines
and to address the tension that occurs between pub-
lic health needs and individual needs more effective-
ly. Consumer backlash against nutrition messages
and some of the reasons for it were discussed. The
suggestion for messages which incorporate an ele-
ment of  “enjoyment” was made.  The issue of litiga-
tion as a means to get the industry to respond and
make it simpler for consumers to eat better was dis-
cussed at length.  Finally, a provocative question was
raised on whether or not dietary guidelines should
even bother to try to be geared towards consumers or
simply used in a closed fashion by the government to
develop policy.

The main outcomes of the discussion are as fol-
lows: 

:population based guidelines, by definition, can-

not prescribe the perfect recommendations for every-
one but should begin to try to start building in recog-
nition of individual differences - genetic tools need to
be further developed and made accessible to ultimate-
ly tailor dietary recommendations to individuals

:The food industry has the imperative to get
involved both in helping to develop effective guide-
lines using our knowledge of meeting consumer
demands and by providing information and choices
to help people meet their individual needs.  

:The beef industry should encourage a guideline
to “choose naturally nutrient rich foods”

Discussion Group Three
The third Discussion group tackled some of the

issues we face in the nutrition community.
Bob Langert, a director of programs in social

responsibility at McDonalds began with the interest-
ing news McDonalds will begin phasing out the
“Supersize” marketing approach by the year’s end.  

The first topic concerned dietary guidance and
advice on how to eat. The question posed was “how
do we get consumers to make healthier food choic-
es?”.  

In terms of helping consumers to follow dietary
advice, panelists felt we need to develop innovative
ways to communicate the information. The develop-
ment of interactive web sites that help people person-
alize the advice was provided as an example.  Bob
Langert mentioned that McDonalds recently organ-
ized a global advisory panel to address this question.
Provision of nutrition information was brought up
and many agreed that it isn’t so much a lack of infor-
mation but perhaps information overload and infor-
mation in a format that is too complicated for the
average person to use.  

The need for accurate information and for
third-party spokespeople to deliver that  information
was noted.  The industry was cautioned by Dr. Henry
Miller to not accept ill-conceived non-scientifically
sound public policy, even perhaps more importantly
when it doesn’t have direct relevance to our industry.
Dr. Miller expressed his belief that it is our responsi-
bility to act when groups with certain agendas try to
push programs with questionable science. 



The second question dealt with litigation and
how food companies have been responding to legal
challenges that blame the food industry for people’s
behaviors and poor diets.  The comparison of this
type of litigation to tobacco lawsuits was questioned
since tobacco isn’t necessary for survival while food is
needed by everyone and isn’t inherently harmful.
Food litigation was dismissed by one panelist as a
faulty promise of a simple solution and an “artificial-
ly created externality” that disrupts free markets.  Dr.
Popkin challenged that this type of externality wasn’t
any different than food subsidies which have made
sugar and oils so cheap in the international market.  

Portion sizes were addressed next.  Sheila Cohn
who represents the National Restaurant Association
went through the list of reasons why portion sizes
have increased so dramatically, the main reason being
consumer demand. She explained why it is so diffi-
cult to change that value system in the US.  She also
stated that there are 870,000 restaurants in the states
and each has their own selling point. Large portions
aren’t the appeal for all restaurants, certainly not for
upper-scale restaurants. There does appear to be evi-
dence for a trend towards down-sizing meals or at
least offering more small-size options.  The question
of personal responsibility came up. Is it the individu-
als responsibility to eat an appropriate amount or is it
up to food service to make the choice and restrict
portion sizes for consumers?  Education, particularly
for children was identified as a starting point for a
solution.

The media and the challenge to get more accu-
rate and responsible reporting in relaying nutrition
information was addressed next. The  journalistic for-
mula was described as a major factor as to why nutri-
tion information often turns out to be nutrition mis-
information.  Ruth Kava from the American Council
for Science and Health mentioned a historical report
they did on media hype of certain issues, alar, acry-
lamides, red dye no. 2, and pointed out that most of
these have been very much forgotten.  Again, the dis-
cussion emphasized the importance and value of
accurate, science-based information.  Third-party
groups were again recognized to be critical to help
deliver the information. The value of media training
people in the industry was also mentioned.  If indus-

try people develop skills to  talk to journalists, it will
minimize the potential for misinterpretation or the
journalist discarding the industry point of view.

The low-carb trend was mentioned briefly but
most of the panelists supported a “moderation and
balance” message

The final question sought a solution to the obe-
sity problem, a tall order which generated discussion
about the importance of focusing on childre n .
Panelists also discussed the need to engage whole
families in the solution and to look at successful
behaviors that have worked for adults. The food
industry was looked upon as having a role. Bob
Langert gave examples of how McDonalds uses the
power of their icons and devotes resources to pro-
mote healthy eating and physical activity and they do
in fact focus on children.   

Clearly, this panel addressed a lot of challenging
issues for the food industry, issues without any sim-
ple solutions.  

The main outcomes of the discussion are as fol-
lows:

:There is a universal need to stay true to the sci-
ence and keep pushing it in spite of opposing politi-
cal agenda and to engage third party experts to help
deliver the science.  The industry also should take
action when science is misused or lacking. 

:The industry does need to take some responsi-
bility and can help by continuing to offer choices for
consumers, provide clear information, and to educate
children in particular

The panels brought together people from indus-
try, academia, and the government.  The dialogue was
invaluable towards understanding other perspectives
and to start moving to compromises and actions that
can make a difference. 



International Livestock Congress

Keynote comments: Dr. Henry
Miller

Skeptics about agricultural biotechnology lam-
baste it as unproven, untested, unnatural, and
uncontrollable. Nothing could be farther from the
truth. On the contrary, neither biotechnology nor
genetic engineering is new, and consumers, govern-
ment, and industry all have had long, extensive, and
positive experience with both.

Early “biotechnology”—the application of bio-
logical systems to technical or industrial processes—
dates to 6000 B.C., when the Babylonians used spe-
cialized microorganisms in fermentation to brew
alcoholic beverages. “Genetic engineering” can be
dated from man’s recognition that animals and crop
plants can be selected and bred to enhance desired
characteristics. Early biologists and agriculturists
carried out selection for desired traits, generating
poorly understood changes in the organisms’ genetic
material.

Opponents of biotech repeatedly apply the
flawed “precautionary principle” to the new biotech-
nology, the use of highly precise and predictable
molecular techniques to move and modify genes.
They raise dire warnings of the movement of “rogue
genes” between the modified crop and wild (or
domesticated) relatives. They imply, incorrectly, that
this issue is unique to the newest techniques of
biotechnology – gene-splicing, or “genetic modifica-
tion (GM)” – but gene flow is ubiquitous.

Gene transfer is an age-old concern for farmers.
Growing hundreds of crops, virtually all of which
have been genetically improved, the practitioners of
“conventional” agriculture in North America metic-
ulously developed strategies for preventing pollen
cross-contamination in the field—when and if it is
necessary for commercial reasons.

The desired “product” of gene-splicing may be
the engineered organism itself—a strain of bacteria
to clean up oil spills, a weakened virus used as a vac-
cine, or a papaya tree that resists viruses—or it may
be a biosynthetic product of the cells, such as
human insulin produced in bacteria, or oil expressed

from seeds.

Gene-spliced plants have for almost a decade
been grown worldwide on more than 100 million
acres (40 million hectares) annually. More than two-
thirds of processed foods in the US contain ingredi-
ents derived from gene-spliced organisms. There has
not been a single mishap that resulted in injury to a
single person or ecosystem. Thus, both theory and
experience confirm the extraordinary predictability
and safety of gene-splicing technology and its prod-
ucts. Likewise, they confirm that the discrimina-
tory, unscientific regulation of gene-spliced products
is unnecessary.

However, critics of the new biotechnology con-
tinue to invoke the precautionary principle, the
basic idea of which is that even if there is no actual
scientific evidence of actual dangers of a product,
technology or activity, merely conjectural concerns
should be a reason to limit or prohibit it. The way
the precautionary principle is typically applied can
actually increase risk. Various groups have used the
precautionary principle in recent decades to attack
the chemical industry and, more recently, the food
industry. The principle has already laid waste to sev-
eral industries and boasts a body count in the mil-
lions.

Potential risks should be taken into considera-
tion before proceeding with any new activity or
product, whether it is the siting of a power station
or the introduction of a new drug into the pharma-
cy. But the precautionary principle focuses solely
on the possibility that technologies could pose
unique, extreme, or unmanageable risks, even after
considerable testing has already been conducted.
What is missing from precautionary calculus is an
acknowledgment that even when technologies intro-
duce new risks, most confer net benefits – that is,
their use reduces many other, far more serious haz-
ards. Examples include blood transfusions, MRI
scans, and automobile seat belts, all of which offer
immense benefits and only minimal risk.

The danger in the precautionary principle is
that it distracts consumers and policymakers from
known, significant threats to human health. For
example, in 18th Century Europe, excessively pre-



cautionary bias delayed for decades the introduction
of the first smallpox vaccine, with millions dying
unnecessarily. And thirty years ago, on the basis
only of suspicion of toxicity to fish and migrating
birds (but no evidence at all of harm to humans),
the U.S. EPA drastically restricted the production
and use of DDT, an inexpensive and spectacularly
effective pesticide once widely used to eliminate
mosquitoes and other disease-carrying insects.
During the two decades before DDT was restricted,
perhaps 100 million lives were saved by this miracle
chemical, in Africa, Asia and South America. In
the absence of an effective pesticide, the World
Health Organization estimates that 300-500 million
cases of malaria occur annually and more than 1
million people die. About 1,200 cases of malaria are
diagnosed in the United States each year.

Anti-chlorine campaigners more recently have
turned their attacks to certain plastics used for
important medical devices, particularly fluid con-
tainers, blood bags, tubing and gloves; children’s
toys such as teething rings and rattlers; and house-
hold and industrial items such as wire coating and
flooring. Invoking the precautionary principle,
activists claim that these plastics might have numer-
ous adverse health effects – even in the face of sig-
nificant scientific evidence to the contrary. Whole
industries have been terrorized, consumers denied
product choices, and doctors and their patients
deprived of lifesaving tools.

Industries, individual companies and con-
sumers must jointly oppose the precautionary prin-
ciple and the flawed public policy that emanates
from it, at every opportunity, in every way.

Summary of Presentation

Cluster Group 1:
Barry Popkin, Leader

Barry Popkin’s introductory talk presented an
overview of dietary change in the US and around
the world and the rapid rise in the prevalence of
overweight and obesity around the world. He
showed that total energy intake has risen in the US
at a time of a decline in physical activity. He went
on to discuss the major types of dietary change in
the US, including increased intake of larger portion
sizes, increased snacking of a larger size, and
increased intake of caloric sweeteners, among others.
Around the rest of the world, increased intake of
edible oils, sweeteners, and animal-source food
define the major dietary changes. The net effect of
these dietary shifts worldwide, of course, is a rapid
increase not only in obesity but also in other major
non-communicable diseases related both to these
dietary and obesity shifts.

Charlotte Neumann
Shalene McNeil
Abby Bloch, PhD, RD
“How can Americans satisfy their love for meat and
lose weight at the same time?”

The controlled carbohydrate regimen which
has gained in popularity over the past few years is
often misunderstood, misused and inappropriately
consumed, and therefore, unjustly maligned.
However, a growing body of evidence is showing
that controlled carbohydrate intakes are an alterna-
tive, another option, to the low-fat, calorie-con-
trolled, portion-controlled standard dietary
approach. Emerging scientific evidence is provid-
ing data indicating that short-term, these regimens
appear to be safe and effective.  Clinically, they also
appear to be safe long-term. Limiting carbohy-
drates, especially the refined foods and sugar choice,
appears to improve one’s overall health and well-
being, while preventing disease. Therefore, a dietary
regimen that includes beef as part of a controlled
carbohydrate intake appears to be safe and effective
for weight loss as well as maintenance.



Even though beef, historically, is one of the
most popular high-quality protein sources, it is
receiving unparalleled attention because of the
growing popularity of low-carbohydrate diets, recent
introduction of new, convenient beef products, and
media reports about higher beef demand.

For some, it is a perplexing trend. It seems
just yesterday that dietary guidance and media mes-
sages were focused on reducing the amount of beef
in the diet as a way to achieve optimal health.  Yet
what happened is that this intense scrutiny also
motivated the beef industry to find ways to provide
consumers a product that maintains a high nutrient
content with lower levels of fat.  Now the beef
industry is charged with updating the public and
health professional’s image of beef.  Four key issues
related to this effort were addressed during the
International Livestock Conference.

Americans are not over-consuming the meat
group.  USDA consumption patterns indicate that
individuals are consuming an average total of 4.9
ounces of meat, poultry, fish, eggs, dry beans and
nuts per day, slightly less than the 5-7 ounces rec-
ommended in the Food Guide Pyramid.  Despite
the perception that beef intake is excessive, USDA
1994-1996 CFSII data indicate that average beef
consumption –even among individuals who report-
ed eating beef on given day—was 3.3 ounces.   

Beef provides concentrated levels of important
nutrients. A May 1998 study published in the
Journal of the American Dietetic Association showed
that beef was the No. 1 source of protein, zinc and
vitamin B12, the No. 2 source of Vitamin B6, the
No. 3 source of iron, phosphorus and niacin, and
the No. 4 source of riboflavin1 in the American diet.  

Beef has a misunderstood fat profile.  Beef is
often misrepresented as synonymous with saturated
fat when nearly half of beef ’s fatty acids are
monounsaturated.  Even among the beef ’s saturated
fat content, about 1/3 is stearic acid, a fatty acid
which has a neutral effect on blood cholesterol.  

Americans are choosing lean beef. According
to USDA data, today’s beef is 20% leaner than only
14 years ago2.  In fact, there are at least 19 cuts of

beef that meet USDA labeling guidelines for lean1.

Twelve of the 19 lean beef cuts have only one more
gram of fat –on average- than a comparable serving
of 3 ounce boneless, skinless chicken breast.  And
retail purchase data indicates that 17 of the top 20
retail whole muscle cuts are lean3.

Beef has withstood intense debate and
undergone extensive scientific scrutiny over the last
20 years.   The good news is that we now better
understand how this naturally nutrient-rich food
contributes to healthy bodies and weight control for
all consumers.

1Subar et al., Dietary sources of nutrients among US adults 1989-1991.
Journal of the American Dietetic Association, Volume 98 (5):537-547.
2 US Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service, 2003.
USDA Nutrient Database for Standard Reference, Release 16,
www.nal.usda.gov/fnic/foodcomp
3 FreshLook Marketing Group (sales information and marketing
insights service for perishable consumer packaged goods), 52 weeks end-
ing June 15, 2003

Cluster Group 2:
Marilyn Schorin, Leader

The U.S. government has given dietary guid-
ance to Americans since the 1930’s.  What began as
the “Basic Seven” food groups has evolved to today’s
Food Guide Pyramid.   The Pyramid instructs
Americans to use grains and cereals as the basis of
the diet, and to build from that with fruits and veg-
etables, meat and dairy and sparing use of fats, oils,
and sugars.  Dietary Guidelines were mandated in
1980, with review and revision, if necessary, at 5
year intervals.  Today’s Dietary Guidelines are sim-
plified into “A, B, C’s”, yet the public is far more
aware of the Pyramid.

With the Guidelines due to be released in
2005, the next steps are to integrate the Guidelines
with the Pyramid, and to ensure that food industry
works with the government, consumer groups and
health professionals to develop sound, simple, com-
munication of the guidelines.



Bill Layden
Bill Kohl
Ann Gallagher
Communicating The Dietary Guidelines to
Consumers

Once the scientific debate is over, and the
Dietary Guidelines have been established, it will be
important to develop and deliver nutrition messages
that can help consumers translate these newly devel-
oped guidelines and put them into practice. This
will not be an easy task since consumers typically
associate current nutrition messages with feelings of
guilt, fear, anger and helplessness. When the
International Food Information Council asked con-
sumers how they would like to be communicated
with about nutrition, they responded that they
would like messages to be positive, specific, short,
simple, fun, and provide a payoff. It is imperative
that the food industry be highly involved with the
development and delivery of nutrition messages in
support of the Dietary Guidelines in order to
ensure that they are fair and balanced. In addition,
it will be important to conduct solid consumer
research when developing these messages. The
Dietary Guidelines Alliance, which included both
industry and government, developed and delivered
messages in support of the last Dietary Guidelines
and could be used as a model this time around.

Cluster Group 3:
Kendal Frazier, Leader
Ruth Kava
Sheila Cohn

The nation’s restaurants have long been com-
mitted to promoting healthy lifestyles and proper
nutrition.  Recently, there has been increased atten-
tion to this important and complex issue.  The
restaurant industry is an industry of choice.
Numerous studies have shown that customers want
choice and flexibility in the foods they eat.  For this
reason, restaurants have always offered consumers a
wide variety of venues, menu items and portion
sizes.  We believe that good nutrition is best served
when a consumer knows that good nutrition, educa-
tion, personal responsibility, and choice go hand in
hand. 

Henry Miller
There is a vast spectrum of “guidance” – a.k.a

marketing, propaganda and lobbying – offered
(among others) by NGO’s (non-governmental
organizations), authors of diet books, purveyors of
dietary supplements, government agencies and pro-
fessional and trade groups.  These are all competing
for attention. 

The “guidance” from many of the anti-busi-
ness, anti-technology groups (e.g., Center for
Science in the Public Interest, Environmental
Working Group, Pew, Greenpeace, etc.) – many of
which are hugely funded – is far worse than of ‘no
value’.  

That is why there is a need for sources of accu-
rate information.

As well-intended and scrupulously accurate as
they may be, business groups and individual compa-
nies themselves are considered suspect by the public,
so they need to be creative in their strategies.
Therefore, they should:

Support independent groups that are insulated
from the profit motive (e.g., Institute of Food
Technology, The American Dietetic Association,
The American Council for Science and Health)
Oppose ill-conceived, unscientific, illogical public
policy (e.g., anything derived from the
Precautionary Principle) wherever, whenever they
find it, even if it does not appear to affect them
directly. This can be done by the entities them-
selves, or via Public Relations firms or through sup-
port of public interest organizations.  




