
http://nyti.ms/M9RewM

THE OPINION PAGES | LETTERS

Eat Healthy, Eat Less, Weigh Less

FEB. 11, 2014

To the Editor:
Re “Why Nutrition Is So Confusing” (Sunday Review, Feb. 9):
I disagree with Gary Taubes. The elephant in the room is the food industry’s

marketing campaign. Given that the food produced by the industrial food
industry is largely unhealthy, the corporate strategy is to confuse the science so
as to make consensus impossible.

Then it becomes a matter of who speaks loudest, which no one does better
than professional marketers, who advertise and tout disingenuously on food
packaging.

All it takes is one such study to be the reference point for a billion-dollar
advertising campaign, reducing science to a matter of opinion as we weigh
conflicting conclusions. The food industry successfully touts the word “science”
to support its claims while at the same time undermining the word’s credibility.

NORMAN SALANT
New York, Feb. 10, 2014

To the Editor:
Gary Taubes offers a sane look at the confusing world of nutrition research.

Studies that offer few solid scientific facts, leaving only compelling hypotheses,
have a dark side. They have become a distracting focus, and worse still, advice
based on inconclusive findings has become the standard by which so many of us
judge our eating habits.

While we cannot end the confusion entirely, we can still draw some fairly
safe conclusions for almost everyone from the vast collection of research
literature: The more processed the food, the less healthy it becomes; added sugar
is not beneficial and may contribute directly to many obesity-related disorders;
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and vegetables contribute to overall health.
If everyone based his or her eating plan on these three points, I would be

willing to take a shot at my own hypothesis: Statistics for chronic disease in the
United States would plummet.

KIM FLANNERY
Brookfield, Wis., Feb. 9, 2014

The writer is a dietitian-nutritionist specializing in weight loss.
To the Editor:
As an eager consumer of nutrition and dieting information, I have seen

every variant of weight-loss advice over my lifetime. One directive, however,
remains indisputably true. If we eat less, we will weigh less.

While cutting back or eliminating one category of food or another may
eventually be proved to make a weight-loss regime a bit easier or a bit harder,
what cannot be disproved is the advice to start now, eat less and repeat.

BETH KRUGMAN
New York, Feb. 9, 2014

To the Editor:
If a “dysfunctional research establishment”  wedded to billion-dollar trials is

creating confusion in nutrition research, perhaps our assumptions about what
constitutes evidence should be examined.

The use of the randomized controlled trial (and now systematic reviews of
those trials) for safety and efficacy testing of pharmaceutical drugs emerged from
the 1962 Kefauver-Harris amendments to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. Is
this the best way to study nutrition?

Meaningful advances in evidence concerning a healthy diet may not come
from more randomized controlled trials (although they certainly have a role) but
from well-done observational studies and systematically collected case reports —
all with data analysis using techniques matched to big data. 

New approaches could transform how we think about the creation, diffusion
and use of “evidence.” If the effort needed to produce high-quality data became
easier, more systematic and transparent, our attitude toward the documentation
of “observations” might shift.

DAVID RILEY
Portland, Ore., Feb. 9, 2014

The writer is an internist.



To the Editor:
As the national coordinator of the Coronary Primary Prevention Trial

(National Institutes of Health), the study that showed that lowering LDL
cholesterol lowers risk of heart disease, I saw that the way to lower blood
cholesterol was to lower intake of saturated fat. People lowering their saturated
fat also lost weight because they were coincidentally lowering fat intake.

I researched weight loss for a year in the N.I.H. medical library, and that is
when I learned about the metabolic studies. As a result, my wife, Nancy Goor,
and I wrote a weight-loss book based on the scientific proof that carbohydrates
are preferentially burned because only a limited amount can be stored. Fat is
stored. Fat makes fat.

RON GOOR
Bethesda, Md., Feb. 9, 2014

The writer, a biochemist, is a co-author, with Nancy Goor, of “Eater’s
Choice: A Food Lover’s Guide to Lower Cholesterol” and “Choose to Lose: A
Food Lover’s Guide to Permanent Weight Loss.”

To the Editor:
Can Gary Taubes really believe that diets fail because of a lack of conclusive

scientific evidence regarding good nutrition? Perhaps a stroll through his local
supermarket would help clarify.

Americans love nothing more than a tasty, salty, sugary, fat-laden snack, and
the aisles full of Cheetos, Doritos, Fritos and Twizzlers might enlighten him.

If he still needs convincing, he could check out the frozen-food section, with
its boxes of pizza, pita pockets, French fries, onion rings and mozzarella sticks.
Or the bakery section, with cakes, cookies, pies and cupcakes, or the soda aisle.

I’m no scientist, but I’ll bet the farm that if these toxins were not shoved into
our faces by nonstop commercials on TV and in magazines, the incidence of
obesity-related illness would drop significantly.

ANDREA ROUDA
Freeport, Me., Feb. 9, 2014
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