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Animal fat

Nina Teicholz dishes on the upcoming 2015 Dietary Guidelines for
Americans and beef’s role in a healthy diet.

fter 10 years of reviewing
Athe existing body of science

on diet, investigative jour-
nalist Nina Teicholz condensed her
findings into a New York Times best
seller titled “The Big Fat Surprise.”
Here she takes a few questions
from BEEF regarding her conclu-
sions on red meat in the diet and
her thoughts on the recent report
of the Dietary Guidelines Advisory
Committee (DGAC). Those recom-
mendations, which call for reduc-
ing red meat consumption, will be
considered in formulating the 2015
Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

What’s your bottom line to the
red meat issue?

It’s that fat doesn’t make you fat;
the fat you eat is not the fat you
get. A higher-fat diet turns out to
be healthier in every way than a
low-fat diet. Higher fat and lower in
carbs is a healthier diet. You don’t
have to go to extremes, but you have
to back out of the high-carb, low-fat
diet.

The other key point is that satu-
rated fat, which is the fat in animal
foods — meat, butter, dairy, eggs and
cheese — has been blamed for 50
years as the cause of heart disease.
But that science has been re-evalu-
ated, and it turns out that saturated
fats do not clog your arteries, do not

cause heart disease, and you can eat
those foods. They are healthy, good
foods with a lot of nutrition.

What was your initial reaction
to the DGAC report?

It’s basically the same dietary
guidelines we’ve had since 1980.
They are a little better in that they
lift the caps on dietary cholesterol,
which is not because there is new

science but because they are final-
ly reckoning with the science that’s
been known since the early 1980s.
But my overwhelming reaction to

the report is that it’s a completely
unscientific report in almost every
way.

How so?

I've been analyzing this in great
detail, and there are shocking ways
in which this is unscientific: incon-
sistent methodologies used, inappro-
priate conclusions drawn from the
evidence and contradictory state-
ments. If this was a report being
submitted for a Ph.D., you wouldn’t
award a degree to the person sub-
mitting this report.

What are some examples?

What’s really disturbing is that
the suggested guidelines don’t come
anywhere near providing the nu-
trients that people need. The re-
port says there is a need for concern
about under-consumption in the U.S.
of essential nutrients, such as vita-
mins A, C, D, E, calcium, potassium,
folate and magnesium. Iron is also
under-consumed by adolescent and
premenopausal women, including
women who are pregnant.

A cut of red meat is one of the
most, if not the most, nutrient-dense
foods you can eat. By restricting ani-
mal foods, it’s quite clear there’s no
way the dietary guidelines can meet
nutritional sufficiency. They are
pushing America toward a plant-
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based diet, and you can’t get enough
nutrients if you're not eating animal
foods.

What’s contributed to this
bias?

It is 50 years of believing in a
low-fat, low-cholesterol, saturated-
fat-restricted diet. It’s very hard to
reverse course on what has become
accepted as the conventional wis-
dom, and that has created a bias
that distorts interpretations of the
science.

The largest clinical trial ever to
be done on a low-fat diet, which was
restricted in fat and also restricted
in animal foods, found it had abso-
lutely no positive impact on health
at all, any kind of weight loss, any-
thing. But the committee still won’t
back off their low-fat recommenda-
tion.

In addition, the entire evidence
review for the vegetarian diet and
for eating more fruits and vegeta-
bles showed no findings of positive
health benefits from eating more
fruits and vegetables. They don’t
have evidence for moving toward a
plant-based diet.

That’s shocking given the
DGAC’s emphasis on a plant-
based diet.

It is shocking. This is the »»P

Learn more about Nina Teicholz
and “The Big Fat Surprise” at
thebigfatsurprise.com
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first time ever they started recom-
mending a vegetarian diet as one of
their healthy patterns to be recom-
mended for all Americans — based
on no hard data. And it reflects the
other thing that we're seeing, which
is a growing bias against meat.
There’s a real negative focus today
on meat, and now it’s mainly for en-
vironmental reasons.

What'’s driving this?
The environmental movement

has fused with the nutritional -

movement and the food movement,

and they've all kind of combined.

forces to create a gale storm of rea-
sons not to eat meat. It’s been gen-
erated and developed on the urban
coasts, in Berkeley and New York
and Washington. They’re very di-
vorced from the raising of animals,
and generations away from seeing
livestock, much less raising them.

The vegetarian movement has
been growing in these centers since
the 1970s. It started with ethical
concerns; now there are environ-
mental concerns.

And these have kind of dove-
tailed with the original nutrition-
al concerns, and there is now just
an accepted consensus that meat
is the worst thing you can do for
your body, for the planet, and so
there’s no point to meat. Coming
from nutrition experts, it’s really
quite amazing because the nutri-
tion of meat is exceptional.

How do women and chlldren
fare under these recommenda-
tions? ,

Nutrition is about nutrients,

How does your body get the nu-

trients it needs to be healthy?
Obviously, we're not achieving that

as we have a tremendous amount o7
disease among children. Children’s
nutritional needs are very different,
as are those of pregnant women,
and these differing needs are just
not part of the conversation. We've
been treating children with a diet
designed to help middle-aged men
prevent heart attacks. ’

What was your reaction to
the DGAC report’s emphasis on
environmental impact?

It wasn’t part of their mandate.
They’re nutrition experts, not envi-
ronmental experts. I think it’s fair

There is no
evidence for
moving toward a
plant-based diet.

and right to say we need to think
about the environmental impact of
our food supply. That’s a perfectly
fair point, but it should be studied
by people who are experts in the
environmenta] area.

Congress last fall specifically in-
serted language in a spending bill
to prohibit the dietary guideline
report from including that consid-
eration, and the committee ignored
Congress and retained that lan-
guage anyway, ~

I think it reflects this tremen-
dous growing consensus among
those who believe the environmen-

tal reasons against meat. And I

think it also reflects the otherwise
weak nutritional case against meat.

Do you have any personal
thoughts on meat production
and environment?

I think the science of meat and
the environment is really in its in-
fancy. There are a couple of reports
that show meat production con-
sumes excessive resources and con-
tributes to global warming. But one
should not make policy based on a
couple of reports. It’s a science that
needs a more rigorous approach.
There needs to be more study.

The environment is really a
separate question from what is a
healthy diet. The vegetarian move-
ment will say that a pound of meat
takes so much more resources than
a pound of plants, and it’s an unfair
use of resources by the rich, and
we should instead eat a pound of
plants.

To that I would say that it would
be a fair argument to make if the
nutrition in a pound of plants is the
same as in a pound of meat, and it’s
very clear that isn’t true.

How do you change that
meme, or cultural thinking?

I’'m not an advocate but I be-
lieve in education. There could be a
movement to try to educate people
about the nutritional importance of
meat.

I think people who like to eat

beef, or who produce it, can make

the positive argument for their
product. They don’t have to feel de-
fensive, concerned or ashamed in
any way about their product. It’s a
nutritious food, and the data say-
ing that it causes disease is weak to
nonexistent,.

In addition, this is the year that
the new Dietary Guidelines for
Americans will be considered and
issued. There’s a political opportu-
nity for people or groups to try to
influence that process. B
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New Products

BEEF
Tech

Real-time prices

Merck Animal Health and
DVAuction introduce Cattle Market
Central, real-time feeder cattle class
and weight offerings that are updat-
ed automatically throughout the day
from more than 45 auction markets.

An extension of Beef Market
Central, Cattle Market Central was
developed with input from cattle
producers to help address their criti-
cal needs in this digital age, Merck
says.

Real-Time Index (RTI) emulates

the CME feeder-cattle index. As
cattle sell across the country, RTI
allows comparisons against similar
cattle sold the previous day. “Based
on 650- to 850-pound steers from re-
gions 1 and 2, the RTI is a moving,

seven-day price and weight aver-
age that’s updated instantly,” says
Corbitt Wall, DVAuction cattle ana-
lyst.

CMC lets subscribers create and
save custom sales reports, selecting
for region, auction market, cattle
class, weight range and more. An
alert option lets producers key in
specific parameters, and it will send
them a text or email message when
such cattle are available.

For more information, visit cattle
marketcentral.com.
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Circle 110 or visit freeproductinfo.net/bf
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