Science and the News

Dental Association: Toothpaste
“Recognition” Subject of Controversy

The “recognition” that the Ameri-
can Dental Association afforded to the
Procter & Gamble Co.’s Crest tooth-
paste 14 months ago has proved to be
a boon for the company and a source
of serious contention within the ADA.
Last week in Philadelphia, at the
ADA’s 102nd annual convention, the
controversy over ‘“recognition” of
Crest was renewed.

The ADA holds that “recognition”
does not imply endorsement, but
merely reflects the conclusion of the
ADA’s Council on Dental Therapeutics
that Crest has provided “reasonable
evidence of usefulness and of safety”
in fighting tooth decay. The product
contains stannous fluoride, which has
been reported to prevent decay. What-
ever the nuances in meaning between
“endorsement” and “recognition,” Proc-
ter & Gamble, without any impro-
priety, has benefited enormously from
“recognition” by proclaiming it in its
advertisements. Before “recognition”
was issued in August 1960, Crest was
third in national sales, with 12 percent
of the annual $235-million toothpaste
market. It currently is second, with 26
percent of all toothpaste sales. The
leader in sales remains the Colgate-
Palmolive Co.’s Colgate dental cream,
but since Crest received “recognition,”
Colgate has fallen from 33 to 27 per-
cent. There is no doubt that with the
promotional powers commanded by the
major toothpaste producers, a word of
approval from the ADA can be trans-
lated into a massive shift in customer
preference.

Within the ADA, those supporting
the granting of “recognition” to Crest
have argued that it is the responsibility
of the Association to lend its authority
and prestige to products that are bene-
ficial to the public; those opposed con-
tend that the ADA is permitting itself
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to be exploited for commercial pur-
poses, and that the traditional wariness
of medical and dental groups toward
involvements with commercial enter-
prises is well founded. The opposition
also argues that the medical and dental
professions have inspired public confi-
dence by remaining rigidly aloof from
attempts to embroil them in sales cam-
paigns.

At last week’s ADA convention, the
controversy was renewed when a group
of delegates, including six past presi-
dents of the Association, attempted to
eliminate the ADA’s “recognition” of
Crest on the grounds that it was im-
proper for the ADA to let its name be
used in advertising outside of profes-
sional journals. Their proposal was de-
feated, 292 to 74, but was accom-
panied by approval of a resolution di-
recting the Association’s product re-
view and evaluation council to “take
all necessary” steps to eliminate misun-
derstandings about ADA statements on
commercial products. Any conclusion
that these actions had disposed of the
“recognition” controversy was quickly
laid to rest, however, by a three-way
public relations fight that immediately
ensued. The principals were the ADA,
Procter & Gamble, and Colgate-Palm-
olive. Those delegates who had argued
that the ADA was compromising its
prestige by lending its name to popular
advertising found themselves amply
supplied with arguments for renewing
the fight next year.

The latest episode to emanate from
the Crest “recognition” occurred when
Colgate, which is smarting from the
sales benefits which have accrued to
its competitor, reacted sharply to a
tentative report introduced by the
ADA’s board of trustees. The report
charged that Colgate advertising claims
“have been consistently misleading,”
and added that Colgate ‘“has down-
graded its dental research program in
the past few years.” It also charged

that Colgate had attempted to influence
ADA delegates to oppose the Crest
“recognition,” and it further accused
Colgate “agents” of having arranged a
press conference in June to generate
publicity against the ADA “recogni-
tion” of Colgate’s competitor. Colgate
promptly denied this last charge and
later issued a statement in which it
said that “dental research at Colgate
enjoys the highest priority and the budg-
ets for such activity are at an all-time
high.” The company added that it
would reply shortly to the charge of
misleading advertising. It also praised
the resolution that established the re-
view of advertising use of ADA state-
ments, and added: “it is obvious the
House of Delegates . . . felt some polic-
ing action was necessary on Crest ad-
vertising. We feel this is a step in the
right direction to protect the public.”

The basic issue—whether profes-
sional societies should lend their names,
and hence their prestige, to commercial
products—is going to continue to dis-
turb the ADA, quite appropriately, like
a toothache. The good intention of
letting the public know what is bene-
ficial, in theory, balances properly
against the loss of prestige that may
result from the ADA being listed on
toothpaste ads. But the frantic scramble
for sales, the enormous market value
attached to any sign of approval from
a professional organization, and the
ingenuity of corporate public relations
add ingredients that perhaps were not
included in the calculation that led to
“recognition.”

Kefauver Drug Bill: Patent
Provision Reviewed at Hearing

Senator Kefauver resumed hearings
last week on the legislative prescription
he has drafted for the drug industry.
The hearings are part of a series that
began in July for the purpose of col-
lecting informed comment on the bill
that the senator has. prepared after
nearly 2 years of investigation. That
investigation has produced some 10,-
000 pages of testimony from which any
thesis on the economics of the drug
industry could be amply documented.
It has led Kefauver to the conclusion
that “by any test and under any stand-
ard, prices and profits in the ethical
drug industry are excessive and unrea-
sonable.” This is a conclusion that the
industry emphatically describes as false,
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though it is hard put to explain away
the fact that the drug industry has had
profits approximately double the aver-
age for other industries.

These profits, Kefauver has con-
cluded, come from a tight control of
the market. The control rests, he says,
on (i) the patent laws; (i) large ex-
penditures for advertising and promo-
tion; and (iii) the success of the major
firms in persuading physicians to pre-
scribe drugs by trade rather than by
generic names.

At last week’s hearings, a number of
expert witnesses gave their views on
the senator’s proposed revision of the
patent laws. Under the existing system,
which dates back to Thomas Jefferson,
the holder of a patent retains his rights
for 17 years. The senator proposes that
in the case of drugs alone, after 3 years,
the patent holder should be required
to give any qualified manufacturer the
right to produce the drug in return for
a royalty of up to 8 percent. The re-
sult of this revision, he argues, would
be lower prices, since competition
would be thrown wide open, and there
would therefore be incentive to pro-
duce as cheaply as possible.

Opponents of the Kefauver proposal
responded at the hearing with the con-
tention that the guarantee of 17 years
of patent protection has made it pos-
sible for major firms to undertake
costly research projects. The assurance
that a marketable discovery would be
theirs for that duration, to sell or li-
cense at their discretion, has been the
incentive to maintain research pro-
grams, it was argued.

Whether or not this is the case could
amply occupy a team of researchers
for quite some time, but there was no
element of uncertainty in most of the
views expressed at the hearing. The
American Institute of Chemists warned
that federal regulation would delay the
discovery of remedies for heart disease
and cancer and added that the research
laboratories of pharmaceutical firms
are the “last havens” for professional
chemists seeking solutions to numerous
maladies. This last view no doubt
comes as a surprise to chemists at uni-
versities, government laboratories, in-
situtes, and other nonindustrial research
facilities. The American Patent Law
Association brought in the East-West
conflict and warned that the proposed
patent provision might seriously affect
our chances for survival, and the Amer-
ican Association of Research Directors,
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representing research officials in 100
firms in the New York area, said that
Congress should be seeking ways to
make the drug industry more profit-
able.

In the course of his lengthy inquiry
into the drug industry, Kefauver and
his antitrust and monopoly subcommit-
tee have come to be regarded by the
industry as economic assassins, while
he and his committee staff return the
compliment by looking upon the indus-
try as a heartless profit seeker. Though
most congressional investigations gen-
erate some acrimony, the inquiry into
the drug industry has been marked by
unusual bitterness, and one result has
been that more heat than light fre-
quently emanates from the committee’s
hearings.

The temperature is likely to go up
markedly in the coming months as the
committee goes into the bill that it
says will cure the drug industry of ills
the drug industry says it does not have.
The industry, which cannot hold any
claim to reticence during the course of
the hearings, said through a spokesman
recently that it is now ready to fight
back. It can be expected to hoist a
publicity barrage, which, along with
the expertly handled publicity efforts
of the Kefauver committee, will make
it difficult to keep in view the basic
issue at this point in the drug in-
quiry; namely: What is the relation-
ship between the patent system and
the economics of research and how
would that relationship be affected
by the senator’s proposed revision?—
D.S.G.

Space Cooperation: U.S. Outlines
Plan for United Nations Role

The Administration this week out-
lined the program that it will ask the
United Nations to adopt to assure
the peaceful use of outer space. The
program, though dealing only with
space, has broad implications for arms
control and inspection, and key parts
are unlikely to draw a favorable re-
sponse from the Soviet Union.

Briefly, it calls for international co-
operation in the use of outer space
for communications and the study and
control of weather; and agreement
that the U.N. Charter applies to outer
space and that space and heavenly
bodies are not subject to claims of
national sovereignty. In addition, it

'would establish a specialized space
unit in the U.N. Secretariat and an
international system for the registra-
tion of all objects launched into space.

In the past, the Soviet Union has
shown little interest in using the U.N.
as a means of developing an inter-
national space control program. Near-
ly 2 years ago, the General Assembly
established a permanent committee to
study the peaceful uses of space. The
committee has been inactive almost
from the beginning, principally, Ameri-
can sources claim, because of lack
of Soviet cooperation.

The latest U.S. plan, with its pro-
posals for registering space launchings
and cooperation in development of
the weather satellite, is not likely to
inspire Soviet cooperation. The Soviets
have taken great pains to conceal their
space efforts and have shown no tend-
ency in the past to contribute to the
diminishment of that concealment. We
call it a weather satellite, but it re-
minds them of the U-2.

Pay for Government Scientists

The Administration will ask Congress
next year for authority to pay more
scientists and engineers higher salaries
than currently allowed by the civil
service regulations. Harold Brown, di-
rector of defense research and engineer-
ing announced last week that the
Defense Department would ask for
authority to add to the 603 scientific
employees carried in the “supergrade”
civil service categories, who are now
paid up to $18,500 a year. He said
that in addition to asking authority to
carry more scientists in the supergrade
category, the Defense Department
would ask for a raise in the top salary
to $21,000, the level currently allowed
in the Space Agency.

Meanwhile, the Civil Service Com-
mission and Budget Bureau have draft-
ed a proposal for a separate pay scale
for scientists and other professional
employees throughout the government,
intended to make salaries for govern-
ment jobs in these categories more
nearly competitive with the salaries of-
fered by private industry. At the close
of the last session the chairman of the
House Science Committee introduced
a proposal to establish such a special
category for scientists, but jurisdiction
over the bill goes to the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, where the
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