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INTRODUCTION
Le présent document de travail a été élaboré par les délégations de la France et des Etats-Unis. Il
contient les observations des délégations de l’Allemagne et du Danemark dans la perspective de la
prochaine session du CCNFSDU.

A la 21e session, « le Comité a noté qu’il fallait définir des critères pour des preuves scientifiques
afin de mieux justifier les allégations relatives à la santé et est convenu de poursuivre ses travaux
sur cette question importante. Il a accueilli favorablement l’offre de la délégation française et de
celle des Etats-Unis de coordonner la préparation d’un document de travail, avec la participation des
délégations du Brésil, du Danemark, de l’Allemagne et d’autres délégations intéressées, pour
examen à la prochaine session » (section 20, ALINORM 99/26).

Le présent document de travail cherche à donner une vue d’ensemble des différents types de critères
scientifiques justifiant les allégations relatives à la santé concernant les ingrédients alimentaires ou
les formes de d’alimentation.

Pour le moment, il y a des propositions pour deux types d’allégations relatives à la santé : les
allégations relatives à l’amélioration d’une fonction et les allégations relatives à la réduction du
risque de maladie. D’un point de vue général, l’évaluation des allégations relatives à la santé doit se
baser sur la justification suffisante du rapport entre l’ingrédient alimentaire et le résultat pour la
santé. Il peut toutefois y avoir des différences en ce qui concerne la nature et le type des preuves,
selon que le résultat pour la santé est lié à une fonction ou à une maladie. Quel que soit le cas, le
présent document décrit une procédure appropriée pour fournir des preuves scientifiques pour les
deux types d’allégations.

Il va de soi que cette étude s’inscrit dans un rapport étroit avec les activités en cours du Comité du
Codex sur l’étiquetage des denrées alimentaires, notamment en ce qui concerne l’avant-projet de
recommandations pour l’emploi des allégations relatives à la santé (section 66, annexe VII,
ALINORM 99/22A), sans anticiper toutefois sur les conclusions du Comité sur l’étiquetage des
denrées alimentaires. Le groupe de travail note que la demande du Comité sur la nutrition et les
aliments diététiques ou de régime vise l’examen des critères scientifiques justifiant les allégations
relatives à la santé, et non pas le travail sur la définition ni l’élaboration de lignes directrices pour
les allégations relatives à la santé.

La demande du Comité du Codex sur la nutrition et les aliments diététiques ou de régime ne vise
pas les allégations relatives à la fonction nutritive telles qu’elles sont définies dans les Lignes
directrices concernant l’utilisation d’allégations relatives à la nutrition (CAC/GL 23-1997).

Le présent document de travail sur la définition de critères scientifiques justifiant les allégations
relatives à la santé pourrait être utile aux Etats membres et servir de base à l’élaboration de lignes
directrices sur ce sujet.

Les Etats-Unis d’Amérique possèdent une longue expérience dans l’évaluation et l’autorisation
d’allégations relatives à la réduction du risque de maladie qui sont admissibles pour les aliments qui
satisfont à des critères de composition exactement définis (cf. annexe).

Le but du présent document se limite à une définition des critères scientifiques justifiant les
allégations relatives à l’amélioration d’une fonction ainsi que les allégations relatives à la réduction
du risque de maladie.
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PREAMBULE
Vu l’expansion des produits alimentaires qui font l’objet d’allégations établissant une relation entre
un aliment ou un constituant de l’aliment et une condition relative à la santé, il est urgent et
nécessaire d’élaborer des lignes directrices pour la définition et l’emploi de telles allégations et de
définir au niveau international des critères scientifiques justifiant ces allégations, afin de garantir sur
cette question une information honnête des consommateurs.

En général, les allégations relatives à la santé ne doivent pas être de nature trompeuse ou propre à
induire les consommateurs en erreur, et par conséquent à créer une concurrence déloyale entre les
opérateurs économiques. L’utilisation d’allégations relatives à la santé doit être cohérente avec la
politique nationale sur la santé et sur la nutrition. Par ailleurs, étant donné l’impact de telles
allégations sur le marché, il semble nécessaire de promouvoir un comportement responsable et
prudent des opérateurs économiques. Pour chaque allégation, l’effet allégué doit être suffisamment
démontré, des types différents de démonstration s’avérant nécessaires selon qu’il s’agit d’une
allégation relative à la réduction du risque de maladie ou d’une allégation relative à l’amélioration
d’une fonction.

Déjà rien que du fait que les allégations de ce type transmettent un message relatif à la santé, elles
doivent s’inscrire obligatoirement dans le contexte général de l’éducation et de l’information sur la
nutrition qui s’adressent aux consommateurs directement ou indirectement, c’est-à-dire par le biais
d’autres sources d’information. Dans ce contexte d’éducation et d’information, il convient de mettre
en évidence l’importance nutritionnelle d’une alimentation variée et équilibrée.

Un haut niveau de qualité de la justification scientifique des effets allégués est nécessaire pour
l’emploi des allégations relatives à la santé. Il est évident que le niveau de la justification
scientifique doit être suffisant pour démontrer l’effet allégué, mais que les exigences en matière de
démonstration peuvent être différentes selon qu’il s’agit d’une allégation relative à la réduction du
risque de maladie ou d’une allégation relative à l’amélioration d’une fonction.

Le dossier de preuves constitué pour justifier les allégations doit être examiné scientifiquement par
un groupe d’experts compétents. Conformément à la section 20 d’Alinorm 99/26, le présent
document de travail vise uniquement les critères scientifiques et ne se rapporte pas au contrôle
officiel au niveau national.

Les allégations relatives à la santé doivent faire l’objet d’une évaluation périodique. L’évolution des
comportements alimentaires est liée à de multiples facteurs. Leur surveillance et celle des
modifications éventuelles de consommation devraient être analysées en étudiant, parmi ces facteurs,
l’impact des allégations et celui des actions d’éducation et d’information.

I. PROJET DE DEFINITIONS POUR LES TERMES "ALLEGATIONS RELATIVES A
LA SANTE" ET "PREUVES SCIENTIFIQUES"

1. Allégations relatives à la santé
Afin de spécifier le contexte pour l’élaboration du présent document, il convient de rappeler le
projet de définition des allégations relatives à la santé tel qu’il figure dans les travaux en cours du
Comité du Codex sur l’étiquetage alimentaire.

Ce projet de définition est contenu dans ALINORM 99/22A, ANNEXE VII, à l’étape 3 de la
procédure (Comité du Codex sur l’étiquetage alimentaire). Son texte est le suivant :
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« 2.2 On entend par allégation relative à la santé toute allégation établissant une relation
entre un aliment ou un constituant de l’aliment, [que celle-ci soit la bonne santé ou une
condition relative à la santé [ou à la maladie]].

OU

On entend par allégation relative à la santé toute allégation qui suggère qu’un
aliment ou un constituant de l’aliment a un effet sur la santé.

Deux types d’allégations peuvent être distingués :

2.2.1 L’allégation relative à l’amélioration d’une fonction – Cette allégation porte sur
les effets bénéfiques de la consommation de certains aliments et de leurs constituants
sur une fonction physiologique [ou psychologique] ou une fonction biologique, mais
ne comprend pas d’allégation sur la fonction nutritive. Il s’agit d’une allégation qui
concerne la contribution positive à la santé ou à un état lié à la santé ou à
l’amélioration d’une fonction ou à la modification ou à la préservation de la santé.

2.2.2 L’allégation relative à la réduction du risque de maladie – Cette allégation porte
sur le fait que la consommation d’un aliment ou d’un constituant d’aliment dans le
contexte de l’alimentation globale pourrait aider à réduire le risque d’une maladie ou
d’un état spécifique.

Réduction du risque signifie modification substantielle d’un ou des facteurs de risque
importants que l’on admet être présents dans le développement d’une maladie chronique ou
un état de santé non souhaitable. L’aide à la réduction d’un risque de maladie ne constitue
pas "la prévention" dans le sens de la section 3.4 des Lignes directrices générales pour les
allégations (CAC/GL 1-1997, Rév. 1-1991).

2. Preuves scientifiques
Les preuves scientifiques comprennent les résultats d’études fonctionnelles réalisées selon des
procédés et des principes scientifiques généralement admis. Les études qui peuvent être utilisées
pour appuyer une allégation proposée comprennent les expériences cliniques contrôlées, les études
d’observation et épidémiologiques ainsi que les études sur les marqueurs biologiques pertinents.

Les preuves scientifiques doivent correspondre à l’état le plus récent des connaissances, compte
tenu des données scientifiques disponibles.

II. DEFINITION DES CRITERES SCIENTIFIQUES JUSTIFIANT LES ALLEGATIONS
RELATIVES A LA SANTE

1. Critères relatifs à la sécurité et à la qualité du produit
Le principe “primum non nocere” s’applique à tous les produits alimentaires (et pas seulement
quand il s’agit de la santé). Les produits qui font l’objet d’allégations relatives à la santé sont
destinés à des populations qui se caractérisent en général par un bon état de santé, et l’effet
bénéfique n’est acceptable que s’il est produit par la consommation de quantités appropriées dans
des conditions normales d’utilisation.

a) Identification, conservation et efficacité du produit
Il faut démonter que la/les substance(s) ayant une fonction spécifique est/sont contenue(s) dans
la quantité et la forme nécessaires pour justifier l’allégation pendant toute la durée de
conservation, dans la mesure où le produit est stocké dans les conditions stipulées sur
l’étiquette. Dans le cas d’aliments non transformés tels que les fruits, les légumes et le lait, la
conservation et l’efficacité doivent se tenir dans des limites naturelles et appropriées.
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En ce qui concerne les additifs alimentaires, il est nécessaire d’avoir des connaissance relatives
à la composition chimique aussi précises que possible et d’assurer la conformité avec la
réglementation en vigueur.

Une nouvelle évaluation est nécessaire en cas de toute modification affectant l’identité du
produit et remettant en question l’effet allégué.

b) Sécurité du produit
La sécurité est au centre des considérations sous deux aspects :

* La sécurité sanitaire est une condition préalable indispensable qui est garantie par la
réglementation en vigueur. Des risques pour le consommateur peuvent provenir des matières
premières utilisées, des procédés de fabrication, de l’emballage, de la conservation, etc.

* La sécurité nutritionnelle est l’un des aspects qui doivent être pris en considération dans
l’évaluation des allégations relatives à la santé. Elle a un lien avec le comportement
alimentaire. Il s’agit en l’occurrence d’évaluer le risque en relation avec la modification d’un
certain comportement alimentaire.

Par conséquent, il est important de démontrer l’existence d’une marge de sécurité appropriée
pour la dose ou la consommation recommandée, et de spécifier les interactions possibles avec
d’autres éléments nutritifs ou des médicaments. Selon le cas, diverses questions seront
examinées. Ce sont par exemple la consommation par des populations qui ne constituent pas le
groupe cible, la consommation de quantités exagérées, la perturbation de l’équilibre
nutritionnel par une consommation accrue de certains aliments au détriment de la
consommation d’autres aliments, la perception négative d’aliments ne faisant pas l’objet
d’allégations relatives à la santé, des effets contraires induits à court terme, les allergies,
l’induction de nouveaux comportements comportant des risques, etc.

2. Critères relatifs à l’effet allégué

a) Impact de l’allégation
Impact sur l’ensemble de la population

Utilité de ces produits pour la santé : la pertinence du développement de ces produits doit se
fonder sur des informations scientifiques qui ont été recueillies par des sondages dans l’ensemble
de la population et qui démontrent que des troubles de la santé surviennent chez certaines
catégories de personnes en raison d’une alimentation déficiente ou excédentaire. Cela suppose la
possibilité de définir la quantité souhaitable (le cas échéant l’apport journalier recommandé qui
peut être vérifié régulièrement en fonction de l’état actuel des connaissances ou pour un groupe
spécifique de consommateurs). Il faut discuter d’un concept plus global de la santé qui
comprenne d’autres aspects (psychologiques, physiologiques, etc.).

Impact sur les groupes cible

Définition de la population cible : les effets allégués visent-ils un certain groupe cible ou
l’ensemble de la population ?

Impact sur les sections vulnérables de la population

Les effets contraires potentiels sur des groupes vulnérables de la population doivent être
examinés ou anticipés.
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b) Indicateur pertinent
Par indicateur pertinent, on entend un indicateur biologique, physiologique, clinique ou
épidémiologique précisément défini qui est modulé par l’apport de l’aliment ou du constituant
de l’aliment. Chez la communauté scientifique internationale qualifiée, on note un consensus
général sur le rapport entre la modulation de l’indicateur en question et l’état de santé du
groupe de population chez lequel il est mesuré. Les mécanismes biochimiques et
physiologiques sur lesquels se fondent les mécanismes biochimiques et physiologiques doivent
être identifiés ou être explicables avec une certitude suffisante selon l’état actuel des
connaissances. L’amplitude de variation de l’indicateur qui doit être déterminée à l’aide de
l’impact de la consommation du produit ou du constituant doit présenter (en plus de
l’importance statistique) une importance biologique, physiologique, clinique ou
épidémiologique reconnue par la communauté scientifique.

Il convient de démontrer qu’il existe un rapport significatif entre la consommation du produit
ou du constituant et les modifications subies par l’indicateur choisi ainsi qu’entre les
modifications de cet indicateur (marqueur biologique) et l’état de santé.

La recherche et la validation des marqueurs pertinents doit être un objectif prioritaire de la santé
publique et un thème majeur de recherche.

c) Consommation appropriée
La dose appropriée est une dose sûre (sur la base d’enquêtes sur la consommation et des critères
scientifiques). Elle ne doit provoquer chez aucun groupe de population des effets contraires sur
les indicateurs examinés, à moins qu’il soit prouvé que les personnes peuvent être prévenues du
risque présenté par la consommation du produit dans des quantités susceptibles de provoquer
des effets contraires.

La dose appropriée est également la dose dont les ingestions cumulées ne provoquent pas
d’effets contraires. Le cas échéant, il faut examiner le risque que des allégations peuvent inciter
certains consommateurs à consommer des quantités beaucoup plus grandes que la
consommation appropriée si la quantité totale ingérée risque d’avoir des effets contraires. Cette
question peut se poser par exemple dans le cas de constituants utilisables dans de nombreux
aliments et qui peuvent faire l’objet d’une allégation. Il faut tenir compte de ce que des effets
indésirables peuvent se manifester chez des groupes spécifiques de population.

Si les ingrédients ou les constituants qui font l’objet d’une allégation peuvent être utilisés dans
de nombreux aliments, il est nécessaire, pour déterminer la dose, d’effectuer des enquêtes sur la
consommation et de procéder à des simulations pour évaluer les risques potentiels d’une
consommation exagérée.

d) Conditions pour obtenir les preuves scientifiques justifiant l’effet allégué

IL EST EVIDENT QUE TOUT EFFET ALLEGUE DOIT ETRE JUSTIFIE PAR DES
PREUVES SUFFISANTES.
Les preuves justifiant une allégation doivent satisfaire à plusieurs critères scientifiques en
fonction de l’effet allégué :

* D’une manière générale, les preuves doivent être obtenues par le biais d’études sur l’homme,
et dans le cas d’un groupe de population spécialement ciblé, dans le groupe de population
dans lequel l’aliment doit servir au maintien ou à l’amélioration de l’état de santé. En ce qui
concerne les allégations relatives à l’amélioration d’une fonction, les expériences sur
l’homme ne peuvent être limitées que si les modèles d’expériences sur les animaux ou in
vitro sont pertinentes ou suffisamment représentatives pour le métabolisme humain.
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* Les études doivent satisfaire à la réglementation en vigueur sur les expériences sur les êtres
humains, et les procédés sont soumis à un contrôle strict.

* Les essais doivent être effectués sur des populations suffisamment importantes sur une
période suffisamment longue avec une dose appropriée, dans le cadre d’une alimentation
normale pour la population considérée.

* Les études doivent être effectuées selon des méthodes qui sont reconnues comme
appropriées pour les études de ce type par la communauté scientifique qualifiée : études
d’intervention vs. études d’observation, études prospectives vs. études rétrospectives,
métaanalyses ainsi qu’expériences sur les animaux et in vitro.

* L’analyse statistiques des données doit appliquer des méthodes qui sont reconnues comme
appropriées pour les analyses de ce type par la communauté scientifique qualifiée : études
contrôlées, groupe de référence, analyse statistique, etc.

* D’une manière générale, il est absolument nécessaire de procéder à des expériences sur les
animaux ou in vitro avant d’effectuer des études sur l’homme, afin de garantir que les études
sur l’homme sont moralement acceptables et pouvoir expliquer les mécanismes en question
avec suffisamment de précision. Toutefois, ces expériences ne peuvent pas constituer par
elles-mêmes une preuve suffisante de l’effet allégué relatif à la santé chez l’homme, si un
indicateur pertinent n’est pas utilisé dans les conditions mentionnées plus haut.

Pour les effets allégués contribuant à la réduction du risque de maladie, on appliquera le
principe suivant : les études démontrent d’une manière uniforme l’effet sur la santé, soit par des
mesures indirectes des indicateurs pertinents, soit par des mesures directes de l’état de santé
(données cliniques, morbidité, mortalité, espérance de vie, etc.). Elles constituent un rapport
causal entre la mesure proposée et l’effet observé.

3. Evaluation de la totalité des preuves pour un effet allégué
Afin de ne pas induire le consommateur en erreur, les allégations relatives à la santé doivent se
fonder sur des données scientifiques correspondant à l’état actuel des connaissances.

L’évaluation scientifique doit s’appuyer sur un avis objectif d’experts qui émane d’un groupe de
scientifiques compétents. Le procédé qui permet de tirer une conclusion doit être transparent et
fournir tous les éléments nécessaires à l’argumentation.

L’évaluation consiste en une vérification de la nature et de l’impact de l’effet allégué en se basant
sur les justifications scientifiques présentées par les sociétés concernées.

L’évaluation se base sur l’existence de preuves suffisantes permettent de démontrer le rapport entre
le constituant de l’aliment et son impact sur la santé. Il peut toutefois exister des différences dans la
nature et le type des preuves selon que le résultat concerne une fonction ou une maladie. L’effet
allégué doit dans tous les cas être prouvé.

Le principe général qui prévaut pour l’évaluation peut se résumer ainsi : si une allégation
nutritionnelle est faite pour un régime alimentaire, un produit ou un de ses constituants, la
consommation d’une quantité appropriée doit produire un effet suffisamment fort en relation avec
une indicateur pertinent de l’état de santé.



CX/NFSDU 00/10 page 8

4. Réévaluation périodique
Une réévaluation devrait avoir lieu après une période à déterminer. Si elle emploie une forte
allégation relative à la santé susceptible d’entraîner des modifications dans le comportement des
consommateurs, l’industrie devrait s’engager

* à poursuivre la recherche fondamentale et la recherche clinique en relation avec les effets
allégués et

* à pratiquer un contrôle précis de la consommation afin de garantir que la consommation
effective est conforme aux simulations et que le groupe cible visé au départ est effectivement
atteint.

En ce qui concerne les allégations relatives à la réduction du risque de maladie, un système de
contrôle et d’évaluation pourrait être créé en liaison avec les autorités publiques afin de déterminer
l’impact effectif des produits sur l’état de santé de ceux qui les consomment.

****

Il semble donc possible de définir des critères scientifiques justifiant les allégations relatives à la
santé, et il est proposé d’élaborer des lignes directrices sur la base de cette conclusion.
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Guidance for Industry

Significant Scientific Agreement
in the Review of Health Claims

for Conventional Foods and
Dietary Supplements

This guidance has been prepared by the Office of Special Nutritionals in the Center for Food Safety and
Applied Nutrition at the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), based on the report of the FDA Food
Advisory Committee (FAC) Working Group on Significant Scientific Agreement.  This guidance represents
the agency’s current thinking on the meaning of the significant scientific agreement standard in section
403(r)(3) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. § 343(r)(3)) and 21 CFR § 101.14(c).  It
is being issued as level 1 guidance for immediate implementation in accordance with FDA’s good guidance
practices (62 FR 8961, February 27, 1997).  The guidance document does not create or confer any rights for
or on any person and does not operate to bind FDA or the public.  An alternative approach may be used if
such approach satisfies the requirements of the applicable statute, regulations or both.

This guidance document addresses the significant scientific agreement standard, which FDA uses to
evaluate the scientific evidence supporting health claim petitions about the relationship between a food
substance and a disease or health-related condition.  The guidance document describes the scientific review
approach FDA has taken in previous health claim reviews and incorporates the recommendations of the
FDA FAC Working Group on Significant Scientific Agreement.  This approach is used by FDA scientists in
their review of health claims and should be considered as guidance by those compiling health claim
petitions.  The scientific principles described in this document should also be useful to those designing
studies to support health claim petitions.

FDA’s determination on significant scientific agreement represents the agency’s best judgment as to
whether qualified experts would likely agree that the scientific evidence supports the substance/disease
relationship that is the subject of a proposed health claim.  The significant scientific agreement standard is
intended to be a strong standard that provides a high level of confidence in the validity of a
substance/disease relationship.  Significant scientific agreement means that the validity of the relationship is
not likely to be reversed by new and evolving science, although the exact nature of the relationship may
need to be refined.  Application of the significant scientific agreement standard is intended to be objective,
in relying upon a body of sound and relevant scientific data; flexible, in recognizing the variability in the
amount and type of data needed to support the validity of different substance/disease relationships; and
responsive, in recognizing the need to re-evaluate data over time as research questions and experimental
approaches are refined.  Significant scientific agreement does not require a consensus or agreement based on
unanimous and incontrovertible scientific opinion.  However, on the continuum of scientific discovery that
extends from emerging evidence to consensus, it represents an area on the continuum that lies closer to the
latter than to the former.

Introductory Note
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Before significant scientific agreement can be assessed, a number of sequential threshold questions are
addressed in the review of the scientific evidence:

•  Have studies appropriately specified and measured the substance that
is the subject of the claim?

•  Have studies appropriately specified and measured the disease that is
the subject of the claim?

•  Are any and all conclusions about the substance/disease relationship
based on the totality of publicly available scientific evidence?

The assessment of significant scientific agreement then derives from the conclusion that there is a sufficient
body of sound, relevant scientific evidence that shows consistency across different studies and among
different researchers and permits the key determination of whether a change in the dietary intake of the
substance will result in a change in a disease endpoint.

The specific topics addressed in this guidance document are:  identifying data for review, performing
reliable measurements, evaluating individual studies, evaluating the totality of the evidence, and assessing
significant scientific agreement.  Other aspects of and requirements for the health claim authorization
process are described in the Code of Federal Regulations, in 21 CFR § 101.14 and 21 CFR § 101.70.

Major considerations in the scientific review process for health claims are highlighted in bold-face type.  For
each step in the process, details of the issues that should be considered are provided.  Explanatory comment,
illustrative discussion points, and examples of application of criteria or requirements, as demonstrated by
past health claim authorization reviews, are provided in italics.

The Nutrition Labeling and Education Act of 1990 (NLEA) was designed to give consumers more
scientifically valid information about the foods they eat (1).  Among other provisions, NLEA authorized
FDA to allow statements that describe the relationship between a nutrient and a disease or health-related
condition to appear in the labeling of foods, including dietary supplements.  Such statements about
substance/disease relationships are known as «health claims.»  FDA has defined the term «substance» by
regulation as a specific food or component of food.  An authorized health claim may be used on both
conventional foods and dietary supplements, assuming that the substance in the product and the product
itself meet the appropriate standards.  Health claims are directed to the general population or designated
subgroups (e.g., the elderly) and are intended to assist the consumer in maintaining healthful dietary
practices.

When FDA decides whether to authorize a health claim, it evaluates, among other considerations, whether
the evidence supporting the relationship that is the subject of the claim meets the significant scientific
agreement standard.  This standard derives from 21 U.S.C. § 343(r)(3)(B)(i), which provides that FDA shall
authorize a health claim to be used on conventional foods if the agency «determines, based on the totality of
the publicly available scientific evidence (including evidence from well-designed studies conducted in a
manner which is consistent with generally recognized scientific procedures and principles), that there is
significant scientific agreement, among experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate
such claims, that the claim is supported by such evidence.»  This scientific standard applies to conventional

I. Background Information
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food health claims by statute; FDA applied the same standard to dietary supplement health claims by
regulation.  See 21 CFR § 101.14(c).

The NLEA identified 10 substance/disease relationships for initial consideration (1).  Of these, significant
scientific agreement was determined to exist for eight of the relationships, and health claims describing
these relationships on food labels were authorized in 1993.  The legislation also permits any interested
person to petition FDA to issue a regulation regarding a health claim.  Additional health claims have been
authorized in response to such petitions.1

Since NLEA was enacted, several groups have evaluated the health claim authorization process, including
the interpretation of significant scientific agreement.  One of these evaluations was a 2-year Keystone
Center dialogue among representatives from academia, industry, consumer groups, and government.  The
dialogue and resulting report affirmed the principles and approach FDA had been using to authorize health
claims (2).  The Commission on Dietary Supplement Labels examined the health claim authorization
process for dietary supplements and also generally expressed agreement with FDA’s approach in its report
(3).  Following the Keystone dialogue, the FDA FAC convened a number of working groups in 1996 to
address issues raised and recommendations made during the dialogue.  The FAC Working Group on
Significant Scientific Agreement was charged with developing a guide for preparing health claim petitions.
In response to the recent decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
in Pearson v. Shalala, 164 F.3d 650 (D.C. Cir. 1999), which required FDA to clarify the meaning of
significant scientific agreement, the focus of the FAC Working Group shifted to the scientific review of data
for health claims and the interpretation of the significant scientific agreement standard.  The final report of
the FAC Working Group on Significant Scientific Agreement, entitled «Interpretation of Significant
Scientific Agreement in the Review of Health Claims,» was made public during the FAC meeting of June
24-25, 1999.  (See http://vm.cfsan.fda.gov/~dms/facssa.html for a copy of the Working Group’s report.)
Following additional comment by the FAC, FDA adopted the recommendations proposed by the Working
Group on Significant Scientific Agreement.  This guidance document is based on the FAC Working Group
report but has been expanded and edited to clarify and more fully explain some topics.  The guidance
represents the agency’s current thinking on the meaning of significant scientific agreement in 21 U.S.C. §
343(r)(3)(B)(i) and 21 CFR § 101.14(c).

The scientific review process FDA uses to evaluate health claims is comprehensive and focuses first on
review of individual studies.  After identifying relevant, good quality studies and assessing their strengths
and weaknesses, the agency conducts a more comprehensive review based on the body of evidence as a
whole.  Considerations in the scientific review of health claims are detailed below.

The standard of scientific validity for a health claim includes two components:  1) that the totality of
the publicly available evidence supports the substance/disease relationship that is the subject of the

                                                
1  In 1997, Congress enacted the Food and Drug Administration Modernization Act, which established an

alternative authorization procedure for health claims based on authoritative statements from certain federal scientific
bodies or from the National Academy of Sciences.  As of December 1999, one health claim had been authorized under
this alternative procedure.  This guidance document does not address that alternative procedure.

II. Scientific Review of Health Claims
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claim, and 2) that there is significant scientific agreement among qualified experts that the
relationship is valid.

FDA’s evaluation of the evidence supporting a health claim is based on the totality of publicly available
data.  Because of the limitations of the various research methods that can be used to study substance/disease
relationships, it is not possible to specify the type or number of studies needed to support a health claim.  In
addition, each relationship involves a unique set of confounders (see discussion below) and measurement
issues.

Sound, relevant science in research design and measurement -- to ensure that research, in fact,
provides the answers to the questions that need to be addressed concerning the relationship --
drives the decision to authorize health claims, not the specific type or number of studies.  This point
is illustrated graphically in Figure 1, which shows the number and nature of the human studies
evaluated in determining the validity of certain of the initial health claims evaluated during the
1990-1992 review and claims for which petitions were submitted.  The number and types of studies
considered varied greatly among authorized claims.

In addition to limitations imposed by available research methods, another limitation frequently encountered
is the dependence on publicly available data derived from studies that were not specifically designed or
conducted for the purpose of supporting a health claim.  Thus, in the agency’s review of health claims, the
usefulness, relevance, and generalizability of such studies to the health claim under consideration are
carefully evaluated, especially in terms of specification and measurement of the substance and disease
whose relationship is the subject of the claim.

A.  Identifying Data for Review

The first step in preparing or reviewing a health claim petition is to identify all relevant studies.

The types of studies considered in a health claim review include human studies and frequently also include
«pre-clinical» evidence, e.g., in vitro laboratory investigations and other mechanistic studies.  Studies of
humans can be divided into two types:  interventional studies and observational studies.

In an interventional study, the investigator controls whether the subjects receive an exposure or an
intervention whereas in an observational study, the investigator does not have control over the
exposure or the intervention.  In general, interventional studies provide the strongest evidence for
an effect.

Regardless of the inherent strengths and weaknesses of a study design, the overall quality and
relevance of each individual study is paramount in assessing its contribution to the weight of the
evidence for the proposed substance/disease relationship.

• Interventional studies

The «gold standard» of interventional studies is the randomized controlled clinical trial.

In a randomized controlled trial, subjects similar to each other are randomly assigned either to
receive the intervention or not to receive the intervention.  As a result, subjects who are most likely
to have a favorable outcome independent of any intervention are not preferentially selected to
receive the intervention being studied (selection bias).  Bias may be further reduced if the
researcher who assesses the outcome does not know which subjects received the intervention
(blinding).  Randomized controlled clinical trials are not an absolute requirement to demonstrate
significant scientific agreement in all cases, but are considered the most persuasive and given the
most weight.  A single large, well-conducted and controlled clinical trial could provide sufficient



5

evidence to establish a substance/disease relationship, provided that there is a supporting body of
evidence from observational or mechanistic studies.

Interventional studies for foods may differ from those for drugs.  Unlike drug studies, food
interventional trials may have additional confounders secondary to using a food substance as the
intervention (see discussion below).  In addition, it may not be possible to use a placebo control
group for food studies, and subjects in such studies may not be blinded to the intervention.  As a
result of the greater likelihood for confounders and bias, interventional studies with foods may
generate data that have less certainty than data from drug interventional studies.

Although interventional studies are the most reliable category of studies for determining cause-and-
effect relationships, generalizing from selected populations often presents serious problems in the
interpretation of such studies.  Furthermore, in some cases, such as with cancers of different sites,
interventional dietary studies are not feasible because diseases with lower frequency of occurrence,
such as rare forms of cancer, require very large study samples to detect an effect.  Moreover, there
frequently are long delays from dietary exposure to onset of disease, often 20 to 30 years.
Therefore, the scientific evidence supporting a substance/disease relationship may have to be
derived wholly or in part from observational studies.

• Observational studies

There is no universally valid method for weighing categories of observational studies.  However, in
general, observational studies include, in descending order of persuasiveness, cohort (longitudinal)
studies, case-control studies, cross-sectional studies, uncontrolled case series or cohort studies,
time-series studies, ecological or cross-population studies, descriptive epidemiology, and case
reports.

Observational studies may be prospective or retrospective.  In prospective studies, investigators
recruit subjects and observe them prior to the occurrence of the outcome.  In retrospective studies,
investigators review the records of subjects and interview subjects after the outcome has occurred.
Retrospective studies are usually considered to be more vulnerable to recall bias (error that occurs
when subjects are asked to remember past behaviors) and measurement error but are less likely to
suffer from the subject selection bias that may occur in prospective studies.

! Cohort studies compare the outcome of subjects who have received a specific exposure with the
outcome of subjects who have not received that exposure.

! In case-control studies, subjects with the disease are compared to subjects who do not have the
disease (control group).  Subjects are enrolled based on their outcome rather than based on their
exposure.

! In cross-sectional studies, at a single point in time the number of individuals with a disease who
have received a specific exposure is compared to the number of individuals without the disease who
did not receive the exposure.

! Uncontrolled case series studies depict outcomes in a group without comparing to a control
group.

! Time-series studies compare outcomes during different time periods, e.g., whether the rate of
occurrence of a particular outcome during one five-year period changed during a subsequent five-
year period.

! In ecological studies, the rate of a disease is compared across different populations.
Investigators seek to identify population traits that may cause the disease.
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! Descriptive epidemiology refers to study designs that assess parameters related to the frequency
and distribution of disease in a population, such as the leading cause of death.

! Case reports describe observations of a single subject or a small number of subjects.

A common weakness of observational studies is the limited ability to ascertain the actual food or nutrient
intake for the population studied.  Observational data are also generally restricted to identifying associations
between food substances and health outcomes, and often do not provide a sufficient basis for determining
whether a substance/disease association reflects a causal rather than a coincidental relationship.

• Research synthesis studies

«Research synthesis» studies, including meta-analyses, may be useful as supporting evidence for a health
claim, but any role beyond this function is as yet unresolved.

The appropriateness of research synthesis studies to establish substance/disease relationships is not
known. This is especially true when observational data are entered into meta-analyses.  Discussions
on the topic have been published (4-7), and there are on-going efforts to identify criteria and
critical factors to consider in both conducting and using such analyses, but standardization of this
methodology is still emerging.  Therefore, in general, such analyses serve as supporting evidence
rather than as primary evidence.  To date, while meta-analyses have been reviewed as part of the
health claim authorization process, no health claims have been authorized on the basis of meta-
analysis studies alone.

• Animal and in vitro studies

Although human studies are weighted most heavily in the evaluation of evidence on a substance/disease
relationship, data from animal model and in vitro (laboratory) studies also can be used to support a
substance/disease relationship.

Lacking any data from human studies, animal and in vitro studies alone would not adequately
support a health claim.  Although both types of studies permit greater control over variables, such
as diet and genetics, and permit more aggressive intervention, each suffers from the uncertainties of
extrapolating to physiological effects in humans.  However, these studies can be useful in providing
information on the mechanism of action and specificity of a food substance and the process that
causes a disease or health-related condition.  Animal and in vitro studies should be considered
when there are problems designing interventional studies or in the absence of an appropriate
biomarker.  If such studies are used, they are subjected to the same kind of assessment as the human
studies.  In the case of animal studies, the consistency of the demonstrated association between a
substance and the disease or health-related condition is important when considering whether
evidence from such studies supports a health claim.  Thus, the strongest animal evidence would be
based on data derived from studies on appropriate animal models, on data that have been
reproduced in different laboratories, and on data that give a statistically significant dose-response
relationship.   

B.  Performing Reliable Measurements

Appropriate measurement, of both the substance and the disease or health-related condition, is a key
factor in the review of data for health claims.

Assessing the effects of diet on human health is limited by a variety of measurement issues:  the use of
biomarkers, the difficulty of identifying and measuring the food substance that provides the effect, the
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difficulty of accurately measuring dietary intake, and the difficulty of distinguishing the effects of diet on a
disease from those of other variables, such as weight change, physical activity, or environmental factors.

• Biomarkers

Because a number of the diseases associated with dietary factors are diseases that develop over a period
of many years (chronic diseases), a person may not show outward signs or symptoms of a disease at a
particular stage of the illness even though that person has the disease.  For example, individuals may
have deposits of fat and other material accumulating in the arteries to their hearts (atherosclerotic
coronary heart disease) and not experience any symptoms until years later when they suffer a heart
attack.  Therefore, scientists seek to identify «biomarkers» (intermediate or surrogate endpoint markers)
for the presence or risk of disease.

A biomarker is a measurement of a variable related to a disease that may serve as an indicator or
predictor of that disease.  Biomarkers are parameters from which the presence or risk of a disease
can be inferred, rather than being a measure of the disease itself.  In conducting a health claim
review, FDA does not rely on a change in a biomarker as a measurement of the effect of a dietary
factor on a disease unless there is evidence that altering the parameter can affect the risk of
developing that disease or health-related condition.  This is the case for serum cholesterol in that
high levels are generally accepted as a predictor of risk for coronary heart disease, and there is
evidence that decreasing high serum cholesterol can decrease that risk.  Therefore, the evaluation
of whether decreasing the intake of dietary fat reduces the risk of developing heart disease took into
account many studies that assessed changes in serum cholesterol, specifically LDL-cholesterol,
rather than the development of heart disease per se.  For the existing authorized health claims,
acceptable biomarkers are LDL-cholesterol levels for coronary heart disease, measures of bone
mass for osteoporosis, and measures of blood pressure for hypertension.

• Identifying and measuring the food substance

The measurement of a food substance centers on the following questions:  1) What was measured? and 2)
How does the measured substance relate to the substance that is the subject of the health claim?

Studies that examine dietary components often focus on the intake of the substance of interest as
part of a food or a total diet, or may infer intake as part of post-hoc evaluations of the data.
Therefore, isolating the effect of the substance can be a critical consideration in authorizing a
health claim.  Common difficulties involve separating the effect of the food substance from the food
itself, or the use of measures that reflect heterogeneous or poorly defined food substances.  Without
evidence that the substance, rather than the overall diet or specific foods in the diet, is responsible
for the benefit, the linkage between the substance and the disease cannot be established.

FDA applied this principle during evaluations of the initial 10 substance/disease relationships in
1990-1992.  In the case of claims related to omega-3 fatty acids, fiber, and antioxidant vitamins,
there was considerable measurement overlap between the food containing the substance and the
substance itself, or there were concomitant changes in other dietary components.  Fiber was poorly
defined and/or a heterogeneous mixture as measured in research available at the time of the initial
health claim review.  For example, as noted during the health claim review for fiber and heart
disease, the objective of the protocols of many studies was to evaluate the effectiveness of relatively
large amounts of a single type of food or fiber source rich in soluble fiber (e.g., baked beans),
rather than to examine total soluble dietary fiber intakes or to specifically identify the chemical and
physical characteristics of soluble fiber that are most effective in lowering blood cholesterol levels.
Thus, the effects could not be attributed to the fiber.  Moreover, in some studies large amounts of
foods (e.g., 1-2 cups of baked beans) were added to diets; these dietary changes were often
accompanied by lower calorie intakes with resultant weight loss, which has an independent impact
on the risk of developing heart disease.
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Measurement issues generally focus on substances in food, but the same principles apply when the
substance of interest is itself a food.  While a single food can be the subject of a health claim,
existing experience is that the subject is more likely to be a group of foods, such as fruits,
vegetables, and grains, which have been associated with a reduced risk of heart disease and of
cancer.  This identification, and consequently measurement, of a food group is, in turn, most likely
to occur because it is not possible to identify and, therefore, measure a particular component of
these foods that is responsible for the benefit.  Nonetheless, in theory, it is possible that a unique
combination of nutrients or other substances in a single food could be the subject of a health claim.
To date, this has not occurred.

• Assessment of dietary intake

In determining whether a substance that is the subject of a claim has been measured appropriately, it is
important to evaluate critically the method of assessment of dietary intake.  Each method has its strengths
and weaknesses.  No one method is adequate for every purpose.

Dietary intake assessment methods include food records, 24-hour recalls, and diet histories.  Food
records are based on the premise that food weights provide an accurate estimation of food intake.
Subjects weigh the foods they consume and record those values.  The 24-hour recall method
requires that subjects describe which foods and how much of each food they consumed during the
prior 24-hour period.  Diet histories use questionnaires or interviewers to estimate the typical diet
of subjects over a certain period of time.  For a more detailed description of these methods and
their strengths and weaknesses, see Diet and Health (8).  Some common problems that weaken
confidence in the assessment of dietary intake may be noted.  For example, a single 24-hour recall
is generally regarded as an inadequate method for assessing the usual intake of a nutrient or other
food substance by an individual, although it may be useful for assessing mean intake of a group.  A
diet history taken by a food frequency questionnaire that contains a limited number of items is
inadequate for assessing intake of a specific nutrient if the major food sources of the nutrient in the
population studied are not included in the questionnaire.  Finally, accurate estimation of the intake
of a nutrient or other food substance derived from any type of intake assessment is also dependent
on the availability of valid and complete food composition databases for the nutrient or other
substance of interest.

• Distinguishing the effects of diet from other variables

Scientific studies provide the means to identify which effects on a disease or health-related condition
result from the consumption of a particular food substance and which effects are the products of other
factors.  Evaluating the conclusions of a study requires an assessment of both the design and conduct of
the study, as well as the methods used to interpret the data obtained from the study.  Appropriate control
of potential confounding factors, by eliminating as many as possible in interventional studies and by
adjusting for them with appropriate data analysis techniques in observational studies, is needed if studies
are to contribute substantively to the weight of evidence in support of a substance/disease relationship.

C.  Evaluating Individual Studies

The evaluation of study design, protocol, measurement, and statistical issues for individual studies serves as
the starting point from which FDA determines the overall strengths and weaknesses of the data and assesses
the weight of the evidence.

FDA’s review of individual studies on substance/disease relationships generally follows the approaches
outlined in the Guide to Clinical Preventive Services (9) and Diet and Health (8).
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The persuasiveness of a study depends on the quality of the study.

Evaluation of the quality of individual studies on substance/disease relationships begins with a
consideration of the inherent strengths and weaknesses of various study designs.  The three most
important measures of the quality of a study are design, conduct, and analysis and interpretation.

• Bias and confounders

Certain study designs tend to be more persuasive because they are less subject to bias and measurement
error.  As noted earlier, retrospective studies are usually considered to be more vulnerable to recall bias
and measurement error but are less likely to suffer from the subject selection bias that may occur in
prospective studies.  Different degrees of persuasiveness may also be assigned within classes of studies,
depending on the particular assessments made.  For example, case-control studies in which higher or
lower serum levels of a nutrient or metabolite are found in cases versus controls will generally be less
persuasive in establishing a substance/disease relationship than similar studies that assess an antecedent
behavior (such as dietary intake), despite the potential for recall bias, because such studies cannot
distinguish whether the high or low serum level of the nutrient was a contributing cause or a consequence
of the disease.

The susceptibility of research data to bias and confounding depends on several factors, including
the methods used to choose subjects and to measure outcomes, the use of a comparison (control)
group, and whether the study was conducted retrospectively or prospectively.  Confounders are
factors that are associated with the disease in question and the intervention, and that prevent the
measured outcome from being attributed unequivocally to the intervention.

Several aspects of substance/disease relationships may give rise to confounders.  Foods are rarely
composed of a simple mixture of chemical constituents.  The addition of a nutrient to a diet, or an
increase in total daily intake of that nutrient, may have unintended effects. The added nutrient may
displace other nutrients in the diet.  Therefore, it may be difficult to ascertain whether the health
outcome is the result of the added nutrient or the related changes on the original diet.  For example,
weight loss was a confounder in a number of studies used to support a claim that lowering of
dietary saturated fat intake and resultant decreases in serum LDL-cholesterol led to a reduced risk
of coronary heart disease.  Diets low in fat can result in a lower calorie intake and, in turn, weight
loss.  Since weight loss per se can reduce levels of LDL-cholesterol, the benefit in those studies
could not be attributed to the lack of the food substance (saturated fat), but may have been related
to lower calorie intake.  Nonetheless, sufficient studies that did control for such related factors were
available and there was adequate evidence to establish a relationship between diets low in
saturated fat and cholesterol and reduced risk of heart disease.  Other potential confounders
include variability in the quantity or quality of the food substance being administered.

• Quality assessment criteria

Criteria that are considered in assessing the quality of individual studies of substance/disease
relationships include the following:

! Adequacy and clarity of the design

Were the questions to be answered by the study clearly described at the outset?

Was the methodology used in the study clearly described and appropriate for answering the
questions posed by the study?

Was the duration of the study intervention or follow-up period sufficient to detect an effect on the
outcome of interest?
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Were potential confounding factors identified, assessed, and/or controlled?

Was subject attrition (subjects leaving the study before the study is completed) assessed, explained,
and reasonable?

! Population studied

Was the sample size large enough to provide sufficient statistical power to detect a significant
effect?  (If the study is underpowered, it may be impossible to conclude that the absence of an effect
is not due to chance.)

Was the study population representative (for factors such as age, gender distribution, race,
socioeconomic status, geographic location, family history, health status, and motivation) of the
population to which the health claim will be targeted?

Were criteria for inclusion and exclusion of study subjects clearly stated and appropriate?

Were recruitment procedures that minimized selection bias used?

For controlled interventions, were subjects randomized?  If matching was employed to assign the
subjects to control and treatment groups, were appropriate demographic characteristics and other
variables used for the matching?  Was randomization successful in producing similar control and
intervention groups?

! Assessment of intervention or exposure and outcomes

Were analytical methodology and quality control procedures to assess dietary intake adequate?

Was the dietary intervention or exposure well defined and appropriately measured?  (See discussion
above.)

For intervention studies, was an appropriate level of intake (i.e., the level hypothesized to be
effective) for the food substance of interest planned, monitored, and achieved?

Were the background diets to which the test substance was added, or the control and interventional
diets, adequately described, measured, and suitable?

Was a «lead-in» period employed for dietary interventions?  (Because changes in the diet may
induce compensatory metabolic changes, the effect of an intervention should be measured after
stabilization has occurred, i.e., a lead-in period.)

In studies with cross-over designs, was there an appropriate «wash-out» period (period during
which subjects do not receive an intervention) between dietary treatments?  (Lack of a sufficient
wash-out period between interventions may lead to confusion as to which intervention produced the
health outcome.)

Were the form and setting of the intervention representative of the «real world?»

Were other possible concurrent changes in diet or health-related behavior (weight loss, exercise,
alcohol intake, smoking cessation) during the study that could account for the outcome identified,
assessed, and/or controlled?
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Were the disease outcomes well defined and appropriately measured?  If biomarkers (intermediate
or surrogate endpoint markers) were measured, has their relevance to disease outcomes been
validated?

Were efforts made to detect harmful as well as beneficial effects?  (For example, increasing the
consumption of some food substances may increase the risk of a chronic disease, and extracting or
concentrating some food substances may render them injurious to health.)

! Statistical methods

Were appropriate statistical analyses applied to the data?

Was «statistical significance» interpreted appropriately? (For example, differences that are not
statistically significant should be described as not demonstrating a difference rather than as
showing a trend.)

Were relative and absolute effects distinguished?

• Summary of the evidence

As part of the review process, FDA creates a summary of the scientific evidence to help  organize and
guide its comprehensive review.  FDA recommends that health claim petitions include a summary of the
evidence describing the individual studies in table form.  Such summaries help speed agency review of
the petition.

D.  Evaluating the Totality of the Evidence

Evaluating the totality of the evidence means evaluating whether it permits the key determination of
whether a change in the dietary intake of the substance will result in a change in a disease endpoint.

After identifying relevant, good quality studies and assessing and summarizing their strengths and
weaknesses, FDA conducts a more comprehensive review based on the body of evidence as a whole.
Petitioners should be sure that the conclusions the petition draws regarding the association between
nutritional exposures or interventions and outcomes are objectively based on the totality of the evidence,
and that interpretations are limited to the research conducted, without inappropriate extrapolations beyond
the available evidence.

A classic set of reviews that demonstrate an appropriate process for evaluating substance/disease
relationships is the work conducted by The Task Force on The Evidence Relating Six Dietary
Factors to the Nation’s Health (10).  Its approach incorporated the standard principle that the
strength of evidence associating a nutritional exposure with a health outcome depends not only on
the quality of the individual studies but on the overall "grade» or assessment of the evidence taken
together, the number of studies, consistency of results, and the magnitude of effects.

• Determining the strength of the substance/disease association

The strength of evidence that exposure to a particular food substance is associated with a health outcome
depends on several factors.

! The first consideration in judging the body of evidence is determining whether most of the
evidence is derived from more persuasive classes of study designs.
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The design category and the quality of the research methodology should be considered together.
Various coding and scoring schemes have been devised to systematize this process.  The U.S.
Preventive Services Task Force’s grading system assigns a letter code to rate the quality of the
evidence (9).  Other groups have developed systems that score a study quantitatively, assigning
points for different aspects of design quality and performance (11).  However, although both study
design codes and quantitative scores are appropriate for rating individual studies, they do not
adequately describe the evidence as a whole.  For example, these methods do not capture the
number of studies or consistency of findings.  At present, a universally applicable system for
evaluation of the evidence as a whole is not available.

! Another contribution to the strength of the evidence is the number of studies in support of the
association.

The number of studies required to be persuasive is often inversely related to the overall class of
evidence available.  Simply counting the studies with positive results without regard for their
individual quality is an inadequate approach to assessing the overall strength of the evidence.

! Consistency of results across different settings and types of populations also bolsters the strength
of an association.

Conflicting results do not disprove an association (because elements of the study design may
account for the lack of an effect in negative studies) but do tend to weaken confidence in the
strength of the association.  In general, the greater the consistency, the more likely the significant
scientific agreement standard will be met.  However, repetition of a poorly designed study does not
add to the consistency or quality of the evidence.

! Finally, if the magnitude of the effect is large, yielding strong statistical significance and narrow
confidence intervals, evidence of an association is bolstered and the association is more likely to
have clinical significance.

• Determining the strength of the substance/disease relationship (inferring that a causal relationship exists)

Evidence of an association does not, however, prove cause and effect.  An association of variables only
indicates that they occur together but not that one causes the other.  Therefore, another step in the
process of a health claim review is to determine the strength of the evidence for a causal relationship.

A causal relationship exists when data show that the consumption of a substance increases or decreases the
probability of developing or not developing a particular disease or health-related condition.  Causality can
be best established by interventional data, particularly from randomized, controlled clinical trials, that show
that altering the intake of an appropriately identified and measured substance results in a change in a valid
measure of a disease or health-related condition.  In the absence of such data, a causal relationship may be
inferred based on observational and mechanistic data through strength of association, consistency of
association, independence of association, dose-response relationship, temporal relationship, effect of
dechallenge, specificity, and explanation of a pathogenic mechanism or a protective effect against such a
mechanism (biological plausibility).  Although these features strengthen the claim that a substance
contributes to a certain health outcome, they do not prove that eating more or less of the substance will
produce a clinically meaningful outcome.  In many cases (for example, if the intake of the substance has not
been or cannot be assessed adequately in available observational studies because it has not been commonly
consumed or its intake cannot be assessed independently of other substances), controlled clinical trials are
necessary to establish the validity of a substance/disease relationship.

! Strength of association is sometimes described as relative risk.  Relative risk is the ratio between
the rate of disease for subjects exposed to the substance and the rate for subjects not exposed.  The
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larger the relative risk, the more likely that ingesting the substance is causally related to the health
outcome.

! Consistency of association means that the same association is found across several studies and
among various population groups.

! Independence of association refers to the extent to which the association relates to the exposure
or intervention being studied versus the extent to which the association relates to a variable other
than the exposure or intervention.

! Dose-response relationship means that greater effects occur with greater exposures to the
substance.

! Temporal relationship means that the exposure consistently precedes the outcome.

! Effect of dechallenge means that subjects from whom the intervention has been withdrawn
demonstrate a reversal of the associated outcome.

! Specificity means the degree to which the substance is associated only with the disease in
question.  The more specific an association, the more likely the association is causal.  However,
lack of specificity may not be a critical factor in the assessment of substance/disease relationships
because many etiological agents cause more than one disease, and many diseases have
multifactorial causes.

! Biological plausibility means that there is a biological explanation for the causal relationship.
Although biological plausibility is not necessary to infer causality, it enhances the case.

• Determining the weight of the evidence as a whole

In assessing whether the totality of the evidence supports the substance/disease relationship that is the
subject of the claim, FDA asks two questions:

1. Does the evidence in support of the substance/disease relationship
outweigh the evidence against it?  In considering this question,
appropriate weight should be given to studies that are more
persuasive because of the quality of the study design, conduct, and
analysis.

2. Is the available body of evidence sufficient to permit the
conclusion that a change in the dietary intake of the substance will
result in a change in the disease endpoint?

E.  Assessing Significant Scientific Agreement

Assessing significant scientific agreement relies on judging the extent of agreement among qualified
experts.

Significant scientific agreement refers to the extent of agreement among qualified experts in the field.  In the
process of scientific discovery, significant scientific agreement occurs well after the stage of emerging
science, where data and information permit an inference, but before the point of unanimous agreement
within the relevant scientific community that the inference is valid.   The significant scientific agreement
standard is met when the validity of the relationship is not likely to be reversed by new and evolving
science, although the exact nature of the relationship may need to be refined over time.  Significant
scientific agreement can be achieved when the validity of a substance/disease relationship is supported by
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the conclusions of federal government scientific bodies; conclusions of independent, expert bodies may also
be relevant.  When such conclusions are not available (for instance, if the data supporting a proposed health
claim are relatively new and have not yet been reviewed by an independent, expert panel or body), a
compelling and relevant body of evidence may nonetheless cause the agency to conclude that significant
scientific agreement exists.

Although significant scientific agreement is not consensus in the sense of unanimity, it represents
considerably more than an initial body of emerging evidence.  Because each situation may differ
with the nature of the claimed substance/disease relationship, it is necessary to consider both the
extent of agreement and the nature of the disagreement on a case-by-case basis.  If scientific
agreement were to be assessed under arbitrary quantitative or rigidly defined criteria, the resulting
inflexibility could cause some valid claims to be disallowed where the disagreement, while present,
is not persuasive.

In order for qualified experts to reach an informed opinion regarding the claim, the data and information that
pertain to the claim must be available to the relevant scientific community.

The usual mechanism to show that the evidence is available to qualified experts is that the data and
information are published in peer-reviewed scientific journals.  Abstracts generally provide
insufficient information for review; however, not all the data need be published.  FDA reviews
information that is not published as long as that information is placed in the public domain at the
time the agency takes action on a health claim petition.  The value of an expert’s opinion will be
limited if he/she did not have access to all the evidence.

• Significant scientific agreement depends on the strength and consistency of the evidence.

Significant scientific agreement cannot be reached without a strong, relevant, and consistent body of
evidence on which experts in the field may base a conclusion that a substance/disease relationship exists.
There is considerable potential for incorrect conclusions if only preliminary evidence (emerging science)
is available for review.

This is best illustrated by the body of evidence for the association between beta-carotene and cancer
risk.  At the time of FDA’s health claim review, no results from relevant clinical trials had been
reported.  However, human epidemiological studies were available, as well as laboratory data for
mechanistic theories on how beta-carotene might provide a risk reduction effect.  While there was
strong evidence that high intakes of fruits and vegetables rich in carotenoids were associated with a
reduced risk of developing cancer, it was unclear whether the component(s) of fruits and vegetables
responsible for reducing the effect were beta-carotene, other carotenoids, or some other
compound(s).  However, animal studies strongly pointed to a positive effect of beta-carotene in
lowering the frequency and severity of experimental cancer induced in animals.  The review
concluded, nonetheless, that existing evidence was inconclusive and significant scientific agreement
did not exist; the animal studies could not be applied directly to humans because the type and
amount of carcinogen exposure in the experimental conditions were not similar to human exposure.
Subsequently, the decision was further supported when a randomized, controlled trial in Finland
tested the ability of antioxidant vitamins, including beta-carotene, to prevent the development of
lung cancer in high-risk Finnish men with a history of smoking (12).  The unexpected outcome was
a significant increase in the rate of lung cancer among the beta-carotene supplemented group.

Figure 2 provides a graphical representation of the interplay of considerations that contribute to determining
whether the significant scientific agreement standard for a substance/disease relationship has been met.  It
illustrates the manner in which evaluations of the various types and amounts of data that may exist for a
substance/disease relationship are combined to assess the overall strength and consistency of the scientific
evidence.  The schema also demonstrates that the significant scientific agreement standard is one that is
objective, flexible, and responsive by illustrating the variety of combinations of data from different types of
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good quality studies that may give rise to a body of evidence sufficient to establish the validity of a
substance/disease relationship.

In determining whether there is significant scientific agreement, FDA takes into account the viewpoints of
qualified experts outside the agency, if evaluations by such experts have been conducted and are publicly
available.  For example, FDA will take into account:

•  review publications that critically summarize data and
information in the secondary scientific literature;

•  documentation of the opinion of an «expert panel» that is
specifically convened for this purpose by a credible, independent
body;

•  the opinion or recommendation of a federal government scientific
body such as the National Institutes of Health (NIH) or the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC); or the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS); or an independent, expert body such as
the Committee on Nutrition of the American Academy of Pediatrics
(AAP), the American Heart Association (AHA), American Cancer
Society (ACS), or task forces or other groups assembled by the
National Institutes of Health (NIH).

FDA accords the greatest weight to the conclusions of federal government scientific bodies,
especially when the evidence for the validity of a substance/disease relationship has been judged by
such a body to be sufficient to justify dietary recommendations to the public.  Although reviews by
individual outside experts are considered in assessing significant scientific agreement, evidence
from such reviews alone would not necessarily support a conclusion that the standard has been met,
especially if the conclusions of such reviews were not supported by available assessments of the
same body of evidence from federal scientific bodies, expert panels or independent, expert bodies.
Reviews by outside experts or expert panels are most useful when there is a reasonable basis to
conclude that they represent the larger group of qualified experts in the field.  Most importantly, the
relevance of an outside expert review depends on whether the evidence examined applies to the
claim in terms of considerations such as specification and measurement of the substance and the
disease or health-related condition.
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