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read press reports of desths allegedly caused by oral hypoglycemic -
agents. How can they retain any confidence in their phiysieian in light
of such reports? We are concérned with not only the protection of
the physician from 4 malpractice action, but of equal importatice, the
- protection of hig patient from the actions that have ocourred again
this very week; actions sitnilar to what occurted in 1970; when prémia- ,
ture press releases again heralded this a biaged view of controversy.
It is most unfortunate, Sendtor. i
* The CrAtrMAN. Well, T gitéss you have made it clear. You are ve
ferring to what you believe to be confision and doubts ‘which have
resulted from storles respecting the UGDP study, =
“Is that what you ate sdymg? A R
Mr. Cuaxer. Is there“anly question about_that Senator? For ex-
ample, 1 will quote a UPI report in the Boston Globe, Tuesday,
January 9, 1975. The report is pathétically inaccurate: “An intertra- -
 tional Scientific jury has supported the much debated view that the
~ oral diabetes drug used by 1.5 million Americans are probably killing
10,000 to 15,000 of them yéarty.” .~ o
Arnd the indceuracy is not the fault of the press. Tt is the fault of
those who are giving the releases and the fatilt of those whe have
written and released the editorial statement which acsompanied the
Biometric Report which reviewed the UGDP study: LE
" The Biometric Study, it many ways is & very scholatly study, but
what was done with it is moest unfortunate. And that is where the -
problem lies. It is 4 tepeatinig pattern by those whe seek to stifle and
muzzle the controversy which nobody can any longer deny. e
The Crramyay. T have not seen all of those stories, bt the stories
T have seen were based upon an editorial that is appearin ;,f;wg?q‘aiﬁ
ently, in support of the UGDP study, ini the Journal of the ima al

._ spian
Medical Society. Then the stories wetd writwﬁ from that. New, I
have not seen what the E@ﬁfml, said, but if the journal stoty was
elaxaggerated, that would be a matter of whoever reported the stoty,
guess.” SRR - I
Mr. Craver. Well, that is the problem, Senator. It is one exaggera-
tion on top of another. You have the Biometric Study, then someone
wiites an editorial and refers to “posgibly some 10,000 to 15,000
- deaths”—no statement of which appeared in the Biometrie Study-—
and then the press regortsi" that an international blue:ribbon jury
found 10,000 to 15,000 deaths a yeat. And T think we are well aware
of ‘the political process to kiow that this is the way it goes; and we
in the Jegal and sclentific cotnmunitics liave to take steps to prevent
this from occurting. And those steps were nevet’ taken in this situs-
tion, and I regret that, -~~~ o
The Crramman. I uniderstand what you are saying. T Have been in
polities for many, matiy years, and have been “done in™ meny, many
times. But I have not suggested that we abolish the freedom of the
pre(ssl. ) ‘ 0 : B " - . - " 3 . " i Fon r t i
‘Mr. Ca¥er. T guess when we get done in

- HATET, whei 1 1, Sendtor, we at least
have the risk of that because of out public position. Bt the millions
of peaple out there donot take that risk, and that is why I 'am c¢on-
cerned about it. That is the point. It is not the press which sh
ﬁﬁg&@d but these who provide the etroneous- information to

the

.




