
Notes: 

• Only 18 children were in this study – SMALL.  It takes a big
change to be significant in a small study

• All of them had tested hyper using the Conners Rating Scale

• Conners rating ON DIET not given.

• They had already been on the diet more than 3 months; this
would mean that there would be a “washout” effect – and a small
infraction would most likely not affect them much.

• 9 of the 14 variables “showed a tendency toward
deterioration for the artificial snack.”  Well, that is MOST of
the tests, but which ones were not specified.

• In Table 2, they added up the amounts of food dyes they claimed 
were in the snack, and got  26.3 mg. 

Add it up yourself, and your total will be 18.8 mg

This was 1981.   In 1977 the National Academy of Science had 
reported that kids ate up to more than 300 mg/day 

•

The kids were tested 3 – 4 hours AFTER the snack.

 

Why wait so many hours, when reaction generally occurs 
between half an hour and 2 hours after eating it? Could it be a 
desire to make sure no change would be measured? Besides, 
wouldn't the kids be really hungry about then?

•

The parent perception of behavioral change was not reported.•

Adams concluded the DIET didn’t work; also said that instead
of juice and cookies a child would get ginger ale and saltines in
school and thus be labeled "strange."   What's wrong with juice
and cookies on the Feingold diet anyhow?

•

•

NOTE:  The placebo cupcake had vanilla frosting which matched 
the "active" cupcake.  In other words, they added SO LITTLE yellow 
color that the color of the frosting DID NOT CHANGE.







 

 
 
 
 




