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Australia’s public debate on the need for a “sugar tax”
Key advocates:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Grattan Institute: https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/880-A-sugary-drinks-tax.pdf
Australian Greens, led by Senator Richard Di Natale (p. 13-15)
Australian Medical Association, led by Dr Michael Gannon (p. 10-12)
Obesity Policy Coalition (OPC), led by Jane Martin (p. 11 )

Key opponents:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The “Australian Paradox”, supported by sneaky University of Sydney management (p. 5)
Australian Beverage Council, featuring the Australian Paradox (p. 2)
Menzies Research Centre, featuring the Australian Paradox (pp. 3-4)
High-profile commentator Piers Akerman, featuring the Australian Paradox (pp. 6-8 and 16-19)
Professor Judith Sloan, citing fluffy, unreliable, self-reported sugar-consumption data (pp. 10-12)

Background on Australian Paradox: Academic disgrace, scientific fraud and menace to public health
The “Australian Paradox” (2011) was co-authored by the University of Sydney’s Professor Jennie Brand-Miller (JBM)
and Dr Alan Barclay (AWB). Their main (false) “finding” is that there was “a consistent and substantial decline” in
per-capita consumption of added sugar in Australia between 1980 and 2010. Critically, the relevant Australian Bureau
of Statistics (ABS) sugar-consumption series ends at 1998-99, discontinued as unreliable. Dishonestly or not, JBM and
AWB still refuse to properly address the fact that their data for the 2000s (in chart below) are made-up/faked/invalid.

http://www.mdpi.com/2072-6643/3/4/491

Again, those 2000-2003 data are conspicuously flat, faked and dead-ending; further, JBM and AWB’s other four sugar
indicators trend up not down: pp. 18 and 28 in http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf The 2011
“finding” thus relies on unreliable data that dead-end in 2003, four years after ABS counters stopped counting. All up,
more than one-third of the 30-year 1980-2010 timeframe lacks valid data. The Australian Paradox clearly is a sham.

This ridiculously faulty paper was published mainly because the lead author - JBM – also was the “Guest Editor” of her
publishing journal: http://www.mdpi.com/journal/nutrients/special_issues/carbohydrates As taxpayers, we gift the University of
Sydney ~$700m per annum on the promise that the Group of Eight is devoted to “excellence” in research (see p. 21).
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Australian Beverage Council campaign against sugar tax features Australian Paradox fraud

http://www.australianbeverages.org/for-consumers/soft-drink-tax-answer/
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Menzies Research Centre’s Fat Chance: Why sugar taxes won’t work - cited by influential
commentators, including Piers Akerman – features the Australian Paradox fraud (overleaf)

http://www.menziesrc.org/images/PDF/2018_MRC_Fat_Chance_Report_web.pdf
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http://www.menziesrc.org/images/PDF/2018_MRC_Fat_Chance_Report_web.pdf
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Origins of Initial Inquiry Report (2014) and Charles Perkins Centre’s Australian Paradox (2017)

pp. 1-5 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf &
pp. 18, 28 and 64 at http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
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Piers Akerman in Sunday Telegraph features University of Sydney’s Australian Paradox fraud
There’s not enough evidence to prove a sugar tax reduces obesity
Opinion piece, The Sunday Telegraph; 28 January, 2018
FRESH from their name-calling foot-stamping denigrate Australia tantrum the social justice warriors are weighing in
for a long fight for a new tax.
Yes, a tax on sugar, and, wait for it, that taxpayer-funded virtue-signalling monolithic broadcaster, their ABC, is right
behind the idea even though there is a distinct lack of scientific evidence to support the idea taxing sugar in soft drinks
will lower Australia’s truly horrific level of obesity.
Last week ABC Chief Economics Correspondent, the redoubtable Emma Alberici, posted a 2000-word article on its
news website titled ‘Sugar tax and the power of big business: How influence trumps evidence in politics’.
Ms Alberici was subsequently interviewed by the ABC’s James Valentine on Thursday with, surprise, surprise, both
agreeing violently that this country needed a sugar tax. The ABC duo discussed at length a peer-reviewed report by
eminent Sydney University nutritional researcher Jennie Brand-Miller headed The Australian Paradox.
The paper, which was republished with even more supportive data late last year, presents this paradox: the rate of
obesity among Australians is increasing alarmingly but the amount of sugar they are taking in what are called SSBs
(sugar sweetened beverages) has been decreasing.
Despite there being no scientific challenges to Professor Brand-Miller’s paper when it appeared in the authoritative
American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, Ms Alberici felt free to baldly state: “The figures don’t stack up.” [It is false to
claim that AJCN was not alerted to JBM’s serious scientific fraud. Please see my letter to its Editorial Board, on p. 16.]
What’s worse, when the respected Menzies Research Centre, which recently commissioned independent firm Cadence
Economics to conduct a review of the evidence to see if a case could be made for a sugar tax, sought a right of reply,
its request was rejected out of hand.
The strong probability is ABC hierarchy knew the tough executive director of the Menzies centre, Nick Cater, would
destroy the claims. [I have also informed Nick Cater - via Twitter; see #MenziesResearchCentre - about the detail of
JBM’s serious scientific fraud: pp. 34-35 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf]
In this argument the heavy guns are with Prof Brand-Miller and her explosive research. [In fact, there’s a secret 15page ABC Report confirming Paradox is a sham (p. 23)] What’s more, Cater’s crew has Cadence’s recent research into
the five most frequently cited reports by the tax-’em-till-they bleed brigade and not one withstood expert scrutiny.
Whilst the ABC’s hipster audience might sneer at those who drink SSBs and think they should be dosed with
wheatgrass juice, they are on shaky ground linking SSBs to obesity.
Cater’s team concluded not one of the five studies arguing for a sugar tax including the report by the influential Leftleaning Grattan Institute in 2016, stood up to empirical cross-examination.
None had established a causal link between a tax on sugary drinks and a reduction in obesity. None had measured the
cost of the inefficiency, inequity and complexity of their ‘solution’; none had questioned whether taxing the majority of
SSB consumers who control their weight was justified; or correctly calculated the impact on broader society.
No evidence of market failure had been established; indeed as Prof Brand-Miller has established — along with the
Australian Bureau of Statistics and the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the UN — consumption patterns show
quite the opposite. [Again, please see p. 5. Alas, the conspicuously flat FAO data (in the chart on p. 1) spanning the
critical 2000-2003 period - invalid data simply “faked”/“made-up”/”invented” without any genuine counting, after the
ABS stopped its counting and discontinued its sugar data as unreliable after 1998-99 - are fake/made-up/invented.
Yes, they are invalid: pp. 34-35 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf ]
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Sugar consumption is down in Australia, especially by children, and the volume of artificially sweetened beverages
sold overtook sugar-sweetened drinks some years ago.
According to Prof Brand-Miller, with whom I spoke, Ms Alberici is confused. She hasn’t understood the research or
has been misled [by economist Rory Robertson].
Either way, she has mistaken the volume of soft drinks consumed with the amount of sugar consumed and hasn’t
taken into account the appearance of flavoured mineral waters, which contain about half the amount of sugar as
drinks — such as regular Coke — in the market about 20 years ago.
[Readers: This box has been inserted by Rory Robertson: Please see minutes 6:30 to 8.40 in ABC Lateline video at
http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/health-experts-continue-to-dispute-sydney-uni/7324520 Some of the transcript follows:
EMMA ALBERICI: After this interview, a correction was issued in the same online journal it was originally published in.
The confusion, the authors claimed, lay in the overall amount of sugar being added to regular soft drinks, adding up to
600 grams per person over four years.
The correction failed to mention that the volume of sales of regular sugary drinks was up, not down. This includes
higher sales of so-called sports drinks like Powerade and iced teas, as well as regular soft drinks like Coke, Fanta, Solo
and Sprite. [RR - Here’s that sneaky, dishonest “correction”: http://www.mdpi.com/2072-6643/6/2/663 ]
When Lateline asked Professor Brand-Miller which varieties had reduced sugar content, she explained that while
formulas of the classic soft drink versions are the same, there are now new ones on the market like Coca-Cola Life,
with 35 per cent less sugar, and Pepsi Next, with 30 per cent less.
But neither of those drinks existed when the 'Australian Paradox' paper was written, much less over the 30 years it
seeks to establish an Australian paradox.
Please also see pp. 18, 28 and 64 at http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf ]
The insinuation from Ms Alberici, both in her writing and in the interview, is that Prof Brand-Miller is somehow in the
pocket of sugar producers or soft drink producers.
She said “ … when you’ve got self-interest. It’s like the climate change debate right?”…“So if you’ve got the Minerals
Council, you know, commissioning a report about climate change, chances are they’re not going to be very happy
about a link between … mining and climate change.”
But Prof Brand-Miller, who is an unpaid director of the Glycaemic Index Foundation, which provides invaluable
information for diabetics and those who simply want to make the best choices when they shop for foods, has no such
conflict of interests. [False. The Low-GI crew’s sizeable financial conflicts of interest are documented overleaf.]
Indeed, anyone who knew anything about the work of the Glycaemic Index Foundation would be aware that a number
of criteria must be met, including fibre content, sodium levels and saturated fats, before a food can be given the GI
Foundation’s tick (which is worth looking for when you shop). [The requirement for sugar, overleaf, is <99.5%!]
So, yet again, the ABC is running a campaign based on cod science by virtue signallers who think they know how best
your life should be run, and the solution to a non-existent problem is a new tax on those who can least afford it.
We pay more for power because we have to support inefficient solar and wind plants beloved by the ABC. Now its own
staff want us to pay more for soft drinks though there is zero evidence than doing so will have any effect on obesity.
So that’s nothing new. However, in smearing bona fide researchers and refusing a right of reply, the ABC has started
2018 at a new low.
https://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/news/opinion/piers-akerman-theres-not-enough-evidence-to-prove-a-sugar-tax-reducesobesity/news-story/3dffc8d52738ac5f9deb634a530b045c
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Piers Akerman wrong to repeat Jennie Brand-Miller’s false denial of serious conflicts of interest

p. 7 at http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf
pp.49-50 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
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Why did Sydney Uni use security guard to suppress AJCN questions, threaten RR campus ban?

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
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Self-reported sugar consumption data is [are] no better than fairy-floss
Letter to the Editor, The Australian, January 24, 2018
Judith Sloan argues that sugar is not a key driver of obesity, suggesting that overweight kids and adults are consuming
less sugar than our fatties of yesteryear (“Call for sugar tax leaves a sour taste”, 23/1).
Yet shelves in grocery stores, 7-Elevens and servos today groan under the weight of sugary products in a way they
didn’t in times when most of us were slim.
Are our shops really full of sugary products that no one is consuming? Is this an Australian paradox?
No. The problem is with the quality of Sloan’s data. Economists should look at what people do, not what people say
they do, or worse: what others say they do.
The claim of falling sugar consumption in Australia is based on fluffy self-reported responses to surveys by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics. Sloan also reports an “even more dramatic” decline in children’s sugar intake, based on
self-reports by children and their parents.

http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4364.0.55.011Explanatory%20Notes12011-12?OpenDocument

No verifiable consumption data are involved. In fact, there has been no reliable time series for our consumption of
added sugar since well before the ABS discontinued its best measure as unreliable after 1998-99.
What we do know is that people who eat large amounts of sugar tend over time to disproportionately suffer misery
and early death via type 2 diabetes and cardiovascular disease, not to mention the millions of sets of teeth that are
being wrecked by sugar and then repaired at taxpayers’ expense.
Rory Robertson
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/letters/selfreported-sugar-consumption-data-is-no-better-than-fairyfloss/newsstory/f7ee99ddd74fb69d539f7e4fa1b84fc2

Call for sugar tax leaves a sour taste
The Australian, January 23, 2018

By Judith Sloan
The Australian Medical Association is commonly described as the most powerful trade union in the country. I beg to
differ.
For one thing, the AMA is not a registered trade union; there are other organisations representing the industrial
interests of doctors. And, second, it has done a particularly lousy job of restricting the supply of new doctors, a key
tactic of a trade union to bolster its power.
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Illustration: Tom Jellett
Consider the number of students commencing medicine. In 2002, there was a total of 1837, including 367
international students. Note that many international students stay in the country after graduation.
In 2017, the total had swollen to 3853, with 642 international students. In other words, the number of students
commencing medicine more than doubled over that period.
To be sure, the population also increased over that time frame. But if we consider the number of practising doctors per
head of population, the ratio increased from 2.6 doctors per 1000 people in 2002 to 3.9 in 2015. This is an increase of
50 per cent.
So if the AMA has failed to restrict the number of new doctors entering the market, what is it up to? If you care to look
at the AMA’s annual reports, you will find very many photos of the organisation’s activities under the heading
“Advocacy”. There is also a list of the AMA’s key advocacy wins during the year.
The range of issues on which the AMA advocates is wide and varied: from climate change to asylum-seekers, from
domestic violence to obesity.
In point of fact, the Labor Party would be very proud to put out the AMA’s publications. The contents closely mimic
many of the ALP’s policy concerns and actions.
It’s probably unsurprising that less than 30 per cent of medical professionals are actually signed-up members of the
AMA, and there is a disproportionate number of older members aged over 50 years. This does not bode well for the
future of the organisation.
So let me outline the AMA’s advocacy stance on obesity, which it describes as “the biggest public health challenge
facing the Australian population”.
The revised AMA position statement calls on the federal government “to take national leadership in implementing a
multifaceted strategy to address the serious health threat that obesity poses to individuals, families and
communities”.
The statement continues: “Combating obesity demands a whole-of-society approach, and the AMA strongly
recommends that a national strategy to address obesity includes: a sugar tax; stronger controls on junk food
advertising, especially to children; improved nutritional literacy; healthy work environments; and more and better
walking paths and cycling paths as part of smarter urban planning”.
So among all this [AMA] gobbledygook there is the strident suggestion that a sugar tax be introduced. To be sure, it
is not only the AMA that is advocating this measure, the details of which are yet to be worked out. The idea is backed
by an outfit called the Obesity Policy Coalition, which is funded by the Victorian government, as well as a number of
left-wing media commentators.
Let’s be clear: the figures on the incidence of obesity in Australia are alarming. On one set of figures, the proportion of
Australians who are obese has risen from 19 per cent in 1995 to close to 30 per cent now. Rising obesity is found
among both adults and children.

12
So why wouldn’t we follow the lead of a number of other countries and regions by introducing a sugar tax? This
typically takes the form of a tax on sugar-laden beverages that is generally high enough to noticeably increase the
price of the product.
In some instances — in Britain, for instance — the tax rate depends on the sugar content of the product.
But here’s the thing. If we look at sugar consumption in Australia, it has actually fallen very significantly over time,
particularly among children. Between 1995 and 2011-12, for instance, the consumption of sugar fell from 17.6
teaspoons a day to 14.2. (2011-12 is the most recent data point from the Australian Health Survey conducted by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics.)
And here’s a further thing: the decline in the consumption of sugar among children (two to 18- year-olds) was even
more dramatic: from 23 teaspoons in 1995 to 15.7 in 2011-12.
Note also there was a 36 per cent decline in the consumption of sugary soft drinks over that period. The two product
categories the consumption of which rose were sugar-laden yoghurt and flavoured milk drinks/milkshakes/smoothies
— both promoted for their health benefits.
This is surely a conundrum for the advocates of a sugar tax, including the AMA. The consumption of sugar goes down,
including sugary soft drinks, but the rate of obesity goes up.
[Again, unreliable data fuel “Australian Paradox”-like fiction: the claim we are getting fatter as we eat less sugar.]
It is a case of twisted logic to think that putting a regressive tax on sugary soft drinks — a bigger burden for those on
low incomes — would make any real difference to obesity, particularly among children. It would seem that parents
understand the message for their children and are mostly offering them water to drink.
In fact, the Grattan Institute, another advocate of a sugar tax, estimates that sugary soft drinks account for only onetenth of obesity in Australia. The introduction of a sugar tax could lower the average weight of obese individuals by
half a kilo and reduce the rate of obesity by 2 per cent.
Whatever the reasons behind the rising incidence of obesity, it seems pretty clear that the consumption of sugar is not
the most important factor.
What about the excise tax on cigarettes as an example of a successful sin tax? The distinction here is that smoking is
clearly correlated with poor health outcomes and taxing cigarettes to reduce the incidence of smoking should have
clear health benefits. (Mind you, governments count on reasonably inelastic demand because they are keen to receive
the revenue.)
On the other hand, the causes of obesity are clearly multi-factorial, something that even the AMA acknowledges.
To include a sugar tax as part of a suite of measures would be a mistake, both because of its likely ineffectiveness and
the potential neglect of other measures.
Mind you, it’s hard to get too excited about more government-funded cycling paths as part of the solution, another
AMA thought bubble.
The AMA should stick to its knitting (whatever that is) because public policy advocacy is clearly not its strong suit.
JUDITH SLOAN
Contributing Economics Editor
Judith Sloan is an economist and company director. She holds degrees from the University of Melbourne and the
London School of Economics. She has held a number of government appointments, including Commissioner of the
Productivity Commission; Commissioner of the Australian Fair Pay Commission; and Deputy Chairman of the
Australian Broadcasting Corporation.
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/columnists/judith-sloan/call-for-sugar-tax-leaves-a-sour-taste/newsstory/0623bc802c6b2d89d0dfd6c589752e87
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Rory Robertson
29 January 2018

Letter to The Greens: University of Sydney scientific fraud features in attacks on "sugar tax"
To: senator.dinatale@aph.gov.au , Adam.Bandt.MP@aph.gov.au , senator.bartlett@aph.gov.au , senator.hanson-

young@aph.gov.au , senator.mckim@aph.gov.au , senator.rhiannon@aph.gov.au , senator.rice@aph.gov.au ,
senator.siewert@aph.gov.au , senator.steele-john@aph.gov.au , senator.whish-wilson@aph.gov.au
Cc: michael.spence@sydney.edu.au , anthony.masters@sydney.edu.au , stephen.garton@sydney.edu.au,
duncan.Ivison@sydney.edu.au , vice.chancellor@sydney.edu.au , chair.academicboard@sydney.edu.au ,
dvc.research@sydney.edu.au + Academic Board list in full: http://sydney.edu.au/secretariat/academic-boardcommittees/academic-board/membership.shtml + Anne.Kelso@nhmrc.gov.au , Tony.Kingdon@nhmrc.gov.au ,
Tony.Willis@nhmrc.gov.au , Samantha.Robertson@nhmrc.gov.au , Alan.Singh@nhmrc.gov.au, Tony.Krizan@nhmrc.gov.au ,
Sarah.Byrne@nhmrc.gov.au , nhmrc@nhmrc.gov.au , ceo@arc.gov.au , era@arc.gov.au , Leanne.Harvey@arc.gov.au ,
Fiona.Cameron@arc.gov.au , Dennis.DelFavero@arc.gov.au , Clive.Baldock@arc.gov.au , Sarah.Howard@arc.gov.au , Marcus.Nicol@arc.gov.au
, Brian.Schmidt@anu.edu.au , VC@anu.edu.au , Margaret.Harding@anu.edu.au , marnie.hughes-warrington@anu.edu.au , vc@unimelb.edu.au
, margaret.sheil@unimelb.edu.au , jamesm1@unimelb.edu.au , Margaret.Gardner@monash.edu , kerrie.edwards@monash.edu ,
jane.mcloughlin@monash.edu , president@unsw.edu.au , l.field@unsw.edu.au , m.crossley@unsw.edu.au , b.boyle@unsw.edu.au ,
vc@uq.edu.au , dvc.research@uq.edu.au , provost@uq.edu.au , paul.johnson@uwa.edu.au , kent.anderson@uwa.edu.au , dvcr@uwa.edu.au ,
vice-chancellor@adelaide.edu.au , pascale.quester@adelaide.edu.au , michael.brooks@adelaide.edu.au , bruce.lines@adelaide.edu.au,
Vicki.Thomson@go8.edu.au , Matt.Brown@go8.edu.au , Alex.Kennedy@go8.edu.au , Lachlan.Murdoch@go8.edu.au , Sally.Nimon@go8.edu.au
, Felix.Pirie@go8.edu.au

Dear Senator Di Natale, Dr Bandt, other Greens Senators, members of the University of Sydney Academic Board,
and independent observers, including journalists,
My name is Rory Robertson. I am an economist concerned about the lack of proper quality control in nutrition
"science" at Group of Eight (Go8) universities.
I note with concern that recent high-profile attacks on The Greens' "sugar tax" proposal are based on highly
unreliable data and hopelessly flawed Go8 university "research".
I refer in particular to pieces in the past week by Judith Sloan in The Australian, and Piers Akerman in The Sunday
Telegraph [reproduced earlier in this document] https://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/columnists/judith-sloan/call-for-sugartax-leaves-a-sour-taste/news-story/0623bc802c6b2d89d0dfd6c589752e87 ; https://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/news/opinion/piers-akermantheres-not-enough-evidence-to-prove-a-sugar-tax-reduces-obesity/news-story/3dffc8d52738ac5f9deb634a530b045c

Professor Sloan's sugar data are worse than useless. No serious policymaker would put self-reported data on
children's cigarette consumption at the centre of tobacco-policy formulation. Yet Professor Sloan allows similarly
unreliable data to dominate her formulation of tax and health policies with respect to added sugar: [see my Letter to
the Editor, on page 10, earlier] https://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/letters/selfreported-sugar-consumption-data-is-no-betterthan-fairyfloss/news-story/f7ee99ddd74fb69d539f7e4fa1b84fc2; and 11
in http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4364.0.55.011Explanatory%20Notes12011-12?OpenDocument
Piers Akerman's piece is even less credible, based as it is on the extraordinarily faulty 2011 and 2017 Australian
Paradox papers by University of Sydney "scientist" Professor Jennie Brand-Miller, and a document - Fat Chance: Why
sugar taxes won't work - published recently by the Menzies Research
Centre: https://www.menziesrc.org/images/PDF/2018_MRC_Fat_Chance_Report_web.pdf
Disturbingly, featured in the Executive summary of that Menzies report (reproduced on the previous page of this
document) is the 2017 expansion of the University of Sydney's infamous Australian Paradox fraud:
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For those new to these issues, the "Australian Paradox" is an epic pro-sugar scientific fraud, co-authored by University
of Sydney "scientists" Professor Brand-Miller and Dr Alan Barclay, and in part funded by the sugar industry itself.
I have been documenting this serious scientific fraud for six years. Here's my Five-year Update, written around a year
ago: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
A key point to keep in mind is that there has been no reliable time series for Australians' per-capita consumption of
added sugar since well before the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) discontinued its best measure as unreliable
after 1998-99 [p. 23 in Five-year Update above]; that is, the two main Australian Paradox papers (2011 and 2017)
used to attack sugar-tax proposals feature fake time-series data for the 2000s (pp. 34-38 and 78).
As a matter of fact, three separate investigations by Australian Broadcasting Corporation (ABC) journalists and/or
officials have confirmed that the main Australian Paradox claims are based on profound errors, including the authors'
ongoing use of fake data:
1. Lateline (TV) http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/health-experts-continue-to-dispute-sydney-uni/7324520
2. Background Briefing (Radio National) http://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/backgroundbriefing/2014-02-09/5239418
3. Independent inquiry report (15-page Audience and Consumer Affairs report suppressed by Brand-Miller and
Barclay with the assistance of ABC management) http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-management-suppressing-proof-USyd-scifraud.pdf

Similarly, widely respected journalist Michael Pascoe found problems with competence and integrity at the
University of Sydney when he reported on these matters in 2012: http://www.smh.com.au/business/economist-v-nutritionistsbig-sugar-and-lowgi-brigade-lose-20120306-1uj6u.html ; http://www.smh.com.au/business/pesky-economist-wont-let-big-sugar-lie-2012072522pru.html

The extent of research misconduct by University of Sydney "scientists" and management appears to know few
bounds. For example, not only did the Academic Director of the $500m Charles Perkins Centre (Professor Stephen
Simpson) assist Brand-Miller and Barclay to dishonestly place fake data in the American Journal Of Clinical Nutrition in
2017 (p. 6), but Brand-Miller and Barclay also formalised - in a 2017 Australian National University PhD thesis - their
spectacular, false allegation that I bribed University of Sydney Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence in 2013 with a gift of
$10,000 (p. 4): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf
Did I mention that Brand-Miller and Barclay operate a University of Sugar "charity" that gets paid by food companies
to put healthy "Low GI" stamps on sugary products that are up to 99.4% sugar? https://www.foodpolitics.com/2016/03/sugarin-australia-its-better-for-you/

Or that Brand-Miller, Barclay and Professor Stephen Colagiuri - the main scientific author of Canberra's National
Diabetes Strategy 2016-2020 that suppresses GPs' once-standard cure for type 2 diabetes - have sold millions of
University of Sydney pop-sci "Low GI diet" books, that make the blatantly ridiculous false claim that "There is
absolute consensus that sugar in food does not cause [type 2] diabetes"? (pp. 6 and
12) http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDept-type2diabetes.pdf
For me, the Australian Paradox fraud has been six years full of surprises: for example, the University of Sydney in
2016 used a security guard to intimidate me, in an attempt to stop me wanting to ask questions - at a public
conference that I had paid to attend! (p. 69) - about a draft of the 2017 [AJCN] paper that's now being used to attack
The Greens' sugar-tax proposal; in early 2017, University of Sydney Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence and Deputy
Vice-Chancellor Stephen Garton each wrote to me to threaten a campus ban if I keep highlighting the serious
scientific fraud that they have chosen to support (p. 77): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
For you, the University of Sydney's Australian Paradox fraud may be the best-documented case of serious research
misconduct in Group of Eight university history.
Readers, it is worth asking why we taxpayers are still gifting the University of Sydney around $700m per annum,
now that its management has chosen to actively support scientific fraud, thus defrauding taxpayers on a massive
scale while also damaging public health (p. 79).
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Tragically, the Australian Paradox matter is merely the tip of an enormous iceberg of serious incompetence and
fraud across modern nutrition science. The ongoing result is harm, misery and/or early death for millions of
Australians, because doctors and public health officials today know less about fixing type 2 diabetes than was known
by GPs across the western world a century ago (p. 3): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDepttype2diabetes.pdf

Senator Di Natale, other Senators and Dr Bandt, I urge you and your staff to subject my range of serious claims to
intense scrutiny. If what I am saying is true - and all of it is - I urge you to try to fix this mess: a good start would be
encouraging Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence - via the threat of ending that ~$700m worth of annual taxpayer
funding - to oversee the formal retraction of his University of Sydney's hopelessly flawed Australian
Paradox papers (2011 and 2017) that feature in the range of poorly informed attempts to kill your proposed sugar
tax (pp. 45-48): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
It is unclear how long Dr Spence is prepared to keep pretending that his "scientists" promoting fake sugar data in
important public debates - after valid sugar data were discontinued as unreliable after 1998-99 - is consistent with his
and the Go8's promise to taxpayers of a devotion to "excellence" in research.
Regards,
Rory

--

rory robertson
economist and former-fattie
https://twitter.com/OzParadoxdotcom
Here's me, Emma Alberici and ABC TV's Lateline on the University of Sydney's Australian
Paradox: http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/content/2015/s4442720.htm
During National Diabetes Week, I wrote to the Department of Health about "The scandalous
mistreatment of Australians with type 2 diabetes
(T2D)": http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDept-type2diabetes.pdf
Here's my Five-year Update on the Australian Paradox fraud, including Vice-Chancellor
Spence's threat to ban me from campus: (p. 64) http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
Want to stop trends in your family and friends towards obesity, type 2 diabetes, heart
disease and various cancers? Stop eating and drinking
sugar: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xDaYa0AB8TQ&feature=youtu.be
Here's the diet advised by Dr Peter Brukner, recently the Australian cricket team's
doctor: http://www.peterbrukner.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/All-you-need-to-know-aboutLCHF1.pdf ; http://www.abc.net.au/catalyst/lowcarb/
A life in our times: Vale Alexander “Sandy” Robertson (19332015): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/AlecRobertson-born2oct33.pdf
Comments, criticisms, questions, compliments, whatever welcome
at strathburnstation@gmail.com

www.strathburn.com
Strathburn Cattle Station is a proud partner of YALARI,
Australia's leading provider of quality boarding-school educations for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander teenagers. Check it out at http://www.strathburn.com/yalari.php
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Piers Akerman wrong in Sunday Telegraph to claim “no scientific challenges to Professor BrandMiller’s paper when it appeared in authoritative American Journal of Clinical Nutrition [AJCN]”
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: rory robertson strathburnstation@gmail.com
Date: Sat, Mar 11, 2017 at 12:54 AM

Subject: ALERT: Australian Paradox fraud expands into AJCN
To: dbier@nutrition.org , dafinley@ucdavis.edu , sec@nutrition.org , dtearly@nutrition.org ,
dallison@uab.edu , dalpers@dom.wustl.edu , ast@nexs.ku.dk , ods@nih.gov , Naomi.Fukagawa@uvm.edu ,
david.klurfeld@ars.usda.gov , mattes@purdue.edu , eric.rimm@channing.harvard.edu ,
shapses@aesop.rutgers.edu , Ricardo.Uauy@lshtm.ac.uk , Dominique.michaud@tufts.edu ,
edward.saltzman@tufts.edu , f.shanahan@ucc.ie , john.sievenpiper@utoronto.can , esmith@bcm.edu ,
jsorkin@grecc.umaryland.edu , young@niss.org , kquimby@nutrition.org , ajcnsubmit@nutrition.org
Good morning, AJCN officials (http://ajcn.nutrition.org/site/misc/edboard.xhtml ) and various groups of
observers, including journalists,
I am an Australian economist. My background is detailed in Part 2 of my Five-year update below.
I am writing to express my concern about one of your latest papers: "Declining consumption of added
sugars and sugar-sweetened beverages in Australia: a challenge for obesity
prevention": http://ajcn.nutrition.org/content/early/2017/03/08/ajcn.116.145318.abstract?sid=dc2992a911a8-4508-9787-639ae83bd3ec
My concern is that this latest AJCN paper is an extension of the University of Sydney's Australian
Paradox fraud, the five-year history of which I recently
documented: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
Please start with my summary (p. 19) and then assess my early 2017 "exchange of letters" with the
University of Sydney's senior management (pp. 64-80).
Please pay particular attention to the fact that the FAO and GreenPool data used in this new AJCN paper
both are faked for the post-1999 period, after the long-running official ABS sugar series was discontinued as
unreliable (pp. 34-35 and pp. 37-38).
More generally, please consider the troubling facts in Part 4 and Part 7, including my interaction with
Professor Marion Nestle (p. 66 and minute 15.30
at http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/content/2015/s4442720.htm ).
It's also worth noting that the Charles Perkins Centre's new AJCN paper recklessly dismisses as "unreliable"
the main valid detailed analysis in this area, by Rikkers et al (see email below).
Importantly, research-integrity investigator Professor Robert Clark AO in July 2014 explicitly advised
Professor Jennie Brand-Miller and Dr Alan Barclay on what their next - your AJCN - paper should address:
"...prepare a paper for publication, in consultation with the Faculty, that specifically addresses and clarifies
the key factual issues examined in this Inquiry. This new paper should be written in a constructive manner
that respects issues relating to the data in the Australian Paradox paper raised by the Complainant" (please
see p.76 in my Update).
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Brand-Miller and Barclay at the time agreed to do as advised (see bottom of p. 76), when the world was
watching, but two-and-a-half years later it turns out that they have done something quite different.
In their (your) new AJCN paper, Brand-Miller and Barclay have dishonestly evaded the serious problems in
their original paper (p. 19), pretending yet again that those serious problems do not exist, and choosing to
place further reliance on fake FAO and GreenPool data on which no reliance should be placed.
I encourage you, the AJCN Editorial Board and associated officials, to consider the evidence I have provided,
especially in Parts 3, 4 and 7 of http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
In my opinion, the appropriate response to this new AJCN paper that so heavily relies on fake data is
formal retraction. You may or may not agree.
Please acknowledge this letter and, later, after you have carefully assessed the evidence provided, please
advise me of your decision on this matter.
Best wishes,
Rory

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: rory robertson strathburnstation@gmail.com
Date: Fri, Mar 10, 2017

Hi Team UWA...USyd in new AJCN paper dismisses your paper as "unreliable"
To: Wavne Rikkers <Wavne.Rikkers@telethonkids.org.au>, Wavne Rikkers <wrikkers@ichr.uwa.edu.au>, Katherine
Hafekost <khafekost@ichr.uwa.edu.au>, Francis Mitrou <francism@ichr.uwa.edu.au>, Steve Zubrick
<steve@ichr.uwa.edu.au>, David Lawrence <DLawrenceTICHR@gmail.com>
Hi Team UWA,
In their new American Journal of Clinical Nutrition (AJCN) paper, University of Sydney (USyd) Professor Jennie BrandMiller (JBM) and Dr Alan Barclay (AWB) dismiss your painstakingly produced Rikkers et al analysis as "unreliable":
p. 4 of 10 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-March-2017.pdf
As I noted in my Five-year update last week, JBM and AWB have produced a new Australian Paradox paper without
explicitly addressing the blatant problems - confusing up with down (!), and the use of fake data - in the
original Australian Paradox paper: p.74 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
Part 3 in my Five-year update documents the original problems (starts p.18).
Part 4 documents USyd's negligent/dishonest defence of the original paper (starts p.28).
Notably, JBM and AWB promote the FAO sugar series as reliable, even though they know that post-ABS (after 199899) the FAO series is "made up"/"faked"/"based on no real-world counting" (pp. 34-35).
Further, JBM and AWB recklessly introduced the dodgy GreenPool series as reliable, despite that series being
hopelessly unreliable, invented and funded as it was by the sugar industry to mislead over that post-ABS, post-199899 timeframe. In fact, the ABS itself pointed Professor Robert Clark AO towards my observation that the GreenPool
series is a sugar-industry funded and framed sham (pp. 37-38).
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Importantly, research-integrity investigator Professor Robert Clark AO in July 2014 explicitly advised USyd, JBM and
AWB on what their next (AJCN) paper should address:
"...prepare a paper for publication, in consultation with the Faculty, that specifically addresses and clarifies the key
factual issues examined in this Inquiry. This new paper should be written in a constructive manner that respects issues
relating to the data in the Australian Paradox paper raised by the Complainant" (reproduced on p.76 in my Update).
They agreed to do so (bottom of p. 76). Yet USyd, JBM and AWB have not done that. Instead, they have dishonestly
evaded those issues, pretending they do not exist.
Notably, Professor Stephen Simpson (Academic Director of the Charles Perkins Centre; see p. 89) and Professor
Stewart Truswell (see pp. 94-97) okayed this new ACJN paper, okayed a paper deliberately presenting at least two
fake sugar series as reliable.
http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-March-2017.pdf
http://www.srasanz.org/sras/sras-advisors/
The sugar-industry's Bill Shrapnel is thanked above as well, although not for his larger role in helping to invent and
publish the GreenPool series that the sugar industry designed and funded to use to try to rescue the Australian
Paradox fraud (p. 37).
On conflicts of interest, it's a bit strange that JBM claims she has "no conflicts related to the study" - which falsely
exonerates added sugar as a menace to public health - given that she runs a business that puts healthy LowGI stamps
on products that are up to 99.4% sugar (p.66), and given that she has sold millions of LowGI pop-sci diet books that
feature the ridiculous false claim that "There is absolute consensus that sugar in food does not cause [type 2]
diabetes" (p.5).
If sugar is indeed a menace to public health - it is (p. 6) - JBM, AWB and USyd have a massive conflict of interest,
because their pro-sugar LowGI business ultimately collapses, so too the pro-sugar LowGI book-selling business
collapses! Of course, JBM has "conflicts related to the study", when it falsely exonerates sugar as a menace to public
health.
In summary, the new AJCN paper - like the original paper - is a academic disgrace, with the nutritionists - plus their
management - and their sugar-industry helpers, not fixing the Charles Perkins Centre's Australian Paradox fraud, but
expanding it.
rgds,
rory

--

rory robertson
economist and former-fattie
https://twitter.com/OzParadoxdotcom
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After writing to the entire Editorial Board of the AJCN in March 2017, I wrote in May and June
2017 to the entire Academic Board of the University of Sydney, to alert it to Professor BrandMiller’s fundamentally dishonest March 2017 expansion of the Australian Paradox fraud,
disgracefully assisted by “the Faculty” of the Charles Perkins Centre, led by its high-profile
Academic Director, Professor Stephen Simpson, and helped by Emeritus Professor Stewart
Truswell, who happens to be main scientific author of our Australian Dietary Guidelines
(Please see p. 6 of http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf and
pp. 34-37, 78 and 94-97 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf )

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letters-USydVCSpenceGoverance.pdf
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In 2018, the need for formal retraction of Australian Paradox paper seems even more obvious

p. 9 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf
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Are the “blatherings” of Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence about the need to give priority to
Academic Freedom just a smokescreen to avoid the proper retraction of the Australian Paradox
paper, while continuing to defraud taxpayers by up to $700m p.a. via the false promise that our
Group of Eight universities will seek to ensure a unique devotion to “excellence” in research?

p. 79 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
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It’s tragic that incompetence and fraud documented in Australian Paradox episode is
merely tip of huge iceberg of false diet information harming public health everywhere

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDept-type2diabetes.pdf
pp. 81-106 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf
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Dear readers: Please be relentless in your scrutiny of my hard-hitting assessments
Readers,
If you believe that anything I have written or distributed is factually incorrect or otherwise unreasonable, please
contact me immediately – via strathburnstation@gmail.com - and I will seek to correct any errors as soon as possible.
My strong sense is that you will struggle to find any real problems. Naturally, I believe that everything in this
document - and others I have produced - is factually correct. As you can see, I have been exhaustive in detailing the
evidence on which my assessments are based.
Importantly, a key document that is missing from the public debate is the 15-page formal Investigation Report
produced by the ABC’s Audience and Consumer Affairs group. This A&CA report was produced after Professor
Brand-Miller and Dr Barclay on 24 May 2016 sent the ABC a 36-page letter of complaint about Emma Alberici’s
Lateline program (video below). The A&CA report was finalised on 8 September 2016, and Brand-Miller and Barclay
were advised of its findings on 14 September 2016. The report is devastating to them, essentially confirming my claim
that the Australian Paradox episode has become a serious scientific fraud. So far, the explosive report has been
suppressed by misguided ABC management: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-management-suppressing-proof-USyd-sci-fraud.pdf
Please be relentless in your scrutiny of my work on diet and health. If, after considering the evidence provided, you
find my hard-hitting assessments convincing, perhaps together we can start to fix the influential misinformation that
is working to harm everyday Australians, especially our children and the lifespans of our Indigenous peoples.
Regards,
Rory

--

rory robertson
economist and former-fattie
https://twitter.com/OzParadoxdotcom
Here's me, Emma Alberici and ABC TV's Lateline on the University of Sydney's Australian
Paradox: http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/content/2015/s4442720.htm
Here's my August 2017 update on the epic Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud. Did I really
bribe Vice-Chancellor Spence? http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf
During National Diabetes Week, I wrote to the Department of Health about "The scandalous
mistreatment of Australians with type 2 diabetes
(T2D)": http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDept-type2diabetes.pdf
Want to stop trends in your family and friends towards obesity, type 2 diabetes, heart disease and
various cancers? Stop eating and drinking
sugar: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xDaYa0AB8TQ&feature=youtu.be
Here's the diet advised by Dr Peter Brukner, recently the Australian cricket team's
doctor: http://www.peterbrukner.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/All-you-need-to-know-aboutLCHF1.pdf ; http://www.abc.net.au/catalyst/lowcarb/
A life in our times: Vale Alexander “Sandy” Robertson (19332015): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/AlecRobertson-born2oct33.pdf
Comments, criticisms, questions, compliments, whatever welcome at strathburnstation@gmail.com

www.strathburn.com
Strathburn Cattle Station is a proud partner of YALARI,
Australia's leading provider of quality boarding-school educations for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander teenagers. Check it out at http://www.strathburn.com/yalari.php

