
intervals. This means that there is a 95% probability that
the true risk rate lies somewhere on that line. The Sum-
mary risk rate of 1.28 indicates a 28% increase in bowel
cancer risk. This substantial increase is for much smaller
amounts of red meat than allowed on the CSIRO diet.

But wait there’s more
The CSIRO Total Wellbeing Diet is based, according to the
CSIRO web site, on a published study of 100 women for
12 weeks[12]. The women were split into 2 groups. One
followed a high meat diet and the other a high carbohydrate
diet. Guess what? Both groups lost the same amount of
weight.

A 12-month follow up study on the original 100 women
has just been published[13]. Guess what? Both the control
diet and the “magic” high protein diet group still lost the
same amount of weight. Did you see a press release about
this publication from CSIRO? They didn’t do one. The ac-
tual research was done in 2002, and they have known all
this time that there was nothing special about this diet —
except that it causes cancer. Even the supposed special ef-
fectiveness at reducing weight in people with high blood fat
levels (a big selling point of the diet) vanished in the follow
up study. Who would have guessed!

The most destructive diet on the planet
75% of all deforestation in Australia has been for live-
stock. Between 1990 and 2004, the cattle industry de-
forested approximately 400,000 hectares of land annually
in Australia in one of the biggest attacks on biodiversity
in the country’s history[14, 15]. The 3.1 million tonnes
of methane produced annually by these animals generates
more atmospheric warming than all of our coal fired power
stations[16]. The CSIRO diet also recommends that peo-
ple eat double the national average intake of fish. Australia
already imports 55% of the fish it consumes from some-
body else’s ocean — there simply aren’t enough fish in the
sea to satisfy this level of exploitation. Dairy products are
also big in the CSIRO diet. Dairy production in the Murray
Darling Basin uses about 9 times more water than fruit and
vegetable production combined – as well as far more than
rice and cotton[17].
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DOES CSIRO’S DIET
CAUSE BOWEL CANCER?

What the CSIRO Board knew

Documents obtained under Freedom of Information legis-
lation show that CSIRO researchers told the CSIRO Board
the truth about high red meat diets in April 2006. Here’s
what they told the board:

“Recent findings from [our] scientists have established that
diets high in red meat, processed meats and the dairy pro-
tein casein can significantly increase the risk of bowel can-
cer.”

What the CSIRO told the public

CSIRO’s Total Wellbeing Diet Book 2 claimed (p.37):

“Studies have shown that fresh red meat (beef and lamb) is
not a significant risk factor for bowel cancer.”

Would CSIRO lie to the Australian public? . . . read on.

ANIMAL LIBERATION INC. (SA)
WWW.ANIMALLIBERATION.ORG.AU

19 GREEN ST, BROMPTON, 5007
CBA
PH: 8340 8878

For more details than possible in this leaflet, see the April edition of “The
Monthly” magazine or the peer reviewed scientific Journal, Nutrition and
Dietetics[1].



BowelCancerinAustralia
Thereareover12,500newcasesofbowelcancereachyear
inAustraliaandover4,300deaths.Thenumberofnew
casesissimilartobreastandprostatecancer,butbowel
cancerkillsmorethaneitherofthese.50%morepeople
getbowelcancerthangetlungcancer.Thelifetimeriskof
bowelcancerinAustraliais1in26forwomenand1in17
formen[2].Wehavethehighestrateofbowelcancerinthe
world[3].

WorldCancerReseachFoundation
Lastyear’sWorldCancerResearchFoundationreportinto
nutrition,lifestyleandcanceridentifiedjust2foods—in
additiontoalcohol—asbeingconvincinglydemonstrated
tocausecancer.Theywereredmeatandprocessedmeat—
bacon,ham,salami,andthelike.

VictorianCancerCouncil
TheVictorianCancerCouncilhasestimatedthatifallAus-
tralianslimitedtheirredmeatconsumptionto4servesper
week,wewouldhave1,500fewernewcasesofbowelcan-
cerperyear.Ifpeoplelimitedtheirredmeattojust1serve
perweek,wewouldseeafurtherreductionof4,500cases.
Allup,thismeansthat6,000newcasesofbowelcancer
peryear—sixteenpeopleeveryday—getbowelcancer
duetoredmeat.About5peopleeverydayonlyfindout
abouttheirbowelcancerbybeingrushedtohospitalwitha
perforatedorblockedbowel.

RedMeatcausesDNADamage
CSIROresearchersaretestingandpatentingproductsthat
youcaneatwithredmeattoreducethedamageitdoesto
theDNAinyourcolon[4].Theyfeedratsredmeat,mea-
suretheDNAdamage,andthentestdifferentproductsthat
mightreducethedamage.Thisisawin-winsituationfor
CSIRO.Theycanmakemoneysellingyouapoisondiet
andmakemoresellingyouitsantidote—theproblemis
thattheproductstheyaretestingdon’tstopallthedamage,
andnobodyknowsiftheyworkinpeople.Allcancersstart
withdamagetoDNAinasinglecell.

TheNHMRCdietaryguidelines
WhentheNationalHealthandMedicalResearchCouncil
(NHMRC)wrotethe(stillcurrent)2003DietaryGuidelines
forAustralianAdultstheyignoredtheonly2meta-studies
(whichcombineresultsfrommultipleindividualstudies)on
theassociationbetweenredmeatandbowelcancer.Both
studies,thebestavailableevidenceatthetime,foundalink
betweenredmeatandbowelcancer.InsteadtheNHMRC
reliedheavilyonareportfroman“expertpanel”onthe
issue.Whoorganisedtheexpertpanelandpaidthechair-
man?MeatandLivestockAustralia[5].Guesswhatthe
panelsaid?—NotGuilty.TheCSIROisn’tthefirstorgan-
isationtoactasanMLAflunky.

Howisredmeatliketobacco?
Manyofthecarcinogensintobaccosmokearechemicals
calledNOCs(N-nitrosocompounds).Researchersinthe
UKfedpeoplevaryingamountsofredmeatandthenex-
aminedtheirfaecesforNOCs.Hereiswhattheyfound:
“Theexposuresfoundonthehighermeatdietswerecom-
parablewithothersourcesofN-nitrosocompounds(NOC)
suchastobaccosmoke[6]”.

Eatingredmeatisprettymuchlikesmokingcigarettes
throughyouranus.

Thescientistshavefoundthatitisthehemeironinred
meatthatcausestheNOCformation[7].Theironyisthat
thisironisamajornutritionalreasonforeatingredmeat.
Non-hemeironinplantsdoesn’tleadtoNOCformation.
Theremaininglinksinthechainfromredmeattocan-
cerhavebeendemonstratedrecentlyinhumans[8]—red
meatleadstoNOCswhichproduceDNAdamagingcom-
pounds.TheseinturnproduceDNAdamagelikethatfound
inbowelcancertissue.BoththeNOCsandcellswithpre-
ciselytheright(meaningdangerous)DNAdamagearein-
creasedinthefaecesofpeopleeatingredmeat.

Fordecades,thetobaccoindustrydeniedthattobacco
causedlungcancer.Researchersslowlydottedevery’i’and
crossedevery’t’untiltherewasnodoubt.That’sexactly
whathasnowhappenedwithredmeat.Tobaccocompanies
usedtobuydoctorstotouttheirproducts,nowthemeatin-
dustrygivesCSIROresearchmoneyandCSIROpromotes
itscancercausingproduct.Theparallelsarestriking.

Aswiththetobaccocompaniesofold,MeatandLivestock
Australiatargetchildrenwiththeiradvertising—telling
themliesaboutredmeatmakingourbrainsgrow.Itisclear
thatMLAaimstodoitsbesttoensureAustraliakeepsits
positionasthebowelcancercapitoloftheworld.

Researchingthebodycount
Therearenow3meta-analyses[9,10,11]intothelinkbe-
tweenredandprocessedmeatandbowelcancer.These
meta-analysescombinetheresultsofindividualstudies
whichcompareratesofbowelcancerinpeopleeatingdif-
ferentlevelsofredandprocessedmeat.Forexample,the
latestmeta-analysis[11]in2006combinedresultsfrom15
studiestocalculatetheincreasedriskofbowelcancerwith
redmeatconsumption.Thefourthstudyfromthebottom
(Englishetal)inthefollowingFigureisbytheVictorian
CancerCouncil.

0.511.5234

Combined1.28(1.15–1.42)
Noratetal.2005
Chaoetal.2005
(F)Larssonetal.2005
Englishetal.2004
(M)Weietal2004
(F)Weietal2004
(F)Floodetal2003
Tiermersimaetal2002
Jarvinenetal2000
(M)Pietinenetal1999
Singhetal1998
(M)Hsingetal1998
Chenetal1998
(F)Katoetal1997
(F)Bosticketal1994

Ineachcasetheresultofastudyisrepresentedabovebya
littleboxwithahorizontallinerunningthroughit.Ifthe
littleboxistotherightoftheverticallinemarker“1”,then
thestudyfoundratesofcancerincreasedwithredmeat.Ifit
istotheleft,thenredmeatdecreasedcancerrates.Allstud-
iesreportedincreasedratesofbowelcancerwithredmeat
consumption.Thehorizontalbarsarethe95%confidence


