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'There is convincing scientific evidence that eating
processed meat increases bowel cancer risk and this is

why WCRF recommends people avoid [it]'
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Colorectal cancer is depressingly common, with more than
40,000 new diagnoses in the UK alone every year. It is also the
second biggest cancer killer, with only malignancy of the lung
exacting a higher death toll. For a cure or prolonged survival,
major surgery is essential, with around half of patients living for
five years or more afterwards.

Despite its incidence, as an emergency doctor, it is rare for me

to make a first diagnosis of colorectal cancer. | usually attend
patients in whom the disease is advanced enough to manifest some of its deeply
unpleasant complications. Frequently, this is when a large tumour has blocked the
bowel, causing agonising abdominal pain and bloating.

Surgery for colorectal lesions is highly invasive and, with the opening of the
gastrointestinal tract, carries major potential for bacterial contamination. As
a result, we see wound infections, abscesses and septicaemia not infrequently
in emergency settings. However, probably the most common reason for bowel
cancer patients to need urgent, out-of-hours care is due to secondary cancers in
the liver, brain or bones. These deposits cause significant suffering, as can the
chemotherapy or radiotherapy employed to shrink them. These treatments send
blood counts crashing and immunity plummeting.

| need no reminding, therefore, that bowel cancer is a big deal. It is curable if
caught early, but as many sufferers are diagnosed in the late stages of illness as
they are in the earliest, with most being diagnosed somewhere in between.

It is well known that habits (and physical health) established in childhood are
often perpetuated into adulthood, by which time they are ingrained and harder
to alter. This is why | find it so shocking, so profoundly unethical, that the meat
industry appears determined to ensure that no meaningful steps are taken to rein
in the consumption of its carcinogenic products.
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The evidence presented in this report is conclusive — red meat, especially in its

processed forms, is a potent cause of bowel cancer. It is accepted as such by
almost every major health body in the world, including the NHS in the UK and the
World Health Organization globally.

It is worth recalling that the massive Harvard study, published in 2012, followed
120,000 people over 28 years. It showed that people who consumed a serving
(defined as 85g) of unprocessed red meat per day had a 10 per cent increased
risk of dying from cancer, compared with people who ate very little or no red
meat. For those who ate a daily helping of processed meat — for example, two
slices of bacon or one hot dog — the risk of cancer death was elevated by 16 per
cent. The researchers estimated that 9.3 per cent of all deaths in men and 7.6
per cent in women could have been prevented if all the individuals in the study
consumed less than 40g of red meat per day.

As is set out in this report, the parallels between the widely reviled attempts
by tobacco companies to stall tighter controls on their products, and the tactics
used by ‘Big Meat’, are uncanny. The stark truth is that vested interests must be
perfectly aware that their output causes death and disease. Such behaviour is
not novel, but that does not make it any less cynical. The industry will not rein
itself in, and we must also consider whether governments are in hock to industry
pleading, and whether they are likely to voluntarily engage in meaningful health
promotion. Thus far, only feeble attempts to wean the public off even the most
malign products have been made. This is not acceptable. The public must be told
the facts: processed red meat kills. A health warning and an age-restriction on
sales is the minimum we ask at this point.

Dr Adrian Stallwood
Specialty Doctor in Emergency Medicine
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THE ‘NO SAFE LIMIT' CAMPAIGN

There is no safe limit for the consumption of processed red meat, just as there is no
safe limit for the smoking of tobacco. Both products are known to increase the risk of
cancer and yet only one is subject to restriction and regulation. For the sake of public
health, Animal Aid believes there should be a uniform policy relating to the sale of these
carcinogenic products. That means:

e Health warnings should be issued for processed red meat products
at their point of sale, either on the packaging itself or on the menu in
restaurants and food outlets

e There should be a ban on the sale of processed red meat products to
people under the age of 18

It is clear that processed red meat is damaging the health of the British public, as well
as placing a significant burden on the NHS, and that much more needs to be done to
educate the public about its dangers. Placing warning labels on all relevant food items
is an essential first step. As well as offering consumers a more informed choice, it would
bring these items in line with other carcinogenic products, such as cigarettes.

Adults are capable of making informed decisions about the risks they take relating to
smoking, drinking or the food they eat. But children are often unable to grasp fully the
implications of their actions.

We accept that some parents may still wish to serve their children processed red meat
products at home, despite the risks, and we do not propose legislation to prevent that,
in the same way that there is no legislation to prevent children from smoking in private.
But we are calling for consistency in how carcinogenic products are marketed and sold.

WHAT IS PROCESSED RED MEAT?

y

It is clear that
processed red
meat is damaging
the health of the
British public, as
well as placing

a significant
burden on the
NHS

Processed red meat refers to any kind of non-poultry meat (pork, lamb, beef, etc) that has gone through a
process such as smoking, salting or curing. Such products include, but are not limited to: bacon, ham,
sausages, salami, pepperoni, bologna, pastrami and hot dogs. These treatments were used to preserve
the meat in times before the invention of refrigeration but, even though we no longer need to preserve

meats in this way, the products are still widely consumed.
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It has long been established that processed red meat products are bad for human health. Their high saturated
fat and salt content are well known to increase the risk of cardiovascular disease, obesity and stroke. For many
years, doctors have advised patients with these conditions to reduce their intake of such products, or cut them
out entirely. However, in more recent years increasing evidence has emerged that processed red meat also causes
cancer, most notably colorectal or bowel cancer.

THE CANCER CONNECTION

The first scientific study to establish a clear link between the consumption of red meat and an increased risk
of bowel cancer was published in 1990,' but was preceded by numerous anecdotal reports. Whilst this initial
study did not differentiate between processed and unprocessed red meat, it prompted much further research and,
since then, scientists have amassed a wealth of evidence linking the consumption of processed red meat with an
increased risk of bowel cancer.

The numerous highly respected organisations to have conducted studies establishing a link between processed red
meat and bowel cancer include:

National Institutes of Health (USA)?
The American Cancer Society?

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (part of the World Health Organization)*
World Cancer Research Fund*®

The Cancer Council Victoria (Australia)’

Swiss Cancer Research Fund?®

Dutch Cancer Society®

The following organisations also established a link between processed red meat and cancer generally:

e National Cancer Institute (USA)*
e Harvard School of Public Health'!

These organisations — and the many others that have conducted studies — are highly regarded in the world of
medical research. Their studies were also extensive in their scope. The investigation by the International Agency
for Research on Cancer, for example, followed 478,000 people in ten European countries.’” The American Cancer
Society study examined the eating habits of 148,610 people across 21 states over 19 years.*

Despite these studies examining varied populations and using different
methodologies, they came to the same conclusion: the consumption of
processed red meat increases the risk of developing bowel cancer.

Two of the studies found that eating processed red meat can as much as double the chances
of developing bowel cancer.'***> Importantly, several of them also established a ‘dose-
response’ relationship: the more processed red meat eaten, the greater the risk
of developing bowel cancer. One report concluded that for every additional 25g
of processed red meat consumed per day (equivalent to less than half a pork
sausage), the risk of developing bowel cancer increased by 49 per cent.’®
This not only suggests that there is no ‘safe limit’ of processed red meat
consumption, but is also suggestive of a causal link between the products

and the disease.
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OFFICIAL RECOGNITION

The World Cancer Research Fund (WCRF) — a well-respected research charity committed to cancer prevention —
has made it clear that it accepts there is a definite link between processed red meat and bowel cancer. In its 2007
report, Food, Nutrition, Physical Activity, and the Prevention of Cancer: a Global Perspective, the WCRF not only
states that ‘the evidence that red meats and processed meats are a cause of colorectal cancer is convincing’, it
recommends that processed red meat should be ‘avoided’ altogether.” By 2009, it was advising parents that they
should not feed processed meat products to their children.®*°

Here in the UK, the Department of Health acknowledges that a link between processed red meat and bowel
cancer exists and has advised that people should limit their daily intake to no more than 70g of processed and
unprocessed red meat combined — equivalent to one sausage or two pieces of bacon.?° Whilst this recommendation
is weaker than that given by the WCREF, it at least acknowledges that there is a problem and is a concrete measure
intended to reduce the deaths caused by bowel cancer.

The link between processed red meat and bowel cancer is also acknowledged by many in the world of cancer
research and treatment. The organisations Cancer Research UK, Bowel Cancer UK and Beating Bowel Cancer have
statements to this effect on their websites.??*?* Scientists investigating other causes of bowel cancer have also
begun adjusting their results to account for the bias that red meat consumption will have on their figures.?*%>2¢

R 2011 study found that approximately one fifth of bowel cancer cases in the UK
in 2010 could be attributed to the consumption of processed and unprocessed
red meat.”’

BOWEL AND LUNG CANCER

6

Bowel and lung cancer are both major public health issues around the world. According to the most
recent figures, bowel cancer is the third most common cancer in the UK for both men and women, while
lung cancer is the second most common cancer for both genders.*®

Lung cancer rates peaked in men in the late 1970s and have since been reducing, thanks to the decline
in smoking.?® However, bowel cancer incidence rates in men have increased by 29 per cent since 1975. In
women, lung cancer rates increased by 45 per cent over the same period,*° while bowel cancer incidence
rates have also risen but more slowly.**

In 2010, around 42,000 people were diagnosed with lung cancer in the UK (with almost 34,900 people
dying from the disease that same year)?*? while 40,695 people were diagnosed with bowel cancer (with
15,708 deaths).**

Only 54 per cent of people diagnosed with bowel cancer survive for five or more years.** For lung cancer,
that figure is 10 per cent.*®

Bowel cancer costs the NHS in England £1.1bn per year®® (with around one-fifth of cases thought to be due
to eating processed red meats®’), while the cost of treating cancers caused by
smoking is £0.6bn a year.*® A 2011 report by Oxford University found that poor
diet now costs the NHS more than cigarettes or alcohol.*

| NO SRFE LIMIT




BIG TOBACCO AND THE MEAT INDUSTRY — SMOKE AND MIRRORS

When the first scientific reports establishing a link between lung cancer and smoking were published in 1950%414%
4344 the tobacco industry quickly started a campaign to undermine the research. This strategy intensified over

the following decades, and cost the lives of an untold number of people who died from preventable respiratory
diseases.

More recently, we have seen the start of the meat industry’s campaign to mitigate the impact of the established
link between processed red meat and bowel cancer, a campaign that mirrors the pro-smoking lobby’s strategy. In

this section we examine some of the methods employed to protect profits, even at the cost of human health, and
we reveal the flaws in the arguments being put forward.

TACTIC 1— CASTING DOUBT ON THE RESEARCH

Casting doubt on research was one of the first deflection tactics used by the tobacco industry. An
early example is the ‘Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers’,* an advert commissioned by several
major companies and which appeared in newspapers and magazines across the USA on 4th January
1954. The ‘Frank Statement’ was a direct challenge to some of the first studies that found a link
between smoking and lung cancer. It stated that ‘there is no proof that cigarette smoking is one
of the causes [of lung cancer]’ and that ‘statistics purporting to link cigarette smoking with the
disease could apply with equal force to any one of many aspects of modern life’. Of course, it is now

I : B firmly established that smoking causes

——- = lung cancer but even at the time the
A Frank Statement

‘Frank Statement’ was published the
evidence was strong and growing.

to Cigarette Smokers

The most damning evidence of the
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tobacco industry’s attempts to cast
doubt over the health impacts of
smoking comes from within the
industry itself. Inaleaked 1972 internal
memo from the US Tobacco Institute,
Vice President Fred Panzer stated
that ‘for twenty years, this industry
has employed a single strategy to
defend itself... creating doubt about
the health charge without actually
denying it; advocating the public’s
right to smoke, without actually
urging them to take up the practice;
encouraging objective  scientific
research as the only way to resolve
the question of health hazard’.*
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MEAT INDUSTRY

A principle method used to undermine the link between processed red meat and bowel cancer is to
spread, via the media, doubt about the science behind it. One tactic is to set up an ‘independent’
group through which experts can voice their doubts. An example is the Meat Advisory Panel — a
joint initiative by the British Pig Executive (BPEX), English Beef and Lamb Executive (EBLEX) and Meat
Promotion Wales (Hybu Cig Cymru). Members of the Meat Advisory Panel are frequently quoted in
the media speaking out against some of the cancer studies that connect the disease to meat.

One of its key independent spokespeople is nutritionist, Dr
Carrie Ruxton. She spent five years with the Sugar Bureau, and
has performed 'fee paid work' for companies including Bernard
Matthews Farms and Coca Cola, as well as for the British Egg
Industry Council, BPEX and EBLEX.*

Following publication of the Harvard study in 2012 Dr Ruxton
stated that “...the study was observational, not controlled, and so
cannot be used to determine cause and effect’.*® Whilst it is true
that the research did not establish the exact mechanism by which processed red meat causes bowel
cancer, this does not mean the study is invalid or inaccurate. For at least 150 years epidemiological
studies like this have repeatedly established links between diseases and their causes, long before the
exact mechanism is understood — smoking and lung cancer being a prime example.

Maureen Strong, a Nutrition Manager who also works for EBLEX and BPEX, is similarly critical. Of
the 2007 WCRF report she said: ‘As the evidence is based on prospective observational studies,
confounding factors such as smoking or obesity may have influenced the findings.” This is in fact not
true. It is good scientific practice to adjust figures to compensate for other risk factors and several of
the studies examined in the WCRF report categorically state doing this, especially those that found
bowel cancer and processed red meat to be linked.>%5%5253

TACTIC 2 — COUNTER-RESEARCH

In 1953, a number of tobacco companies paid for the creation of the Tobacco
Industry Research Committee (TIRC) — later renamed the Council of Tobacco
Research — on the advice of public relations company Hill & Knowlton, which
initially ran the TIRC.>* The TIRC'’s stated aim was to ‘to aid and assist research
into tobacco use and health’,>* but much of the research it funded sought
causes of lung cancer that were unrelated to smoking, such as genetic and
environmental factors.>® This was aimed at undermining links to tobacco. The
TIRC widely publicised the fact that it provided millions of dollars worth of
funding to medical research to demonstrate a commitment to public health.

Sadly, such activities are not restricted to the 1950s. When research in 1992
found a link between second-hand smoke and Sudden Infant Death Syndrome
(SIDS),*” tobacco company Philip Morris commissioned two ‘independent
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reviews’ of the findings. The second of these reviews, written by Frank Sullivan and Susan Barlow,
initially concluded that there was indeed a link between second-hand smoke and SIDS. Scientific
executives from Philip Morris ‘encouraged’ Sullivan to change his original conclusions®® and when the
report was published in 2001 it stated that whilst smoking during pregnancy had an impact on infants’
health, the effects of postnatal second-hand smoke were ‘less well established’.>®

MEAT INDUSTRY

Various interests within the meat industry have commissioned and funded research
that aims to either disprove the link between processed red meat and bowel cancer
or that demonstrates ‘health benefits’ of processed red meat products, while
whitewashing the link to cancer. One clear example is the publication Red Meat
and Processed Meat Consumption and Cancer funded by the National Cattlemen's
Beef Association and The National Pork Board in the USA.®° This report attempts
to disprove links between red meat and cancer through a critique of the research.
According to the WCRF, whose research was particularly singled out for criticism,
the Cattlemen’s document was not a comprehensive review of the available science,
nor was it made available for peer review. Dubbing it more ‘spin than science’, the
WCREF said: ‘There is simply no comparison between the WCRF Expert Report — a
systematic, transparent, peer-reviewed project that took five years to complete,
involved independent teams of investigators across the globe, and was overseen by an international
panel of leading experts on cancer and nutrition — and the NCBA’s technical summary, which was
prepared by a small team with little background in nutrition.’¢!

Another scientific study, which was widely reported in the press in 2010, claimed to have found that
a high-fat breakfast of bacon, sausages and eggs was the healthiest start to the day. 526345 However,
the study itself did not use any of these food items, but rather involved feeding mice a special high-fat
mouse feed.®® Another fact not mentioned in many of the news reports on the study was that it was
partly funded by Kraft Foods,®”% one of the largest manufacturers of processed red meat products in
the USA.

TACTIC 3 — ACCENTUATE THE POSITIVES (JUST DON'T MENTION THE NEGATIVES)

In the 1930s, the tobacco industry, seeking to expand its market, targeted women
through advertising. One message was that smoking would help women to remain
slender.®® This was a tactic that continued well into the 1950s with the Cornell
Drug Corporation’s ‘“Trim Reducing-Aid Cigarettes’, long after it had emerged that
cigarettes cause lung cancer.”

We now know that nicotine activates certain neurons in the brain that signal
that the body has had enough to eat, thereby suppressing the appetite.”* But in
focusing on the positive benefit of smoking without stating that there are other
ways to stay slim, and without mentioning the overwhelming negative effects that
were starting to be known, the tobacco industry sought to mislead consumers.
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MEAT INDUSTRY

The meat industry’s promotional materials often focus
on iron, as there is no doubt that there is plenty of this

|
mineral in meat. In a 2011 Meat Trades Journal articleon L\ft WOH
bowel cancer and processed red meat, Dr Ruxton issued 3_4 t|mes
a serious message aimed, again, at women: ‘Because
meat is one of the best sources of easily absorbed iron in a WeER

the diet, UK women who cut down on red meat could be
putting their health at risk.””?

|
This stark warning neglects to mention that there are
numerous other good sources of iron — such as pulses, |
nuts, green vegetables and dried fruits”® —that do not come

with the increased risk of bowel cancer associated with |
processed red meat. =

TACTIC 4 — TARGETING MEDICAL PROFESSIONALS

As concerns about smoking-related health problems began to emerge in the 1930s and 1940s, many
of the leading tobacco companies ran adverts in medical journals claiming that their brand was

healthierthananotherinthe hopethatdoctorswould recommend
them to their patients. Philip Morris was a leader in this strategy,
commissioning adverts with headings such as ‘For patients with
irritation of the nose and throat’ and ‘In advising patients on
smoking’.”* Many tobacco companies also incorporated doctors
and medical experts into adverts to promote a healthy image
for smoking. Camel cigarettes adopted the slogan ‘More doctors
smoke Camels than any other cigarette’ for a long-running
campaign throughout the 1940s,”> and Philip Morris even ran

an advert claiming that ‘Leading Nose and Throat Specialists
[Py r—————— Suggest... Change to Philip Morris!’7®

: 2l et
VMore Doctors SMOKE CAMELS | |
AN ANY ﬂl'“ER ﬂ[GﬁRl':l'l']‘: When news of the link between smoking and lung cancer
s i began to emerge, many of these attempts to target doctors

e [ and incorporate them into promotional campaigns came to

an end. Public relations company Hill & Knowlton advised
that such associations were no longer viable and may even
_-: 4= | draw attention to the ‘health scare’.”” However, some
manufacturers, such as the Lorillard Tobacco Company,

continued to recruit doctors to promote their cigarettes
through adverts in medical journals right up until 1953. This was finally stopped when the Journal of
the American Medical Association banned tobacco adverts in its publications.”
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MEAT INDUSTRY

Itisclearthatthe meatindustryisconcernedabouthealthcare professionalsadvising peopletocutdown
their processed red meat consumption on the basis of its link to bowel cancer. Ahead of

the publication of the 2007 WCRF report, Richard Lowe, the director general of the
Meat & Livestock Commission (MLC) addressed the 2007 British Meat Processors
Association conference on the issue.
He stated: ‘If the report is going to do

“The Meat & Livestock Commission (MLC) is set ko |  'ons term damage, it will come from

start targeting the medical profession on nutrition | doctors and healthcare professionals

; A : 4 I as it will impact through the advice
miatters, in a bid to head fo pot“enhaqu damaging | they give to their patients.” However,
cancer claims. '

— .~ a subsequent article in the Meat

S —— " e i

- —r S Trades Journal made it clear that the
MLC planned to take proactive steps in preventing doctors from advising people to stop eating cancer-
causing meat products, stating: ‘The Meat & Livestock Commission (MLC) is set to start targeting the
medical profession on nutrition matters, in a bid to head off potentially damaging cancer claims.” &

OTHER TACTICS

Other tactics that have been used by both industries to minimise the impact of links to cancer include:

e Marketing to children, who do not appreciate the risks and may form life-long consumer habits
—including the use of cartoon characters such as Joe Camel®! and the Flintstones®? in the case of
the tobacco industry and Ronald McDonald and the Peperami ‘animal’ character in the case of
the meat industry.

e Corporate social responsibility schemes to whitewash health risks and improve public image —
such as the Fresh Produce Initiative to provide food banks with the facility to store and distribute
fresh fruit and vegetables. During the 1990s this scheme was sponsored by both Philip Morris
tobacco company and Kraft Foods, one of the largest manufacturers of processed red meat
products.?

e Funding ‘astroturf’ groups (fake grassroots organisations that give the illusion of popular
support) — The Centre for Consumer Freedom, originally established with funding from Philip
Morris,® is just such an organisation and has run campaigns against calls to ban smoking in
restaurants. It has also received funding from the meat industry, including Tyson Foods Inc.,?*> and
regularly criticises those who raise health risks associated with meat and processed red meat
products.2®

¢ Denigrating opponents rather than addressing legitimate concerns — examples include tobacco
industry funded group ‘Forest’ referring to anti-smoking campaigners as ‘health fascists’,®” whilst
The Centre for Consumer Freedom has publicly referred to vegetarian campaigners as ‘anti-meat
zealots’ and ‘food radicals’.®

It took several decades to get a full picture of the public relations strategy used by the tobacco industry to put
profits ahead of public health. A similar picture is beginning to emerge for the meat industry — and is even being
reported in the media®® — but it may take some time before we appreciate the full scale of the enterprise, or the full
impact on human health and mortality.
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Itis clear, however, that the meat industry is concerned by the evidence linking processed red meat to bowel cancer
and what this will mean for its profits. A 2011 article in Meat Science articulated this point:

'If these recommendations [to avoid processed red meat] were adhered
to, cancer incidence may be reduced, but farmers and [the] meat industry
would suffer important economical problems.” =

CONCLUSION

12

The fact that processed red meat is linked to an increased risk of bowel cancer has been firmly established by
numerous scientists; it has been acknowledged by leading health and cancer charities; and even the British
government accepts the link. But to date, there have been no measures taken to properly educate the public and
to dissuade them from consuming these products. This is despite the rising annual death toll. Urgent action is
required to reverse the trend, in line with steps taken to combat lung cancer.’*

Like the tobacco industry, the meat industry cannot be relied upon to address this issue itself. Various industry
elements are already seeking to attack and undermine efforts even to raise awareness of the problem. The
government must, therefore, act.

Legislation is needed to warn people at the point of sale of the hazards
of ealting processed red meat and to ensure that children, who may not
appreciate the risks, are protected from the carcinogenic properties of these
foodstuffs.

Animal Aid believes these demands are both reasonable and proportionate. The World Cancer Research Fund has
already advised parents not to give processed red meat products to their children® and, in the USA, the Physicians
Committee for Responsible Medicine (PCRM) has called for processed meat products to carry health warning
labels.”* PCRM has also brought a lawsuit against several manufacturers of processed meat products on behalf of
plaintiffs who had purchased hotdogs without knowing they caused cancer. Such legal cases may become more
common in future as a result of the absence of health warning labels to alert the public.

There is no safe limit for the consumption of processed red meat.
So, for the sake of public health, these carcinogenic products should

be restricted, in line with that other prime cancer-causing agent,
tobacco.

Written and researched by Ben Martin

| NO SRFE LIMIT



REFERENCES

1 Willett WC, Stampfer MJ, Colditz GA, Rosner BA, Speizer FE.
Relation of meat, fat, and fiber intake to the risk of colon cancer
in a prospective study among women. N Engl J Med 1990;
323:1664-72.

2 Wei EK, Giovannucci E, Wu K, Rosner B, Fuchs CS, Willett WC,
Colditz GA. Comparison of Risk Factors for Colon and Rectal
Cancer. Int J Cancer 2004 (20 January); 108(3):433-442.

3 Chao A, Thin MJ, Connell CJ, McCullough ML, Jacobs EJ,
Flanders WD, Rodriguez C, Sinha R, Calle EE. Meat Consumption
and Risk of Colorectal Cancer. JAMA 2005; 293(2):172-182.

4 Norat T, et al. Meat, Fish, and Colorectal Cancer Risk: The
European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition.
J Natl Cancer Inst 2005 (15 June); 97(12):906-916.

5 World Cancer Research Fund / American Institute for Cancer
Research. Food, Nutrition and the Prevention of Cancer: A
Global Perspective. Washington DC: AICR, 1997.

6 World Cancer Research Fund / American Institute for Cancer
Research. Food, Nutrition, Physical Activity, and the Prevention
of Cancer: a Global Perspective. Washington DC: A/CR, 2007.

7 English DR, Maclnnis RJ, Hodge AM, Hopper JL, Haydon AM,
Giles GG. Red Meat, Chicken, and Fish Consumption and Risk
of Colorectal Cancer. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2004
(September); 13:1509.

8 Levi F, Pasche C, La Vecchia C, Lucchini F, Franceschi S. Food
groups and colorectal cancer risk. British Journal of Cancer
1999; 79(7/8):1283-1287.

9 Goldbohm RA, van den Brandt PA, van 't Veer P, Brants HAM,
Dorant E, Sturmans F, Hermus RJJ. A Prospective Cohort Study
on the Relation between Meat Consumption and the Risk of
Colon Cancer. Cancer Res 1994 (1 February); 54:718.

10 Sinha R, Cross AJ, Graubard BI, Leitzmann MF, Schatzkin A.
Meat intake and mortality: a prospective study of over half a
million people. Arch Intern Med 2009 (23 March); 169(6):562-
571.

11 Pan A, Sun Q, Bernstein AM, Schulze MB, Manson JE,
Stampfer MJ, Willett WC, Hu FB. Red Meat Consumption and
Mortality — Results From 2 Prospective Cohort Studies. Arch
Intern Med 2012 (9 April); 172(7):555-563.

12 Norat T, et al. Meat, Fish, and Colorectal Cancer Risk: The
European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition.
J Natl Cancer Inst 2005 (15 June); 97(12):906-916.

13 Chao A, Thin MJ, Connell CJ, McCullough ML, Jacobs EJ,
Flanders WD, Rodriguez C, Sinha R, Calle EE. Meat Consumption
and Risk of Colorectal Cancer. JAMA 2005; 293(2):172-182.

14 English DR, Maclnnis RJ, Hodge AM, Hopper JL, Haydon AM,
Giles GG. Red Meat, Chicken, and Fish Consumption and Risk
of Colorectal Cancer. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2004
(September); 13:1509.

15 Levi F, Pasche C, La Vecchia C, Lucchini F, Franceschi S. Food
groups and colorectal cancer risk. British Journal of Cancer
1999; 79(7/8):1283-1287.

16 Chao A, Thin MJ, Connell CJ, McCullough ML, Jacobs EJ,
Flanders WD, Rodriguez C, Sinha R, Calle EE. Meat Consumption

and Risk of Colorectal Cancer. JAMA 2005; 293(2):172-182.

17 World Cancer Research Fund / American Institute for Cancer
Research. Food, Nutrition, Physical Activity, and the Prevention
of Cancer: a Global Perspective. Washington DC: AICR, 2007.
18 Moir J. Eating a ham sarnie causes cancer? These ham-fisted
food fascists are just pig ignorant. Daily Mail; 18 August 2009.
19 Campbell D. Children risk cancer by eating salami and ham,
warns charity. The Guardian; 17 August 2009.

20 NHS. Red meat and the risk of bowel cancer. http://www.
nhs.uk/Livewell/Goodfood/Pages/red-meat.aspx — Accessed 13
June 2013.

21 Cancer Research UK. Bowel cancer risk factors. www.
cancerresearchuk.org/cancerinfo/cancerstats/types/bowel/
riskfactors/bowel-cancer-risk-factors — Accessed 14 June 2013.
22 Bowel Cancer UK. Red & processed meat risk. http://www.
bowelcanceruk.org.uk/understanding-bowel-cancer/diet-
exercise-%281%29/red-processed-meat/ — Accessed 14 June
2013.

23 Beating Bowel Cancer. Prevention. http://www.
beatingbowelcancer.org/prevention — Accessed 14 June 2013.
24 Terry P, Giovannucci E, Michels KB, Bergkvist L, Hansen H,
Holmberg L, Wolk A. Fruit, Vegetables, Dietary Fiber, and Risk of
Colorectal Cancer. J Natl Cancer Inst 2001 (4 April); 93(7):525-
533.

25 Giovannucci E, Rimm EB, Ascherio A, Stampfer MJ, Colditz
GA, Willett WC. Alcohol, low-methionine--low-folate folate diets
and risk of colon cancer in men. J Nat/ Cancer Inst 1995 (15
February); 87(4):265-273.

26 Michels KB, Willett WC, Fucjs CS, Giovannucci E. Coffee, Tea,
and Caffeine Consumption and Incidence of Colon and Rectal
Cancer. J Natl Cancer Inst 2005 (16 February); 97(4):282-292.
27 Parkin DM. 5. Cancers attributable to dietary factors in the
UK in 2010 — Il. Meat consumption. British Journal of Cancer
2011 (6 December); 105(Suppl 2):524-526.

28 Cancer Research UK. Lung cancer Key Facts. http://www.
cancerresearchuk.org/cancer-info/cancerstats/keyfacts/
lungcancer/cancerstats-key-facts-on-lung-cancer-and-smoking —
Accessed 27 June 2013.

29 Ibid.

30 Ibid.

31 Cancer Research UK. Bowel cancer incidence statistics.
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/cancer-info/cancerstats/
types/bowel/incidence/ — Accessed 27 June 2013.

32 Cancer Research UK. Lung cancer Key Facts. http://www.
cancerresearchuk.org/cancerinfo/cancerstats/keyfacts/lung-
cancer/cancerstats-key-facts-on-lung-cancer-and-smoking —
Accessed 27 June 2013.

33 Cancer Research UK. Cancer Statistics Report: Cancer
Mortality In The UK In 2010. May 2013.

34 Cancer Research UK. Cancer Survival Statistics. http://
www.cancerresearchuk.org/cancerinfo/cancerstats/survival/ —
Accessed 14 June 2013.

35 Cancer Research UK. Lung cancer Key Facts. http://www.

ANIMALRID.ORG.UK 13



cancerresearchuk.org/cancerinfo/cancerstats/keyfacts/lung-
cancer/cancerstats-key-facts-on-lung-cancer-and-smoking —
Accessed 27 June 2013.

36 Trueman P et al. Bowel Cancer Services: Costs and Benefits.
York Health Economics Consortium and University of Sheffield;
April 2007.

37 Parkin DM. 5. Cancers attributable to dietary factors in the
UK in 2010 - Il. Meat consumption. British Journal of Cancer
2011 (6 December); 105(Suppl 2):524-S26.

38 BBC News. Smoking disease costs NHS £5bn. http://news.
bbc.co.uk/1/hi/health/8086142.stm — Accessed 28 June 2013.
39 Donnelly L. Junk food Britain costs the NHS more than
cigarettes or alcohol. The Telegraph; 15 May 2011.

40 Doll R, Hill AB. Smoking and carcinoma of the lung.
Preliminary report. Br Med J 1950 (30 September);
2(4682):739-748.

41 Wynder EL, Graham EA. Tobacco smoking as a possible
etiologic factor in bronchogenic carcinoma. JAMA 1950 (27
May); 143:329-336.

42 Levin ML, Goldstein H, Gerhardt PR. Cancer and tobacco
smoking. JAMA 1950 (27 May); 143(4):336-338.

43 Mills CA, Porter MM. Tobacco smoking habits and cancer
of the mouth and respiratory system. Cancer Res 1950
(September); 10(9):539-542.

44 Schrek R, Baker LA, Ballard GP, Dolgoff S. Tobacco smoking
as an etiologic factor in disease. Cancer Res 1950 (January);
10(1):49-58.

45 Tobacco Industry Research Committee. A Frank Statement to
Cigarette Smokers. 4 January 1954 [Obtained from the Legacy
Tobacco Documents Library, University of California.]

46 Bates C, Rowell A. Tobacco Explained — The truth about the
tobacco industry ...in its own words. Action on Smoking and
Health; 25 June 1998.

47 Food Standards Agency. Dr Carrie Ruxton SFAC member.
http://www.food.gov.uk/scotland/about-fsascotland/
advisorycommittee/sfacmembersbranch/carrieruxtonsfac#.
Uc1u4ODSZKE — Accessed 28 June 2013.

48 Pan A, Sun Q, Bernstein AM, Schulze MB, Manson JE,
Stampfer MJ, Willett WC, Hu FB. Red Meat Consumption and
Mortality — Results From 2 Prospective Cohort Studies. Arch
Intern Med 2012 (9 April); 172(7):555-563.

49 Press Association. Eating red meat raises 'substantially’ risk

of cancer or heart disease death. The Guardian; 12 March 2012.

50 Giovannucci E, Rimm EB, Stampfer MJ, Colditz GA, Ascherio
A, Willett WC. Intake of fat, meat, and fiber in relation to risk
of colon cancer in men. Cancer Res 1994 (1 May); 54(9):2390-
2397.

51 English DR, Maclnnis RJ, Hodge AM, Hopper JL, Haydon AM,
Giles GG. Red Meat, Chicken, and Fish Consumption and Risk
of Colorectal Cancer. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2004
(September); 13:1509.

52 Norat T, et al. Meat, Fish, and Colorectal Cancer Risk: The
European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition.
J Natl Cancer Inst 2005 (15 June); 97(12):906-916.

53 Wei EK, Giovannucci E, Wu K, Rosner B, Fuchs CS, Willett

14 NO SAFE LIMIT

WC, Colditz GA. Comparison of Risk Factors for Colon and Rectal
Cancer. Int J Cancer 2004 (20 January); 108(3):433-442.

54 Tobacco Tactics (University of Bath). Tobacco Industry
Research Committee. http://www.tobaccotactics.org/index.
php/Tobacco_Industry_Research_Committee — Accessed 17
June 2013.

55 Tobacco Industry Research Committee. By-Laws of the
Tobacco Industry Research Committee — I. Purposes and
Objectives. 1 January 1954. [Obtained from the Legacy Tobacco
Documents Library, University of California.]

56 Tobacco Tactics (University of Bath). Tobacco Industry
Research Committee. http://www.tobaccotactics.org/index.
php/Tobacco_Industry_Research_Committee — Accessed 17
June 2013.

57 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Respiratory
Health Effects of Passive Smoking: Lung Cancer and Other
Disorders. December 1992.

58 Tong EK, England L, Glantz SA. Changing conclusions on
secondhand smoke in a sudden infant death syndrome review
funded by the tobacco industry. Pediatrics 2005 (3 March);
115(3):e356-e366.

59 Sullivan FM, Barlow SM. Review of risk factors for sudden
infant death syndrome. Paediatr Perinat Epidemiol 2001 (April);
15(2):144-200.

60 Alexander DD. Red Meat and Processed Meat Consumption
and Cancer — A Technical Summary of the Epidemiological
Evidence. Research & Knowledge Management (National
Cattlemen's Beef Association); January 2010.

61 World Cancer Research Fund. Press Release — Meat
Industry’s Cancer Link Report does not challenge WCRF’s red
and processed meat recommendations. 2 March 2010.

62 MacRae F. Breakfast like a king: Why a high fat bacon and
eggs meal is healthiest start to the day (but only first thing).
Daily Mail; 31 March 2010.

63 Willey J. Now a fry-up is best way to start your day. Daily
Express; 1 April 2010.

64 Richards V. Fry-up Gets Expert Approval. Daily Star; 1 April
2010.

65 A high-fat breakfast of bacon and eggs may be the healthiest
start to the day, report shows. The Telegraph; 1st April 2010.
66 Bray MS, Tsai J-Y, Villegas-Montoya C, Boland BB, Blasier Z,
Egbejimi O, Kueht M, Young ME. Time-of-day-dependent dietary
fat consumption influences multiple cardiometabolic syndrome
parameters in mice. International Journal of Obesity 2010
(November); 34(11):1589-1598.

67 Ibid.

68 News on fry-ups overcooked. Nursing Times; 6 April 2010.
69 When smoking was good for you! Advertisers used to claim
cigarettes would keep women slim and beautiful. Daily Mail; 29
February 2012.

70 Stanford School of Medicine. Tobacco Advertising Themes —
Keeps You Slim — Cigarette Diet. http://tobacco.stanford.edu/
tobacco_main/images.php?
token2=fm_st054.php&tokenl=fm_img1295.php&theme_
file=fm_mt014.php&theme_name=Keeps%20you%20



Slim&subtheme_name=Cigarette%20Diet — Accessed 28 June
2013.

71 Picciotto MR et al. Nicotine Decreases Food Intake

Through Activation of POMC Neurons. Science 2011 (10 June);
332(6035):1330-1332.

72 Anger at more red meat and cancer links. Meat Trades
Journal; 4 August 2011.

73 NHS Choices. Anaemia, iron deficiency. http://www.nhs.uk/
conditions/Anaemia-irondeficiency-/Pages/Introduction.aspx —
Accessed 28 June 2013.

74 Stanford School of Medicine. Tobacco Advertising Themes —
Targeting Doctors. http://tobacco.stanfordedu/tobacco_main/
subtheme.php?token=fm_mt021.php — Accessed 20 June 2013.
75 Stanford School of Medicine. Tobacco Advertising Themes —

Doctors Smoking — More Doctors Smoke Camels. http://tobacco.

stanford.edu/tobacco_main/images.php?token2=fm_st001.
php&tokenl=fm_img0002.php&theme_file=fm_mt001.
php&theme_name=Doctors%20Smoking&subtheme_
name=More%20Doctors%20Smoke%20Camels — Accessed 20
June 2013.

76 Stanford School of Medicine. Tobacco Advertising Themes

— Scientific — Medical Authority. http://tobacco.stanford.edu/
tobacco_main/images.php?
token2=fm_st068.php&tokenl=fm_imgl594.php&theme_
file=fm_mt004.php&theme_name=Scientific%20&%20
Medical%20Authority&subtheme_name=Medical%20Authority
— Accessed 20 June 2013.

77 Gardner MH, Brandt AM. “The Doctors' Choice Is America's
Choice” — The Physician in US Cigarette Advertisements, 1930-
1953. Am J Public Health 2006 (February); 96(2):222-232.

78 lbid.

79 Health workers targeted in cancer fight. Meat Trades Journal,
24 May 2007.

80 Ibid.

81 Stanford School of Medicine. Tobacco Advertising Themes

— Targeting Teens — Joe Camel. http://tobacco.stanford.edu/
tobacco_main/images.php?
token2=fm_st138.php&tokenl=fm_img4072.php&theme_
file=fm_mt015.php&theme_name=Targeting%20
Teens&subtheme_name=Joe%20Camel — Accessed 8 July 2013.
82 TeacherTube. Flintstones Winston Cigarettes Ad. http://www.
teachertube.com/viewVideo.php?video_id=128933 — Accessed
8 July 2013.

83 Hyatt JB. Corporate Giving — Philip Morris launches

$100M anti-hunger drive. Philanthropy Journal Online; 10
March 1996. (http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hzb60d00/
pdf?search=%22philanthropy%22 — Accessed 8 July 2013).

84 Mayer CE, Joyce A. The Escalating Obesity Wars. The
Washington Post; 27 April 2005.

85 Warner M. Striking Back at the Food Police. The New York
Times; 12 June 2005.

86 The Centre For Consumer Freedom. Meat — What’s the Beef
with Meat? http://www.consumerfreedom.com/issues/meat/ —
Accessed 9 July 2013.

87 Tame CR. Forest’s Future Strategy: A Discussion. Forest; April

1989. [Obtained from the Legacy Tobacco Documents Library,
University of California.]

88 The Centre For Consumer Freedom. Meat — What'’s the Beef
with Meat? http://www.consumerfreedom.com/issues/meat/ —
Accessed 9 July 2013.

89 Brown J. Junk science: food companies accused of using
tobacco’s tricks to protect profits. The Independent; 12 February
2013.

90 Corpet DE. Red meat and colon cancer: should we become
vegetarians, or can we make meat safer? Meat Science 2011
(November); 89(3):310-316.

91 Cancer Research UK. Lung cancer incidence statistics. http://
www.cancerresearchuk.org/cancer-info/cancerstats/types/lung/
incidence/ — Accessed 24 June 2013.

92 Campbell D. Children risk cancer by eating salami and ham,
warns charity. The Guardian; 17 August 2009.

93 Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine. News
Release — Cancer Risk Prompts Hot Dog Fraud Lawsuit Against
Nathan’s Famous, Sara Lee, and Kraft/Oscar Mayer. 22 July 2009.

ANIMALRID.ORG.UK 15



ANIMAL
LA

animalaid.org.uk

Incorporated under the name Animal Abuse Injustice and Defence
Society, a company limited by guarantee. Registered in the UK
no. 1787309. Registered office as above. VAT no. 395 2761 19.

The Old Chapel
Bradford Street
Tonbridge

Kent TN9 1AW

Email: info@animalaid.org.uk

Tel: +44 (0)1732 364546
Fax: +44 (0)1732 366533

ISBN 978-1-905327-35-5




