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economic interests, however, challenge IARC's cancer evaluations, most recently for
intervention from US Congressional Representatives to discredit IARC's review
process and to undermine financial support—a campaign intimidating to IARC and
Working Group members. Challenges to scientific interpretations serve to advance
interest. Such interference does not bode well for the free flow of scientific information
that informs and protects the public from risks of cancer.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

of the Program is to publish in the form of agent/substance-oriented
Monographs, critical reviews and scientific evaluations written by an

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) was

international WG of experts on evidence of carcinogenicity for a wide

established in Lyon, France in 1965 as a specialized cancer research

range of human exposures. IARC staff coordinates the process and

agency of the World Health Organization, with founding members

provides scientific and material support to WGs. The authors of this

Germany, France, Italy, United Kingdom, and United States. Currently,

commentary have participated in the IARC Monographs Program

IARC has 25 member countries. Since 1970 the IARC Monographs

meetings. Also, Harri Vainio and James Huff have served as Chiefs of

Program, created by Lorenzo Tomatis, MD, has been evaluating

the IARC Monographs Program.

chemical substances, agents, exposure circumstances, and lifestyle

Levels of evidence for an agent causing cancer are agreed upon by

factors for evidence of carcinogenicity. IARC Monographs provide a

WG members as detailed in IARC Monographs,1,2 and shortly after WG

unique and valuable objective international health service to evaluate

meetings are concluded, summary evaluations with supporting

and inform the public about cancer hazards. IARC Working Group

evidence are published in Lancet Oncology. Monographs report on

(WG) meetings held in Lyon, France, thrice a year, are comprised of

human cancers observed with available measures of exposures as an

independent scientists from throughout the world, providing a truly

integral part of hazard characterization, the initial step in the risk

international perspective. Meetings are openly transparent and

assessment process, but do not ordinarily perform quantitative dose-

members are vetted for conflicts of interest. The primary objective

response risk assessments that extend beyond the range of observed
data. Countries and research and regulatory agencies adopt IARC

Institution at which the work was performed: The work was not performed at an
institution.
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classifications for communication of potential human cancer hazards,3
and for developing strategies to control and prevent cancer.
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In Monographs Volumes 1-120, IARC evaluated available

800 epidemiological studies that investigated the association of cancer

experimental, epidemiological, and mechanistic evidence of carcino-

with consumption of red meat or processed meat in many countries,

genicity for IARC's 1003 agents.1 The selection process for agents

from several continents, with diverse ethnicities and diets.”11,13 [Note:

relies upon published scientific findings indicating human exposures

the IARC definition of sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity to humans

and potential cancer risk based on studies in humans and experimental

signifies “a causal relationship has been established between exposure

animals along with information on mechanism.4,5 Agents without

to the agent and human cancer.” Limited evidence of carcinogenicity to

evidence of carcinogenicity and human exposure are not selected for

humans means that “a positive association has been observed between

review. Centered on these selection factors, one would a priori expect

exposure to the agent and cancer for which a causal interpretation is

a significant percentage of agents reviewed and evaluated to provide

considered by the Working Group to be credible, but chance, bias or

evidence of carcinogenicity. Categorical results for 1003 evaluations

confounding could not be ruled out with reasonable confidence.”1,6

Group 1 “carcinogenic to humans,” 120 agents; Group 2A

Glyphosate was discovered in 1970 and brought to the market in

“probably carcinogenic to humans,” 81; Group 2B “possibly carcino-

1974 by Monsanto under the trade name Roundup. Glyphosate, a

genic to humans,” 299; Group 3 “not classifiable as to its

broad-spectrum herbicide, currently the highest production volume

carcinogenicity to humans,” 502; Group 4 “probably not carcinogenic

of all herbicides, is promoted and sold worldwide by many

to humans, 1. Based on selection criteria, it is thus surprising that only

agrochemical companies, in different solution strengths and with

∼20% of agents/exposure circumstances reviewed are classified as

various adjuvants, under dozens of trade names, as more than 750

human carcinogens or probable human carcinogens.

glyphosate products.12 In March 2015, after an 8-day meeting, an

6

are:

Likewise, selection of chemicals for animal cancer testing by the

independent IARC WG of 17 scientists from 11 countries concluded

US National Toxicology Program based on widespread human

glyphosate, an herbicide widely used to control weeds in non-

exposure, and not suspicion of carcinogenic activity,7 resulted in

agricultural and agricultural settings primarily on genetically-

only 6.8% of substances giving positive cancer results in two species

engineered crops, was “probably carcinogenic to humans” [2A] based

(one requirement for IARC sufficient evidence of cancer in experi-

on sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental animals and

mental animals). These results further support the observation that the

limited evidence of cancer in humans for non-Hodgkin lymphoma. In

slightly higher percentage of carcinogens identified in IARC reviews is

addition, there was strong evidence that glyphosate operates through

a reflection of the chemical selection criteria. Yet, despite this

two key characteristics of known human carcinogens: exposure to

selection bias for agents that demonstrate evidence of carcinogenicity,

glyphosate or glyphosate-based formulations is genotoxic based on

only 120 of 1003 IARC agents (12%) evaluated were considered

studies in human cells in vitro and studies in experimental animals, and

unequivocally carcinogenic to humans; adding those 81 agents

strong evidence that glyphosate, glyphosate-based formulations, and

evaluated by IARC WGs as “probably carcinogenic to humans” still

aminomethylphosphonic acid (major metabolite) induces oxidative

results in only 20%; while 50% of agents evaluated by IARC were not

stress in experimental animals, and in studies of humans cells in

classifiable as to their carcinogenicity to humans. Nonetheless, in light

vitro.12,14 Some have questioned this conclusion,15,16whereas 94

of this low percentage of agents reviewed, evaluated, and considered

international independent scientists agreed with and support IARC's

to be carcinogenic by IARC, the American Chemistry Council (ACC), a

evaluation for glyphosate17 as do others.18,19 Further, IARC, the

trade association which promotes the interests of US chemical

German Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR), and the European

companies has voiced its opinion that IARC is “dubious and misleading”

Food Safety Authority (EFSA) found increases of tumors in seven

in classifying potential carcinogens.8 ACC and its consultants further

carcinogenicity studies in mice and rats.20However, BfR and EFSA

criticize IARC for misleading the public by over-evaluating agents that

opined five reasons for dismissing these carcinogenic effects, using a

cause cancer in humans.

“weight of evidence” (WOE) approach. Clausing20 and Clausing et al,21

9,10

We mention two IARC Monographs that have recently received

however, have adequately challenged the validity of the BfR and EFSA

considerable attention: red and processed meats11 and glyphosate

approach, and their five WOE reasons for dismissing evidence of

(two other chemicals evaluated at the same meeting as 2A, diazinon

carcinogenicity.

12

In October 2015, after an

Regarding the worldwide credibility and public health value of

8-day meeting, an independent IARC WG of 22 scientists from ten

IARC Monographs, 124 scientists with expertise in chemical carcino-

and malathion, engendered no criticism).

countries concluded consumption of “processed meat” is “carcinogenic

genesis have praised and endorsed the IARC Monographs for the

to humans” based on sufficient evidence for colorectal cancer from

transparency of their review process and IARC's impartial high quality

epidemiology studies; and “consumption of red meat” is “probably

evaluations in identifying cancer hazards in the environment and

carcinogenic to humans” based on credible studies showing associ-

workplace.22 IARC allows observers and representatives from

ations with colorectal, pancreatic, and prostate cancers. Differences in

government agencies, industry and other organizations to attend

these evaluations center on strength of available epidemiological

and participate in WG meetings; however, they are not permitted to

evidence: consumption of processed meat was classified as Group 1 on

vote on evaluations of carcinogenicity.

sufficient evidence in humans, whereas consumption of red meat was

For the past 47 years, IARC Monographs have contributed to

classified as Group 2A on substantial epidemiological data and strong

improving public health by providing evidence-based unbiased expert

mechanistic evidence. Significantly, the IARC WG “assessed more than

evaluations to identify carcinogens and to support cancer prevention
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and control.22 Nonetheless, vested-interest criticisms of IARC cancer
evaluations,

10

23–25

supported by pro-industry consultants,

have

3

for EPA staff members apparent role in the IARC Monograph WG's
evaluation of glyphosate. Congressman Smith expressed concern that

centered particularly on the scientific credibility of IARC evaluations.

“activists” working both within and outside of EPA might derail the EPA

Pointedly, in response to IARC evaluations for red and processed meat

preliminary evaluation of glyphosate16-an evaluation not yet finalized

and glyphosate, the ACC initiated a Campaign for Accuracy in Public

that is contradictory to the IARC conclusion on the probable

Health Research (CAPHR) with the proclaimed aim “to promote

carcinogenicity of glyphosate. Further, Kelland,47 a defender of

credible, unbiased, and transparent science” to assist public health and

Monsanto, has contacted IARC glyphosate Working Group members

policy makers in their evaluation and interpretation of evidence for

and has accused IARC of altering the Working Group's evaluation.

cancer causation.9 The ACC further states “IARC's Monographs

IARC48 has rebutted these accusations. Further, congressional hearings

Program suffers from persistent scientific and process deficiencies

are being considered to investigate IARC and the Monographs Program

that result in public confusion and misinformed policy-making.” Yet,

evaluation process and requests have been made for IARC to provide

most of the authoritative sources cited in an article critical of the IARC

names of potential witnesses.49 The Director of IARC has responded to

appear to have conducted research or

the inquiry of Smith and Biggs,50 but declined to provide witnesses for

consultations that has been supported by industry.23,24 Monsanto,

any potential congressional hearing. The response from IARC50

through membership in the ACC, has lobbied extensively, and paid

apparently did not satisfy Congressman Smith et al51 who continue to

scientists to author papers on the safety and continued use of

question the integrity of the IARC Monographs Program, US funding for

glyphosate,25–28 and that contradict the findings of IARC despite

the program, and to again request that IARC provide names of potential

Monographs Program

10

27

as editor of Critical

witnesses. Such tactics are intimidating to IARC, to IARC Working Group

Reviews in Toxicology, has published 10 articles dealing with

members, and to research and regulatory agencies reliant on IARC's

glyphosate and health effects; most dispute IARC's conclusions in its

science-based cancer causation evaluations.

recognized human health hazards. McClellen,

evaluation of glyphosate or otherwise conclude that glyphosate's risk
26,29–37

Potential inconsistencies or relevant challenges in scientific

These authors have been

interpretation often serve to advance science and should be resolved

supported/funded directly or indirectly by Monsanto, the primary

by scientific experts who do not have a conflict of interest in these

producer of glyphosate and products containing this active ingredient.

evaluations, and certainly not by politicians with vested interests who

Additionally, Monsanto has sent a threatening letter of intimidation to

lack understanding of the strength of scientific evidence supporting or

is minimal, or non-existent.

IARC staff.

38

Ominously, EPA staff has been accused of collusion with

Monsanto to downgrade the health hazards of glyphosate.39–41

opposing a particular scientific determination.
The interferences by economic interests in cancer evaluations

Ironically, from recently released documents, Monsanto thought their

conducted by public health institutions52,53 do not bode well for the

herbicide would indeed fit into the IARC category of either “possibly,” or

free flow of scientific information that informs and protects the public

“probably carcinogenic to humans” long before the IARC Monographs

and workers from clear risks of cancer.

review meeting and yet mounted a campaign to criticize IARC's
evaluation.42,43 Further, a Monsanto internal confidential memorandum
states “And while we have vulnerability in the area of epidemiology, we

AUTHORS' CONTRI BUTIONS

also have potential vulnerabilities in the other areas that IARC will

All authors participated in the conception, design, analysis, interpreta-

consider, namely, exposure, genetox, and mode of action . . . If there is a

tion of the work and in the revision of drafts, and all authors agreed

force working against glyphosate, there is ample fodder to string together

with the final version of the commentary. PFI and JH participated in

to help the cause [presumably to make glyphosate/Roundup viewed as

the acquisition of the documents included in the analysis and the

42

safe] even though it is not scientifically justified in its purest form.”

The ACC has lobbied US Congress to investigate IARC's review of

first draft, and are accountable for the accuracy and integrity of the
documents cited in the report.

glyphosate.44 Now, because of successful lobbying, US Congressional
Republicans are questioning the credibility of IARC Monographs and
funding from the US National Institutes of Health (NIH). They further

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

question the ability of EPA to objectively evaluate the carcinogenicity

Martyn T. Smith, PhD, School of Public Health, University of California

of glyphosate because one staff member participated in the IARC

at Berkeley provided comments on the manuscript.

review as a WG member. A six-page letter from the Chairman of the
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform45 to Francis Collins,
Director, NIH, questions NIH support for IARC Monographs, and

FUNDING

requests a briefing on NIH funding to such “foreign” entities in light of

The authors report that there was no funding source for the work that

IARC's cancer evaluations being inconsistent with other entities,

resulted in the article or the preparation of the article.

particularly on red meats, processed meats, and glyphosate.
Additionally, an eight-page letter46 from the chair of The
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology to Gina McCarthy,
Administrator, US Environmental Protection Agency, admonishers her

ETHICS APPROVAL AND INFORMED CONSENT
The work was not performed at an institution.

4

INFANTE

|

DISCLOSURE (AUTHORS)
Dr. James Huff reports that he has been retained as expert consultant
on long-term animal bioassays of glyphosate in litigation for plaintiffs.
All other authors report no conflicts of interest.

DISCLOSURE BY AJIM EDITOR OF RECORD
Steven B. Markowitz declares that he has no conflict of interest in the
review and publication decision regarding this article.

DISCLAIMER
None.

ORCID
Peter F. Infante

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5350-0154

REFERENCES
1. International Agency for Research on Cancer. IARC Monographs on
the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. Lyon, France. 2017;
Vols. 1-120. Available online at: http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/
Monographs/PDFs/index.php
2. International Agency for Research on Cancer. Preamble to the IARC
Monographs. Lyon, France. 2017. Available online at: http://
monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Preamble/index.php
3. United Nations. Globally Harmonized System of Classification and
Labelling of Chemicals (GHS, Rev.7). 2017. Available online at: http://
www.unece.org/index.php?id = 46260.
4. International Agency for Research on Cancer. Report of the Advisory
Group to Recommend Priorities for IARC Monographs during 20152019. Internal Report 14/002. Lyon, France. 2014; April 7-9. Available
online at: http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Publications/internrep/
14-002. pdf
5. Straif K, Loomis D, Guyton K, et al. Future priorities for the IARC
monographs. Lancet Oncol. 2014;15:683–684. Available online at:
http://www.thelancet.com/pdfs/journals/lanonc/PIIS1470-2045(14)
70168-8.pdf
6. International Agency for Research on Cancer. List of classifications to
the IARC Monographs. Lyon, France. 2017. Available online at: http://
monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Classification/index.php
7. Fung VA, Barrett JC, Huff J. The carcinogenesis bioassay in
perspective: application in identifying human cancer hazards. Environ
Health Perspect. 1995;103:680–683.
8. Kelland K. U. S. Chemical industry body calls for reform of WHO
cancer agency. Health News. 2017. Jan 25. Available online at:
https://www.yahoo.com/news/u-chemical-industry-body-calls-refor
m-cancer-agency-212715990-finance.html
9. American Chemistry Council. Campaign for Accuracy in Public Health
Research. 2017. Available online at: https://www.americanchemistry.
com/Media/PressReleasesTranscripts/ACC-news-releases/ACC-Lau
nches-Ca mpaign-to-Promote-Credibility-in-Public-Health-Rese arch.
html
10. Kelland K. How the World Health Organization's cancer agency
confuses consumers. Thomsonreuters.com. 2016; April 18. Available
online at: http://www.reuters.com/investigates/special-report/
health-who-iarc/

ET AL.

11. International Agency for Research on Cancer. IARC Monographs on
the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. Red Meat and
Processed Meat, Lyon, France.(in press); Vol 114.
12. International Agency for Research on Cancer. IARC Monographs on
the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. Some Organophosphate Insecticides and Herbicides. Lyon, France. 2015;Vol 112.
13. Bouvard V, Loomis D, Guyton KZ, et al. Carcinogenicity of
consumption of red and processed meat. Lancet Oncol. 2015;16:
1599–1600.
14. Guyton KZ, Loomis D, Grosse Y, et al. Carcinogenicity of tetrachlorvinphos, parathion, malathion, diazinon, and glyphosate. Lancet
Oncol. 2015;16:490–491.
15. European Food Safety Authority. Conclusion on the peer review of the
pesticide risk assessment of the active substance glyphosate. EFSA J.
2015;13:4302–4409.
16. EPA. Glyphosate Issue Paper: Evaluation of Carcinogenic Potential.
EPA's Office of Pesticide Programs. 2016; Sept 12. Available online at:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/
glyphosate_issue_paper_evaluation_of_carcincogenic_potential.pdf
17. Portier CJ, Armstrong BK, Baguley BC, et al. Differences in the
carcinogenic evaluation of glyphosate between the international
Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) and the European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA). Epidemiol Commun Health. 2016;70:741–745.
18. Myers JP, Antoniou MN, Blumberg B, et al. Concerns over use of
glyphosate-based herbicides and risks associated with exposures: a
consensus statement. Environ Health. 2016;17:15–19.
19. Vandenberg LN, Blumberg B, Antoniou MN, et al. Is it time to reassess
current safety standards for glyphosate-based herbicides? J Epidemiol
Commun Health. 2017;71:613–618.
20. Clausing P. The Carcinogenic Hazard of Glyphosate: BfR's “Weight of
Evidence Approach” * PAN Germany. 2017; 14 pgs. Available online
at: http://www.pan-germany.org/download/The_Carcinogenic_Haz
ard_of_Glyphosate.pdf. *[Originally published in German in:Umweltmedizin–Hygiene–Arbeitsmedizin (J Environ Occup Health Sci)
2017;22(1):27–34. ecomed Medizin, a brand of ecomed-Storck
GmbH, Landsberg, Germany].
21. Clausing P, Robinson C, Burtscher-Schaden H. Glyphosate and cancer:
authorities systematically breach regulations. How industry strategized (and regulators colluded) in an attempt to save the world's most
widely used herbicide from a ban. GLOBAL 2000, Friends of the Earth
Austria. 2017; July. Available online at: https://www.global2000.at/
sites/global/files/Glyphosate_authorities_breach_regulations.pdf
22. Pearce N, Blair A, Vineis P, et al. IARC Monographs: 40 years of
evaluating carcinogenic hazards to humans. Environ Health Perspect.
2015;123:507–514.
23. Robinson C. Industry fingerprints all over Reuters’ attack on IARC over
glyphosate and cancer. The Ecologist. 2016. Available online at:
http://www.theecologist.org/News/news_analysis/2987591/industry_fingerprints_all_over_reuters_attack_on_iarc_over_glyphosate_
and_cancer.html
24. Gillam C. 2017. Monsanto spin doctors target cancer scientist in
flawed reuters story. New York Times. 2017. June 16. Available online
at: https://careygillam.com/articles/article/monsanto-spin-doctorstarget-cancer-scientist-in-flawed-reuters-story
25. Holland N, Sourice B. Monsanto lobbying: an attack on us, our planet
and democracy. Corporate Europe Observatory (CEO), Brussels,
Belgium. 2016; October (19 Pages). Available online at: https://
corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachments/monsanto_v09
_web.pdf
26. International Agency for research on Cancer. IARC responds to
Reuters article of 14 June 2017. 2017. Available online at: http://
governance.iarc.fr/ENG/Docs/IARC_responds_to_Reuters_15_June_
2017.pdf
27. McClellan RO. Evaluating the potential carcinogenic hazard of
glyphosate. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2016;46:1–2.

INFANTE

ET AL.

28. Tarone RE. On the International Agency for Research on Cancer
classification of glyphosate as a probable human carcinogen. Eur J
Cancer Prev. 2017. [Epub ahead of print]. PMID: 27552246, https://
doi.org/10.1097/CEJ.0000000000000289. Available online at:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term =tarone + glyphosate
29. Acquavella J, Garabrant D, Marsh G, Sorahan T, Weed DL. Glyphosate
epidemiology expert panel review: a weight of evidence systematic
review of the relationship between glyphosate exposure and nonHodgkin's lymphoma or multiple myeloma. Crit Rev Toxicol.
2016;46:28–43.
30. Brusick D, Aardema M, Kier L, Kirkland D, Williams G. Genotoxicity
Expert Panel review: weight of evidence evaluation of the genotoxicity of glyphosate, glyphosate-based formulations, and aminomethylphosphonic acid. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2016;46:56–74.
31. Greim H, Saltmiras D, Mostert V, Strupp C. Evaluation of carcinogenic
potential of the herbicide glyphosate, drawing on tumor incidence
data from fourteen chronic/ carcinogenicity rodent studies. Crit Rev
Toxicol. 2015;45:185–208.
32. Kier LD. Review of genotoxicity biomonitoring studies of glyphosatebased formulations. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2015;45:209–218.
33. Kier LD, Kirkland DJ. Review of genotoxicity studies of glyphosate and
glyphosate-based formulations. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2013;43:283–315.
34. Kimmel GL, Kimmel CA, Williams AL, DeSesso JM. Evaluation of
developmental toxicity studies of glyphosate with attention to
cardiovascular development. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2013;43:79–95.
35. Solomon KR. Glyphosate in the general population and in applicators: a
critical review of studies on exposures. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2016;46:
21–27.
36. Williams GM, Aardema M, Acquavella J, et al. A review of the
carcinogenic potential of glyphosate by four independent expert
panels and comparison to the IARC assessment. Crit Rev Toxicol. 2016;
46:3–20.
37. Williams GM, Berry C, Burns M, de Camargo JL, Greim H. Glyphosate
rodent carcinogenicity bioassay expert panel review. Crit Rev Toxicol.
2016;46:44–55.
38. Griffis KT, Council for Monsanto. Letter to K. Guyton, IARC requesting
IARC data bases. 2016;October 31. Available online at: http://
governance.iarc.fr/ENG/Docs/Letter_to_DrGuyton_IARC.pdf
39. Pierson B. Plaintiffs in U.S. lawsuit say Monsanto ghostwrote Roundup
studies. 14 March. Reuters. 2017;March 14. Available online at:
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-monsanto-cancer-lawsuitidUSKBN16M01N
40. Rosenblatt J, Mulvany L, Waldman P. EPA Official Accused of Helping
Monsanto ‘Kill’ Cancer Study. Bloomberg. 2017; March 14. Available
online at: https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-03-14/
monsanto-accused-of-ghost-writing-papers-on-roundup-cancer-risk
41. Yan H. Patients: Roundup gave us cancer as EPA official helped the
company. Cable News Network. 2017. Available online at: http://www.
cnn.com/2017/05/15/health/roundup-herbicide-cancer-allegations/
42. Heydens, W. Monsanto Regulatory Product Safety Assessment,
Strategy USA; Internal Monsanto Confidential Memorandum to
Garnett, RP, Regulatory Affairs, Global (Oct 15, 2014). Discusses
concern about the approaching IARC review of glyphosate because of
vulnerability surrounding efforts to defend glyphosate in light of
published data related to the areas of epidemiology, genotoxicity and
mode of action. Available online at: http://baumhedlundlaw.com/pdf/
monsanto-documents/35-Monsanto-Admits-Company-Faces-Issuesin-Epidemiology-Exposure-Genotoxicity-and-Mode-of-Action.pdf
43. Monsanto. Internal Confidential preparedness document warning
staff that it should assume that the IARC evaluation of the data for
glyphosate is likely to be a “2B rating (possible human carcinogen); a

|

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

5

2A rating (probable human carcinogen) is possible but less likely.”
2015; Feb 23. Available online at: http://baumhedlundlaw.com/pdf/
monsanto-documents/72-Document-Details-Monsantos-GoalsAfter-IARC-Report.pdf
Dooley C. American Chemistry Council. Letter to Cong. Jason Chaffetz
regarding lack of transparency and rigor and US funding of IARC's
Monograph Program. 2016; Oct 18. Available online at: https://www.
americanchemistry.com/ACC-Letter-to-House-Committee-on-IARCMonographs. pdf
Chaffetz J. US Representative, Utah. Inquiry Letter regarding NIH
funding for IARC to FS. Collins, Director, National Institutes of Health.
2016; Sept 26. Available online at: https://oversight.house.gov/wpcontent/uploads/2016/09/2016-09-26-JEC-to-Collins-NIH-IARCFunding-due-10-10.pdf
Smith L, US Representative, Texas. Inquiry Letter regarding EPA’S role
in IARC glyphosate evaluation to G. McCarthy, Administrator U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. Smith Demands Answers on EPA
Administrator's Misleading Testimony on Glyphosate. 2016; Oct 25, Press
Release. Available online at: https://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.
science.house.gov/files/documents/10.25.16%20SST%20Letter%20to
%20Administrator%20McCarthy%20re%20Glyphosate.pdf
Kelland K. In glyphosate review, WHO cancer agency edited out “noncarcinogenic” findings. Reuters. 2017; October 19. Available online at:
https://www.reuters.com/investigates/special-report/who-iarc-glyp
hosate/
International Agency for Research on Cancer. IARC rejects false claims
in Reuters article (“In glyphosate review, WHO cancer agency edited
out “non-carcinogenic” findings”). 2017; October 24. Available online
at: http://www.iarc.fr/en/media-centre/iarcnews/pdf/IARC_Respo
nse_Reuters_October2017.pdf
Smith L, Biggs A, US Representatives. Letter asking Christopher P.
Wilde, Director, IARC to identify IARC staff who would serve as
potential witnesses for a congressional hearing. 2017; Nov 1.
Available online at: https://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.
science.house.gov/files/documents/Smith%20Biggs%20to%20HHS
%20FINAL.PDF
Wild CP. IARC response to US Representatives Smith and Biggs, Nov
1, 2017 letter asking for names of potential witnesses for Committee
hearing and other declarations about IARC Monographs Program.
2017;Nov 20. Available online at: http://governance.iarc.fr/ENG/
Docs/CPWild-LSmith&ABiggs.pdf
Smith L, Biggs A, Lucas F. US Representatives. Letter to Christopher P.
Wilde, Director, IARC, expressing concerns about the integrity of the
IARC Monographs Program, US funding for the Program and again
requesting IARC to provide names of potential witnesses. 2017; Dec 8.
Available online at: https://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.
science.house.gov/files/documents/12.08.2017_SST-IARC.pdf
Gennaro V, Tomatis L. Business bias: how epidemiologic studies may
underestimate or fail to detect increased risks of cancer and other
diseases. Int J Occup Environ Health. 2005;11:356–359.
Huff J. Industry influence on occupational and environmental public
health. Int J Occup Environ Health. 2007;13:107–117.

How to cite this article: Infante PF, Melnick R, Vainio H.
Commentary: IARC Monographs Program and public health
under siege by corporate interests. Am J Ind Med. 2018;1–5.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajim.22811

