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Executive Summary
The purpose of the systematic review and meta-analyses was to summarize the epidemiological evidence 

on the association between occupational exposure to asbestos and the risk of gastrointestinal (GI) cancers. 

Primary Research Questions
• Does occupational asbestos exposure increase the risk of esophageal, stomach or colorectal cancer?

• Is there an exposure-response relationship for studies with detailed exposure assessment 

characteristics (e.g., high/low exposure categories)?

• Is there an exposure-response relationship for sub-groups of workers by occupation/industry?

• Does the risk of esophageal, stomach or colorectal cancer co-vary with the risk of other asbestos-

related cancers, specifically lung cancer?

Secondary Research Questions
• Is the risk of esophageal, stomach or colorectal cancer associated with specific types of asbestos?

• Is there a synergistic or antagonistic effect of asbestos exposure with other GI cancer risk factors 

(smoking, alcohol consumption)?

Methods
The systematic review protocol was registered with the International Prospective Register of Systematic 

Reviews (PROSPERO). Eligible scientific studies were identified using a search strategy developed by 

the investigators with expertise in occupational hygiene, exposure assessment, cancer epidemiology, 

and systematic review methods, and a university health librarian. The search strategy was applied to the 

MEDLINE, Web of Science, Embase, CINAHL and Scopus databases. 

The review was restricted to cohort and case-control studies. Studies were included if they reported on a 

statistical association between occupational asbestos exposure and the risk of GI cancers. Searches were 

not limited by publication year, country/region, or language.

Reported effect estimates (e.g., ORs, HRs, SIRs, and SMRs) were assumed to be equivalent to RRs and 

presented in forest plots with corresponding meta-risk estimates using established statistical methods. A 

random effects model was used to account for study heterogeneity. Sensitivity analyses were performed to 

investigate the robustness of the findings to methodological and analytical decisions. 

Two full investigator meetings were convened to refine methods and analyses, to review and interpret the 

meta-risk estimates, and to seek consensus on the evidence.
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Results 
We found evidence of an elevated risk of esophageal cancer, stomach cancer and colorectal cancer with 

occupational exposure to asbestos. There was consistency and higher meta risk estimates in the analyses 

of studies where there was better exposure assessment and increased confidence in the categorization 

of high asbestos exposure, including among workers in exposure-response studies (high/low contrast); 

among workers with a history of significant exposure as a result of the nature of their work (e.g., insulators 

and insulating manufacturing workers); and among workers in cohorts where there was also a two-fold 

or greater increased risk of asbestos-related lung cancer as an strong indicator of high exposures. There 

was heterogeneity in the studies included in the review, although results from sensitivity analyses indicate 

that there was minimal influence from any one study on the overall meta-estimates or from publication 

bias. Unexplained heterogeneity was reduced, and the strength of association increased, in the sub-group 

analyses of studies where there was better asbestos exposure assessment and increased confidence in the 

categorization of high exposed workers. Further, the consistency of an increased risk of GI cancers with 

occupational asbestos exposure was robust to multiple sensitivity analyses that investigated the impact of 

the systematic review and meta-analyses methods. Further research is needed on GI cancers and asbestos 

fibre type and on effect modification of the association by other occupational and non-occupational factors.

Conclusions
The evidence synthesis, as summarized above, supports a causal link between occupational asbestos 

exposure and esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer.

Lay Summary
A systematic review of epidemiology studies found evidence of an increased risk of esophageal 

cancer, stomach cancer and colorectal cancer with occupational exposure to asbestos. There was 

stronger evidence of this relationship where there was better exposure assessment and increased 

confidence in the categorization of significant asbestos exposure in studies, including among the 

highest exposed workers; among workers with a history of significant exposure as a result of the 

nature of their work (e.g., asbestos-related insulation); and among workers in cohorts where there 

was also a two-fold or greater increased risk of asbestos-related lung cancer as a strong indicator 

of exposure.
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Background and Rationale
Historically, Canada was a major producer and exporter of asbestos. Most recently, approximately 410,000 

tonnes of asbestos were produced between 2008 and 2010, accounting for approximately 6% of the total 

global production during that period (1). Today, following the 2018 federal ban on the manufacture of 

asbestos, the majority of occupational exposure to asbestos is associated with the use or maintenance of 

products that contain asbestos (e.g., automotive brake repair, ship repair); or the renovation, remediation 

and abatement of buildings and building materials that contain asbestos (i.e., asbestos was used in 

over 3,000 different building materials such as stucco, flooring, roof shingles, and insulation) (1,2). In 

2016, CAREX Canada estimated that approximately 235,000 Canadians were exposed to asbestos in 

the workplace as a result of contact with asbestos-containing products (3). In Canada today, the largest 

exposed industrial groups are specialty trade contractors, followed by building construction, automotive 

repair, and shipbuilding (3). 

Asbestos is known to cause lung cancer and mesothelioma, and the Burden of Occupational Cancer in 

Canada project (4), including work by the investigators, estimated that historical occupational exposure to 

asbestos leads to approximately 1,900 lung cancers and 430 mesothelioma cases each year (5). Most of 

these asbestos-related cancers occur among workers who had been employed in the manufacturing and 

construction sectors (4, 5). Epidemiological evidence for occupational asbestos exposure as a cause for 

other cancer sites is viewed as limited compared to that of lung cancer and mesothelioma.

Two Authoritative Reviews of the Evidence on Asbestos and Cancer
The Monograph on Asbestos by the World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on 

Cancer (IARC) (2009) (6), and a prior systematic review by the US National Academy of Sciences’ Institute 

of Medicine (IOM) Committee on Asbestos (2006) (7) are the two most authoritative summaries of 

evidence on asbestos disease epidemiology. A summary of the evaluations of the IOM and IARC is provided 

below (Table 1). 

The IOM Committee that met in 2006 completed a systematic review and conducted meta-analyses on 

five cancer sites: larynx, pharynx, stomach, colorectal, and esophageal. The Committee did not review 

mesothelioma, lung cancer, or ovarian cancer. The IOM Committee concluded in 2006 that there was 

sufficient evidence for asbestos exposure as a cause of laryngeal cancer, suggestive evidence for stomach 

and colorectal cancer, and inadequate evidence for esophageal cancer (7).

The IARC Epidemiological Working Group on asbestos, which met in 2009, systematically reviewed 

the evidence for a broad range of cancer sites (but did not conduct meta-analyses). The IARC Working 

Group concluded that there was sufficient evidence for the carcinogenicity of all forms of asbestos with 

mesothelioma, and with cancer of the lung, larynx and ovary (6). In regards to GI cancers, the IARC Working 

Group found that ‘positive associations have been observed between exposure to all forms of asbestos and 

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
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Table 1 | Evidence for other asbestos-related cancers, including gastrointestinal sites

cancer of the pharynx, stomach, and colorectum’ (6), including associations between prolonged and heavy 

asbestos exposure and cancer of the stomach (8-12) and the colorectum (13-16), and exposure-response 

relationships for stomach cancer in cohort studies with high quality exposure assessments methods 

(17-20). The IARC Working Group “was evenly divided as to whether the evidence was strong enough to 

warrant classification as sufficient” for colorectal cancer (6). In sum, the IARC Working Group concluded in 

2009 that there was limited evidence for asbestos exposure as a cause for stomach and colorectal cancers, 

and inadequate evidence for esophageal cancer.

Additional Evidence and Systematic Reviews 
The Finnish Institute for Occupational Health (FIOH), in collaboration with the International Commission 

on Occupational Health, convened an international group of experts in 2014 to update the Helsinki 

Criteria for Diagnosis and Attribution of Asbestos, Asbestosis and Cancer. This work focused on updating 

CT screening, pathology and biomarkers for diagnosing asbestos-related disease and for the follow-up 

of asbestos-exposed workers for non-malignant asbestos disease; but also included an update of the 

evidence for asbestos-related disease since the IARC review in 2009 (21). In terms of GI cancers, the FIOH 

consensus was in accordance with that of the IARC review, that studies generally provide consistency of 

evidence of an increased risk of stomach and colorectal cancers with asbestos exposure, especially for 

heavy and long duration exposures, but that the evidence was not definitive for a causal relationship (21). 

In 2015, Peng and colleagues published a systematic review and meta-analysis (22) of 32 cohort studies of 

stomach cancer mortality and concluded that there was an overall elevated risk associated with asbestos 

exposure (meta-risk estimate (mRE)=1.19 (95% CI 1.06-1.34)). Also in 2015, Fortunato and Rushton 

(23) published a meta-analysis of 40 mortality and 15 incidence cohort studies of stomach cancer and 

found that there was an overall elevated risk associated with occupational asbestos exposure (mRE=1.15 

(95% CI 1.03-1.27)), with stronger associations in sub-group-analyses of studies with an increased risk 

of asbestos-related lung cancer (mRE=1.46 (95% CI 1.22-1.77)), and among generic asbestos workers 

*U.S. Institute of Medicine. Asbestos: Selected Cancers, 2006.
** International Agency for Research on Cancer, Monograph 100C Working Group, 2009.

Cancer Site

IOM*
Systematic Review
Meta Analyses

IARC**
Systematic Review

Larynx Sufficient Sufficient

Pharynx Suggestive Limited

Stomach Suggestive Limited

Colorectal Suggestive Limited

Esophagus Inadequate Inadequate

Ovary Not reviewed Sufficient
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(mRE=1.41 (95% CI 1.10-1.82) and insulators (mRE=1.27 (95% CI 1.05-1.53)). In 2019, Kwak and colleagues 

published a systematic review and meta-analysis (24) of 46 studies of colorectal cancer mortality and 

concluded that there was an overall increased risk associated with asbestos exposure (mRE=1.16 (95% CI 

1.05-1.29)), and stronger associations in sub-group-analyses of studies in which there was an increased risk 

of asbestos-related lung cancer (mRE=1.44 (95% CI 1.29-1.60)) and of workers in the insulation industry 

(mRE=1.49 (95% CI 1.26-1.75)). Finally in 2021, Wu and colleagues published a systematic review and 

meta-analysis (25) of 34 cohort studies of esophageal cancer and concluded that there was an overall 

elevated risk associated with asbestos exposure (mRE= 1.28 (95% CI 1.19-1.38)), and stronger associations 

for the highest asbestos exposure groups (mRE =1.84 (95% CI 1.27–2.69)), and for asbestos-related textile 

(mRE=1.45 (95% CI 1.13, 1.86) and shipyard workers (mRE=1.39 (95% CI 1.15–1.68).

The Rationale for a Systematic Review/Meta-Analysis 
A scan of the scientific literature provided the rationale for an updated systematic review of the evidence 

for asbestos exposure and GI cancers given the publication of many more relevant papers since the time 

of the IARC and IOM reviews approximately 12 and 15 years ago, respectively; as well as the additional 

evidence from the systematic reviews published subsequently by Peng, Fortunato and Rushton, Kwak, and 

Wu on colorectal, stomach and esophageal cancer, respectively. The prior authoritative IARC and IOM 

reviews were not able to draw strong conclusions and, in one case, no consensus on the level of evidence for 

esophageal cancer. 

Further to the need to update the evidence with the most recent studies, this systematic review and meta-

analyses adopted a comprehensive search strategy that was inclusive of all epidemiological studies to 

maximize the data points available for the research questions on occupational exposure to asbestos and 

GI cancers. The current review and meta-analyses also included a critical exposure assessment approach 

by investigators with training and expertise in occupational (cancer) epidemiology and hygiene/exposure 

assessment, and included studies in sub-group analyses based on confidence in significant exposure to 

asbestos, similar to that of the IARC review (6) and as advocated for by experts in cancer epidemiology 

(26). Prior systematic reviews have excluded or downgraded many relevant studies on the basis of 

inappropriate methodological quality assessments (27), including for exposure methods (26, 28, 29). 

Traditional quality assessment approaches, developed for randomized controlled studies, pay little attention 

to exposure assessment methods that are a key component in observational studies and for reviews of 

evidence focused on occupational asbestos exposure (26, 28). The current approach of an expert-informed 

assessment of exposure methods is consistent with calls that increased weight be given to exposure 

assessment and study ‘informativeness’ in reviews of evidence of exposures and cancers (30).

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
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Primary Research Questions
• Does occupational asbestos exposure increase the risk of esophageal, stomach or colorectal cancer?

• Is there an exposure-response relationship for studies with detailed exposure assessment 

characteristics (e.g., high/low exposure categories)?

• Is there an exposure-response relationship for sub-groups of workers by occupation/industry?

• Does the risk of esophageal, stomach or colorectal cancer co-vary with the risk of other asbestos-

related cancers, specifically lung cancer?

Secondary Research Questions
• Is the risk of esophageal, stomach or colorectal cancer associated with specific types of asbestos?

• Is there a synergistic or antagonistic effect of asbestos exposure with other GI cancer risk factors 

(smoking, alcohol consumption)?
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Methods
Research Team 
The research team was comprised of 11 subject-matter experts in the areas of occupational (cancer) 

epidemiology and occupational hygiene/exposure assessment. Team members had additional expertise 

in systematic review and meta-analyses methods. All of the investigators have published studies on 

occupational exposure to asbestos and/or occupational cancer risks, and several have participated in the 

IARC Monographs Program, as well as on the IOM panel and FIOH report. Several investigators are part 

of international working groups looking at a critical review of risk of bias approaches in epidemiological 

studies, including enhanced consideration of the quality of occupational exposure assessments, and on the 

improvement of the criteria for the inclusion of relevant studies in evidence reviews.

Protocol and Registration
The systematic review and meta-analyses of the association between occupational asbestos exposure 

and GI cancers was conducted based on the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (31, 32), and according to the best practices of the Cochrane Collaboration 

that publishes meta-analyses on health and medical topics (33). The review protocol was registered with 

the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO) (#CRD42022282524 – Review 

Ongoing (34)). PROSPERO is an open access, online database of health-related protocols where key 

methodological elements of the review are recorded and transparent (35).

Search Strategy
Eligible scientific studies on occupational asbestos exposure and risk of GI cancers were identified using 

search strategies developed by the investigators in collaboration with the health librarian at the University 

of British Columbia (36), and reviewed with representatives of the Workplace Safety and Insurance Board’s 

research and policy units (2021-10-13). 

Four search strategies were developed as follows:

1. Cohort studies search strategy included asbestos AND cohort study design AND cancer keyword 

terms. Specific GI cancer sites were not included as keywords in this search strategy as these sites are 

not always mentioned in the titles, abstracts or subject headings for occupational cohort studies. 

2. Case-control studies search strategy included occupation exposure(s) AND case-control study 

design AND GI cancer keyword terms. Asbestos-related keywords were not included in this search 

strategy as specific exposures are not always mentioned in the titles, abstracts or subject headings of 

occupational case-control studies.

3. Additional search strategy included asbestos AND GI cancers keyword terms. Specific study designs 

were not included in this search strategy as they are not always mentioned in the titles, abstracts or 

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
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subject headings of occupational epidemiological studies. However, studies tagged as case reports, 

editorials and reviews in the subject heading field were excluded.

4. References lists for studies included in the current review and for the IOM 2006 (7), IARC 2009 (6), 

FIOH 2014 (7) and other published systematic reviews (22-25) were reviewed for additional eligible 

studies and to ensure all relevant papers were captured.

Search Terms and Databases
Appendix I provides a full list of search terms. The following is a list of terms (keywords and MeSH subject 

headings) included in the search strategy for MEDLINE via OVID as an example. Equivalent searches were 

also conducted with search terms tailored to Web of Science, Embase, CINAHL and Scopus databases.

Asbestos
• asbestos OR crocidolite* OR amosite* OR chrysotile* OR tremolite* OR actinolite* OR anthophyllite* 

(this line identifies asbestos as defined by keyword terms) OR

• exp asbestos/ (this line identifies asbestos as indexed by subject headings)

GI cancer
• exp gastrointestinal neoplasms/ (this line identifies GI cancers as indexed by subject headings) OR

• (exp neoplasms/ OR cancer* OR malignan* OR tumo?r* OR neoplas* OR (other variations)) AND 

(esophagus OR oesophagus OR stomach OR colon OR rectal OR colorectal OR (other variations)) (this 

line identifies GI cancers using a combination of cancer AND GI body part search terms)

Occupational exposures
• exp occupational exposure/ OR

• exp occupational diseases/ OR

• exp manufacturing industry/ OR

• exp construction industry/ OR

• ((work or worker* or working or job or employ* or occupation*) ADJ (exposure* or related* or 

environment? or site? or place? or population? or cohort? or sample?))

• construction* ADJ5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or occupation* 

or employ* or industr* or sector*)

Cohort studies
• cohort studies/ OR

• cohort* OR longitudinal* OR follow up

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
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Case-control studies
• case-control studies/ OR

• (case* ADJ10 control*) OR

• (case* ADJ10 referent*) OR

• (case* ADJ cohort*) OR

• (case* ADJ3 nested*)

Screening and Inclusion Criteria
All unique citations identified across the four search strategies and databases were randomly assigned to 

pairs of investigators with epidemiology and hygiene/exposure assessment expertise for title/abstract and 

full-text screening. Both title/abstract and full-text screenings were completed using Covidence. Covidence 

is a web-based software platform that supports standardized procedures for citation screening, as well as 

for extraction of study characteristics, and the export of data points and references (37). Investigators were 

provided with a Covidence training tutorial including a sample screening assignment with inclusion criteria, 

followed by a meeting to reconcile procedures and conflicts. Reviewer disagreements on the inclusion of a 

citation in the systematic review were resolved by re-review and consensus.

Non-English citations (n=84) were screened for inclusion by investigators with French, German, Italian, 

Spanish and Japanese language proficiencies, or translated to English using Google Translate. A total of 28 

non-English studies were included in the systematic review and meta-analyses (56 excluded—36 did not 

meet the inclusion criteria, 14 were duplicate records and 6 had no full-text paper available/retrievable). An 

English version of a non-English citation was also often published (n=18 of 30). Independent of publication 

language, the most informative effect estimate was extracted for meta-risk analyses following specified 

criteria (see criteria below).

Study Inclusion Criteria 
• Original, epidemiological study investigating association(s) between occupational asbestos exposure 

and risk of GI cancers;

• Case-control or cohort study design (including nested case-control and SIR/SMR/PMR studies), 

without restriction to publication year, country/region, or language;

 » Cohort studies had to include workers with asbestos exposure and case-control studies a 

measure (or metric) of asbestos exposure;

• Quantitative result(s) (e.g., relative risk, odds ratio, hazard ratio, standardized mortality ratio, 

standardized incidence ratio) of the association between measure(s) of occupational asbestos 

exposure and GI cancer outcomes among humans.
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Data Extraction and Analytic Variables
A data extraction template was developed based on the WHO International Agency for Research on 

Cancer (IARC) Table Builder (38) and refined in consultation with the investigators for a systematic review 

specific to occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers. The Table Builder is designed to assist with the 

construction of evidence tables for drawing conclusions on the risk factors that increase the risk of  

human cancer. 

Data was extracted from the included studies by two highly qualified research personnel with graduate-

level training in epidemiology and hygiene, respectively: first author, publication year, country, study design, 

sample size, observed/expected cases, comparison or reference population, follow-up period, occupational 

asbestos exposure characteristics (measurement methods, any/none, high/low, occupation/industry, 

fibre type), GI cancer characteristics (data sources, incidence/mortality, type of GI cancer), measures of 

association with confidence intervals (risk ratios (RRs), odds ratios (ORs), hazard ratios (HRs), standardized 

mortality ratios (SMRs), standardized incidence ratios (SIRs), population mortality risks (PMRs), measures 

of association for asbestos-related lung cancer, and confounder adjustments. Appendix II provides a 

summary table of studies included in the meta-risk analyses by GI cancer site.

GI cancer risk and significant asbestos exposure was analyzed in a sub-group meta-analysis of cohort 

studies with reported risk estimates for workers with a history of asbestos-related insulation, mining, and 

cement occupations/industries (plus a category for all other occupations/industries groupings included in 

cohort studies). 

GI cancer risk and significant asbestos exposure was analyzed in a sub-group meta-analyses of cohort 

and case-control studies with exposure-response risk estimates for the highest exposed workers within 

the exposed population (internal comparisons). Highest exposure across studies represented workers in 

categories with the longest duration, greatest probability, highest intensity or highest cumulative levels of 

asbestos exposure. These studies also tended to be based on more detailed exposure assessment methods, 

including some combination of employment records/work history, direct measurements, job exposure 

matrices and/or expert opinions (see Appendix III for exposure-response studies included in analyses of 

esophageal cancer by assessment characteristics, for example). Highest asbestos exposure categories were 

independently defined within a study. Highest asbestos exposure was not defined or derived by the current 

investigators using specific cut-points for a single exposure characteristic. 

GI cancer risk and significant asbestos exposure was analyzed in a sub-group meta-analyses of cohort 

studies that also reported asbestos-related lung cancer risk estimates in the same cohort. A two-fold 

or higher risk of asbestos-related lung cancer was defined as a strong indicator of significant asbestos 

exposure within the same cohort of workers for an established exposure-response relationship.
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Categorization of asbestos fibre type was derived from information reported in cohort studies and/or by 

retrieving historical information from prior publications on the same cohort. The categorization (amphibole, 

chrysotile, mixed amphibole and chrysotile, unknown/unspecified fibre type) was reviewed by the 

investigators based on their knowledge of the geographic location and the period of occupational exposure 

for the study, cohort and/or mine.

The outcomes were categorized as esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer. The majority of included 

studies reported risk estimates for colon and rectal cancers combined, often because these two cancer sites 

were assumed to have similar risk profiles, or because of partial misclassification between the two sites and 

relatively rare rectal cancers.

Statistical Analyses
All analyses were conducted using Stata statistical software, version 17.0 (39) and in accordance with best 

practices for meta-analyses by the Cochrane Organization (40). Extracted risk estimates (ORs, HRs, SIRs, 

and SMRs) were assumed to be equivalent to RRs (for relatively rare events) and natural log transformed for 

the meta-risk analyses (41). Overall and sub-group meta-risk estimates, with associated 95% confidence 

intervals (CIs), were obtained using random-effects models to account for study heterogeneity in the 

estimates and a restricted maximum likelihood (REML) method to estimate the variance component 

parameters (40, 42, 43).

Missing relative risk estimates for studies were computed using the reported observed and expected 

count data. Stratified estimates (e.g., by occupation) were combined into an overall risk estimate by 

summing the observed and expected counts and re-calculating the estimate with confidence intervals. 

Missing confidence intervals were computed using the -eclpci- command in Stata that assumes a Poisson 

distribution. For stratified estimates that could not be combined, both estimates were included in the meta-

analyses. Two studies reported zero exposed cases for esophageal cancer (Peto, 1985; Anderson 1993). 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted by including these studies with a case count of ‘1’.

Meta-risk estimates were generated for the overall association between occupational asbestos exposure 

(any/none) and esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer. Sub-group meta-analyses were conducted 

with increasing information and confidence in significant asbestos exposure defined by a) work history in 

asbestos-related insulation, mining or cement occupations and/or industries; b) a two-fold or higher risk of 

asbestos-related lung cancer in the same cohort; and c) highest exposure-response comparisons. 

Tests for heterogeneity (40, 44) were performed to quantify the degree of inconsistency between study 

results (Q, T2 and I2 statistics). The Q statistic represents the ratio of observed variation to the within study 

error but the calculation is sensitive to the number of studies. The T2 statistic is the Q statistic but without 
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the number of studies in the calculation. The I2 is the primary measure used in epidemiology and health-

related sciences for assessing heterogeneity in meta-analyses.1

The I2 statistic is derived from the Q statistic but expressed as a proportion of observed to true variance 

(44). It is not a value on an absolute scale and it does not provide a measure of the dispersion of effects.1 An 

I2 value near 0% means that most of the observed variance is random, based on the extent of the overlap of 

confidence intervals around the study estimates (not that the effect estimates are within a narrow range). 

An I2 value near 75% conversely tells us that 75% of the variance in observed effects reflects variance in 

the true effects. Guidance by the Cochrane Organization (44) suggest that values of 0% to 40% indicate 

little variance in the observed to true estimates, 30% to 60% moderate variance, 50% to 90% substantial 

variance, and 75% to 100% considerable variance. 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to investigate bias; and to investigate the robustness of the meta-risk 

estimates to the inclusion of any one study, the addition of studies over time, and the inclusion of different 

data points when multiple points were available within a study or across a study over time.

Evidence Synthesis Approach
A two-day meeting of the investigators and collaborators was convened to a) review the database of 

included studies for comprehensiveness (i.e. potential errors/omissions/duplicates), b) review preliminary 

meta-risk-estimates to identify analytical areas for refinement, c) develop decisions rules for the selection 

of a preferred risk estimate as the most informative for the overall and sub-group meta-analyses when 

multiple estimates were available within a study or for a cohort/study over time, and d) seek consensus on 

a hierarchy of evidence based on the informativeness of the exposure assessment methods.

Only one independent data point per study or cohort, or per strata for sub-group analyses, was included in 

each meta-risk analysis. Decision rules for the inclusion of one risk estimate as the most informative to a 

meta-risk analysis included preference for the following:

• the risk estimates for a specific cancer site (esophageal, stomach, colorectal) versus all GI sites 

combined;

• the incidence verses mortality relative risk estimate;

• the risk estimate based on the longest follow-up period;

• the risk estimate based on censoring at the last known date alive versus a cut-off date;

• the SMR or SIR estimates based on regional versus national population reference rates;

• the mortality risk estimate based on death certificates versus other data sources;

• a collapsed or stratified SMR/SIR estimate(s) if no overall estimate of association was provided;

1 Bornstein M (2022). Commentary. In a meta-analysis, the I-squared statistic does not tell us how much the effect size varies     
  Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 2022; In press, Available on-line Oct 9, 2022: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2022.10.003
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• the risk estimate based on the longest latency period (providing studies measured latency and 

stratified estimates by latency periods).

 » True latency is the period of time between when the cancer occurs (or is initiated) and when it 

is detected (diagnosis for incidence studies, death for mortality studies). For chronic diseases, 

such as cancer, it is not possible to directly measure true latency. Traditionally, years since first 

exposure has been used in occupational cancer studies as a measure of latency but includes 

both the time period that an exposure to a carcinogen has its effect (the induction period) and 

the latency period. A modern approach to estimate latency is to lag exposure—that is to assume 

a latency interval and ignore exposure that occurs during that period. For example, if a study lags 

by 10 years, only asbestos exposure that occurs at least 10 years earlier is counted in assessing 

dose-response.

Three included papers (Ferrante 2017, Luberto 2019, Magnani 2020) were based on 43 pooled Italian 

cohorts. Our systematic review identified 22 papers that analyzed data from eight of these underlying 43 

Italian cohorts. Estimates based on the pooled Italian cohorts were preferred for meta-analyses because 

they represented more workers/larger sample sizes with updated methods/data including with follow-up  

to at least 2010 and an observation period of 40 or more years. Estimates were preferred from the 

underlying cohorts (22 papers) if they provided data for sub-group analyses not otherwise available in 

pooled cohort papers. 

Evidence of an association between occupational asbestos exposure measurement and GI cancers was 

defined by the investigators based on a hierarchy of study informativeness with increased confidence in 

exposure assessment methods and significant asbestos exposure from 1) any/none asbestos exposure, 

2) significant asbestos exposure characterized by major occupation and/or industry of employment, 3) 

two-fold or greater risk of asbestos-related lung cancer within the same cohort, and 4) exposure-response 

relationships with comparison of the highest versus lowest exposed group. Evidence of an association 

was also defined by positive meta-risk estimates above ‘1’, stronger meta-risk estimates and the precision 

of the 95% confidence intervals (the range of effect estimates) with increased study informativeness, 

consistency of evidence across the meta-analyses, and the robustness of the findings to sensitivity analyses 

investigating the impact of any one analytic decision or any one study on the meta-risk estimates. 

Consensus on the interpretation of the meta-risk estimates was sought during a second full meeting of 

the investigators and collaborators. The investigators adopted an approach consistent with that of prior 

authoritative evaluations (6,7) and as advocated for by leading occupational epidemiologists (45) that gives 

weight to the consistency of the findings and the increase in the estimated risks with study informativeness 

related to confidence in the exposure assessment; and that gives less weight to measures of statistical 

significance (arbitrary cut-points) for the meta-risk estimates in consensus decisions when evaluating 

serious hazards.
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Results
Included Studies 
Figure 1 provides the PRISMA flow chart for the inclusion of studies in the systematic review and meta-

analyses on occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancer. A total of 3,594 unique citations were retrieved 

across the combined search strategies and databases. Based on title and abstract review a total of 778 

studies were eligible for full text screening. After exclusions a total of 192 publications/studies were 

included in the systematic review. 

3,594 unique citations retrieved
and screened for title/abstract

778 (22%) studies eligible
for full-text review

2,816 (78%) excluded 
by title/abstract screening

155 (81%)
cohort studies

37 (19%)
case-control studies

586 (75%) excluded
  - 81 wrong study design 
  - 279 no occ. asbestos exposure
  - 111 no GI cancer outcomes
  - 39 with GI cancers combined*
  - 17 no full-text
  - 59 additional duplicates identified

192 (25%) studies
included for extraction

Figure 1 | Flow chart for inclusion of studies in the systematic review and meta-analyses on the association 
of occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers

Summary of Studies
Of the 192 studies included in the systematic review, 155 (81%) were cohort designs and 37 (19%) case-

control designs. A total of 82 studies (43%) investigated esophageal cancer, 153 studies (80%) stomach 

cancer, and 144 studies (75%) colorectal cancer (70 studies (37%) investigated all three GI cancers and 

47 (25%) investigated two of the three GI cancers). After the selection of preferred effect estimates as the 

most informative given multiple estimates within the same study or across the same cohort over time, a 

total of 56 studies contributed independent effect estimates to meta-analyses for esophageal cancer (68% 

of 82 eligible studies), 90 studies contributed independent effect estimates to meta-analyses for stomach 

cancer (59% of 153 eligible), and 82 studies contributed independent effect estimates to meta-analyses for 

colorectal cancer (57% of 144 eligible).

*39 studies were excluded from the meta-analyses because they reported estimates for combined GI cancers or combined with other 
cancers. Of the 39 studnues, 21 (54%) have a subsequent paper published by the same authors or with the same cohort that was 
included in the systematic review with estimates by specific GI cancer site. See the reference list for the systematic review on page 78.
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The publication years of the 192 studies ranged from 1964 to 2022 (1% in 1960s, 4% in 1970s, 21% in 

1980s, 29% in 1990s, 23% in 2000s, 17% in 2010s, and 4% from 2020-2022). Studies were published 

on workers around the world, including in Italy (20%) and the United States (19%), followed by Sweden 

and Canada (8% respectively), Poland (7%), the United Kingdom and China (6% respectively), Australia 

and Germany (5% respectively), Japan (4%), France (3%), Austria and Denmark and Finland and Norway 

and Taiwan (2% respectively); and Belgium, Brazil, Israel, Lithuania, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Russia, 

Spain and Ukraine (6% combined). 

Among the 56 studies that contributed independent effect estimates to meta-analyses for esophageal 

cancer, 50 (89%) were cohort studies (including four PMR studies) and six (11%) case-control studies. 

These studies were published from 1979 to 2020 (23% in 1980s, 11% in 1990s, 38% in 2000s, and 25% 

in 2010s), and spanned 18 different countries (e.g., 21% in the USA; 18% in Italy; 13% in the UK; and 7% 

in Canada, China and Sweden, respectively). Among the 90 studies that contributed independent effect 

estimates to meta-analyses for stomach cancer, 76 (84%) were cohort studies (including three PMR 

studies) and 14 (16%) case control studies (including one nested case-control study). These studies were 

published from 1976 to 2022 (18% in the 1980s, 29% in 1990s, 24% in 2000s, 18% in 2010s), and spanned 

23 countries (e.g., 17% in the USA; 16% in Italy; 10% in China; 9% in the UK and Sweden, respectively; 8% 

in Japan; and 6% in Poland and Canada, respectively). Among the 82 studies that contributed independent 

effect estimates to meta-analyses for colorectal cancer, 66 (80%) were cohort studies (including four PMR 

studies) and 16 (20%) case control studies. These studies were published from 1979 to 2022 (20% in the 

1980s, 24% in 1990s, 24% in 2000s, 23% in 2010s), and spanned 21 countries (e.g., 21% in the USA, 16% 

in Italy, 11% in Sweden, 7% in Canada, 7% in the UK and 6% in China). 

Meta-risk Estimates
The overall meta-risk estimate (mREs) for occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and the risk of GI 

cancers was 1.17 (95% CI 1.07-1.29) for esophageal cancer, 1.14 (95% CI 1.05-1.23) for stomach cancer, and 

1.16 (95% CI 1.08-1.24) for colorectal cancer (Table 2).

Figures 2a to 2c provide forest plots displaying the studies with risk estimates and 95% CIs that were 

pooled for the overall meta-analyses of esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer, respectively. For all 

three cancer sites, variability in the individual study risk estimates and confidence intervals was observed. 

However, more heterogeneity2 was observed among the results for stomach (I2=79.1%) and colorectal 

(I2=69.9%) cancer than for esophageal cancer (I2=27.7%).

2 I2 describes the extent of the overlap of confidence intervals around study estimates as a measure of heterogeneity. I2  
  is a proportion not a value on an absolute scale. It does not indicate how much the true effects vary. For example, an I2  
  of 75% tells us that 75% of the variance in observed effects reflects variance in true effects (Bornstein, 2022). 
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Table 2 | Meta-risk estimates (mREs) for the association between occupational asbestos exposure and 
gastrointestinal cancers by site, overall and sub-group analyses defined by asbestos exposure

Asbestos Exposure 
Categorization

Esophageal Cancer
mREs [95% CIs]

Stomach Cancer
mREs [95% CIs]

Colorectal Cancer
mREs [95% CIs]

Overall

Any versus None Exposed 1.17 [1.07 – 1.29] 1.14 [1.05 – 1.23] 1.16 [1.08 – 1.24]

Major Occupations/Industries 

Asbestos-related Insulation Workers 1.68 [1.19 – 2.36] 1.53 [0.93 – 2.51] 1.59 [1.14 – 2.23]

Asbestos-related Cement Workers 1.12 [0.84 – 1.47] 1.14 [0.99 – 1.32] 1.21 [1.06 – 1.38]

Asbestos-related Miners 1.13 [0.78 – 1.63] 1.30 [1.14 – 1.49] 1.15 [0.82 – 1.63]

All Other Occupations/Industries 1.16 [1.02 – 1.32] 1.01 [0.91 – 1.13] 1.07 [0.99 – 1.16]

Asbestos-related Lung Cancer Risk

Risk Ratios < 1.00 0.53 [0.15 – 1.89] 0.81 [0.62 – 1.08] 1.05 [0.80 – 1.39]

Risk Ratios 1.00-1.99 1.15 [1.02 – 1.29] 1.07 [0.95 – 1.20] 1.02 [0.93 – 1.11]

Risk Ratios >= 2.00 1.40 [1.14 – 1.71] 1.33 [1.14 – 1.56] 1.48 [1.35 – 1.63]

Asbestos Exposure-Response

Highest versus Lowest Exposed 1.63 [1.29 – 2.06] 1.28 [1.09 – 1.52] 1.29 [1.09 – 1.53]

Asbestos Fibre Type

Chrysotile 1.17 [0.89 – 1.53] 1.09 [0.88 – 1.35] 1.05 [0.88 – 1.26]

Amphibole 1.16 [1.02 – 1.31] 1.35 [1.12 – 1.63] 1.38 [1.27 – 1.49]

Chrysotile and Amphibole Mix 1.44 [1.20 – 1.73] 1.21 [1.04 – 1.41] 1.23 [1.09 – 1.38]

Unclear/Unknown 1.05 [0.85 – 1.30] 0.94 [0.84 – 1.06] 0.99 [0.89 – 1.10]

Asbestos Exposure by Major Industry/Occupation Groups
Among workers with established asbestos exposures defined by their occupation and/or industry of 

employment, the highest elevated risks were observed for esophageal (mRE=1.68 (95% CI 1.19-2.36)), 

stomach (mRE=1.53 (95% CI 0.93-2.51)) and colorectal cancer (mRE=1.59 (95% CI 1.14-2.23)) among 

asbestos insulators/insulation workers (Table 2). Elevated meta-risk estimates were also observed for 

stomach cancer among asbestos miners (mREs=1.30 (95% CI 1.14-1.49)) and colorectal cancer among 

asbestos cement workers (mREs=1.21 (95% CI 1.06-1.38)). The remaining mREs by cancer site and 

industry/occupational exposure classification ranged from 1.12 to 1.15.

Figures 3a to 3c provide forest plots displaying the studies contributing risk estimates for the meta-analyses 

of esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer, respectively, by major occupation/industry exposed groups. 

For all three GI cancer sites, variability in the individual study risk estimates and confidence intervals was 

observed. However, more variability was observed among the studies for stomach cancer (I2 ranging from 

0% to 75.2% for the three asbestos exposure groups) and colorectal cancer (I2 from 20.8% to 66.7%), than 

for esophageal cancer (I2 from 0% to 30.3%).
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Asbestos Exposure by Asbestos-related Lung Cancer Risk
In the sub-group analyses of cohort studies that also investigated lung cancer, there was consistency of 

increased meta-risk estimates for esophageal (mRE=1.40 (95% CI 1.14-1.71)), stomach (mRE=1.33 (95% CI 

1.14-1.56)) and colorectal cancer (mRE=1.47 (95% CI 1.34-1.61)) (Table 2) among workers in cohorts where 

there was also a two-fold or greater risk of asbestos-related lung cancer. 

Figures 4a to 4c provide forest plots displaying the studies contributing risk estimates in the meta-analyses 

of esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer, respectively, by risk of asbestos-related lung cancer. For all 

three cancer sites, variability in individual study risk estimates and confidence intervals was observed in the 

sub-group of studies where there was a two-fold or greater risk of asbestos-related lung cancer. However, 

more heterogeneity was observed among the results for stomach cancer (I2=39.4%) than for esophageal 

(I2=23.0%) or colorectal (I2=0%) cancer.

These results are further detailed in scatter plots and meta regression (correlation) analyses (Figures 4d 

to 4f) of the relationship between GI and asbestos-related lung cancer estimates within the same cohort. 

The linear regression results indicate that as the relative risk of asbestos-related lung cancer increases (as 

a strong indicator of asbestos exposure) so does the risk of each GI cancer. The relationship was strongest 

for colorectal cancer (regression coefficient (log-scale) β=0.37 (95% CI: 0.25-0.49), followed by stomach 

(β=0.33 (95% CI: 0.21-0.46) and esophageal (β=0.24 (95% CI: -0.02-0.50)) cancers. In other words, for 

every 1% increase in asbestos-related lung cancer there was a 0.37%, 0.33% and 0.24% increase in the risk 

of colorectal, stomach and esophageal cancer, respectively.

Exposure-Response—Highest Asbestos Exposed Workers 
In the sub-group analysis of studies that reported an exposure-response relationship (Table 2), there was 

consistency of increased meta-risk estimates for esophageal (mRE=1.63 (95% CI 1.29-2.06)), stomach 

(mRE=1.28 (95% CI 1.09-1.52)) and colorectal cancer (mRE=1.29 (95% CI 1.09-1.53)) among workers with 

the highest asbestos exposures compared to those with the lowest exposures. 

Figures 5a to 5c provide forest plots displaying the studies contributing risk estimates in the meta-analyses 

for esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer, respectively, for the highest exposed workers. For all three 

cancer sites, variability in the study risk estimates and confidence intervals was observed. However, more 

variability was observed among the results for stomach cancer (I2=72.9%) than for colorectal (I2=19.0%) or 

esophageal (I2=8.8%) cancer.
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Appendix III provides a summary of the studies included in the exposure-response meta-risk analyses for 

esophageal cancer, as illustrative of the detailed exposure assessment characteristics and methods used 

in these studies to quantify and compare high exposure levels. These studies included detailed exposure 

assessment methods defined by a combination of exposure characteristics (e.g., intensity, duration, 

frequency, cumulative exposure) and exposure assessment methods (e.g., employment records/work 

history, direct measurements, job exposure matrix, expert opinion).

Secondary Research Questions—Fibre Type, Effect Modification
The meta-risk estimates for the association between occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers 

was elevated among sub-groups of workers exposed to amphibole, chrysotile and a combination of the 

two asbestos fibres. Variability around the estimates by fibre-type was greater than that observed for the 

overall and other sub-group meta-risk estimates due to a smaller number of studies within strata (Table 

2). The highest meta-risk estimates were observed for exposure to mixed fibres for esophageal cancer 

(mRE=1.44 (95% CI 1.20-1.73)), and for exposure to amphibole-only fibres for stomach (mRE=1.35 (95% CI 

1.12-1.63)) and colorectal (mRE=1.38 (95% CI 1.27-1.49)) cancer. Lower meta-risk estimates were observed 

for exposure to chrysotile-only fibres for colorectal (mRE=1.05 (95% CI 0.88-1.26)), stomach (mRE=1.09 

(95% CI 0.88-1.35)), and esophageal (mRE=1.17 (95% CI 0.89-1.53)) cancers. For all three GI cancer sites, 

the lowest meta-risk estimates were observed for studies where the fibre type was not specified or unclear 

(ranging from 0.94 to 1.05). 

Figures 6a to 6c provide forest plots displaying the studies contributing risk estimates in the meta-analyses 

of esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer, respectively, by fibre type. For all three GI cancer sites, 

variability in the study risk estimates and confidence intervals was observed by fibre-type categories. 

However, more variability was observed among the estimates based on exposure to chrysotile-only (I2 

range 46.0% to 71.5% across cancer sites) and mixed fibres (I2 range 12.4% to 62.5%) than for exposure to 

unknown or unspecified asbestos (I2 range 23.6% to 44.3%) or amphibole-only fibres (0% to 34.1%). 

There were insufficient studies providing adequate data to investigate synergistic or antagonistic 

effects of asbestos with other known risk factors for GI cancers, specifically smoking and alcohol. Most 

studies included in the current review did not collect data on smoking (61%) or alcohol consumption 

(97%). Among those that collected smoking or alcohol data, this data was not always used in analyses 

(incomplete/missing), or results based on this data were not reported or reported in a manner that could 

be used to investigate synergistic or antagonist effects. See also the detailed discussion section below on 

confounding specific to smoking and alcohol consumption. 
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Supplemental Research Questions
The systematic review identified nine studies (eight cohort and one case-control) with independent 

measures of association on occupational asbestos exposure and small bowel (intestine) cancers. All of 

the study risk estimates were elevated but with wide confidence intervals (CIs). The risk estimates (with 

CIs) ranged from 1.25 (95% CI 0.73-2.15) to 7.69 (95% CI 0.52-114.11)—the latter estimate based on one 

observed case, and most based on small case counts. A meta-risk analysis of these eight studies failed to 

converge using the preferred restricted maximum likelihood (REML) approach to estimate the variance 

components. A meta-analysis converged using the maximum likelihood (ML) random effects model, 

although considered less than ideal for estimating the variance components. The ML model produced a 

pooled meta-risk estimate of 2.64 (95% CI 1.51-4.62) for occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and 

small bowel cancer.

The systematic review identified five studies that measured time since first asbestos exposure to cancer 

diagnosis as a measure of latency (noting that this measure includes both the induction period and the 

latency period). Of these five studies, one investigated colorectal cancer (Gerhardsson de Verdier), two 

investigated stomach cancer (Harding, Raffn (1989)), and two investigated both stomach and colorectal 

cancer (Smailyte, Sanden). Methods varied across these studies with the investigation of a 0-19 year, 

15-year, 20-year and 25-year period between time since first exposure and GI cancer diagnosis; and one 

study investigating 10-year periods after 20 years since first exposure. Two additional studies used a 

10-year exposure lag as a method to account for latency, including one study investigating the three GI 

cancer sites (Lin) and one investigating stomach cancer (Straif). In sum, a meta-analysis investigating 

latency for GI cancers was precluded by insufficient evidence/few studies and methodological variability in 

the measurement and definition of latency for any one GI cancer site.
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Figure 2a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and esophageal cancer

Selikoff 1979

Hillerdal 1980

Clemmesen 1981

Woitowitz 1981

Acheson 1984

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Zoloth 1985

Cantor 1986

Gardner 1986

Seidman 1986

Enterline 1987

Hughes 1987

Magnani 1987B

Selikoff 1991

Mcdonald 1993

Meurman 1994

Xu 1996A

Karjalainen 1999

Berry 2000

Parent 2000

Senioricostantini 2000

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2000

Stern 2001

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2002

Sun 2003

Finkelstein 2004

Tessari 2004

Ulvestad 2004

Parducci 2005

Wilczynska 2005

Battista 2007

Hein 2007

Musk 2008

Dement 2009

Harding 2009

Loomis 2009

Tomioka 2011

Wang 2013B

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Boulanger 2015

Vandenborre 2015

Wu 2015

Levin 2016

Pira 2016

Pira 2017

Barbiero 2018A

Merlo 2018

Luberto 2019

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.02, I2 = 27.73%, H2 = 1.38

Test of θi = θj: Q(48) = 56.48, p = 0.19

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

0.71 [

2.80 [

0.61 [

5.40 [

1.00 [

2.05 [

0.59 [

1.06 [

0.29 [

0.49 [

1.36 [

0.93 [

1.30 [

1.63 [

0.73 [

2.15 [

0.92 [

0.97 [

2.08 [

1.40 [

0.93 [

0.38 [

1.12 [

0.65 [

0.97 [

1.27 [

0.74 [

2.70 [

0.97 [

1.72 [

0.77 [

1.87 [

1.20 [

0.84 [

1.16 [

0.74 [

1.08 [

1.17 [

1.45 [

1.35 [

1.67 [

1.28 [

1.70 [

0.80 [

1.76 [

1.23 [

0.92 [

0.97 [

1.16 [

1.17 [

0.05,

0.19,

0.04,

0.99,

0.18,

1.00,

0.08,

0.76,

0.02,

0.03,

0.44,

0.51,

0.87,

1.11,

0.46,

0.70,

0.78,

0.26,

1.13,

0.81,

0.38,

0.03,

0.90,

0.04,

0.79,

0.89,

0.36,

1.03,

0.26,

0.91,

0.14,

1.13,

0.65,

0.61,

1.01,

0.38,

0.20,

0.52,

0.76,

0.96,

1.10,

0.23,

0.96,

0.21,

0.77,

0.46,

0.34,

0.60,

0.84,

1.07,

10.60]

41.54]

9.05]

29.49]

5.46]

4.17]

4.21]

1.47]

4.24]

7.20]

4.16]

1.71]

1.94]

2.39]

1.16]

6.60]

1.08]

3.65]

3.83]

2.42]

2.27]

5.64]

1.39]

9.64]

1.19]

1.80]

1.51]

7.09]

3.65]

3.26]

4.28]

3.10]

2.21]

1.15]

1.33]

1.44]

5.91]

2.65]

2.76]

1.89]

2.53]

6.99]

3.01]

3.06]

4.00]

3.29]

2.46]

1.57]

1.61]

1.29]

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.29

0.29

1.44

0.21

4.48

0.11

0.11

0.63

1.88

3.53

3.75

2.87

0.63

7.97

0.46

1.87

2.22

0.96

0.11

6.70

0.11

7.00

4.17

1.44

0.84

0.46

1.73

0.28

2.53

1.87

4.76

8.67

1.62

0.29

1.13

1.71

4.35

3.37

0.29

2.08

0.45

1.12

0.80

0.80

2.74

4.53

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

25

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y

A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

Lumley 1976

Selikoff 1979

Hillerdal 1980

Acheson 1982

Wignall 1982

Acheson 1984

Ohlson 1984

Ohlson 1985

Peto 1985 - Cohort 1

Peto 1985 - Cohort 2

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Cantor 1986

Gardner 1986

Seidman 1986

Amandus 1987

Enterline 1987

Hughes 1987

Tola 1988

Raffn 1989

Morinaga 1990

Neuberger 1990

Glass 1991

Morinaga 1991

Selikoff 1991

Cheng 1992

Sanden 1992

Andersen 1993

Kogan 1993

Zhu 1993

Cocco 1994

Meurman 1994

Xu 1996A

Xu 1996B - Boiler worker and cook

Xu 1996B - Cement workers

Xu 1996B - Fire resistant brick

Xu 1996B - Furnace and pipe builders

Liddell 1997

Pang 1997

Sun 1997

Cocco 1998

Battista 1999

Ekstrom 1999

Germani 1999

Karjalainen 1999

Berry 2000

Senioricostantini 2000

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2000

Stern 2001

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2002

Ulvestad 2002

Sun 2003

Finkelstein 2004

Smailyte 2004

Ulvestad 2004

Krstev 2005 - Female

Krstev 2005 - Male

Parducci 2005

Wilczynska 2005

Battista 2007

Hein 2007

Dement 2009

Harding 2009

Loomis 2009

Pesch 2010

Tomioka 2011

Wang 2013B

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Boulanger 2015

Repp 2015

Vandenborre 2015

Wu 2015

Levin 2016

Pira 2016

Barbiero 2018A

Merlo 2018

Reid 2018

Fazzo 2020

Ferrante 2020

Fukai 2020

Magnani 2020

Shah 2020

Fang 2021

Fernandes 2021

Dalsgaard 2022

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.06, I2 = 79.11%, H2 = 4.79

Test of θi = θj: Q(84) = 285.21, p = 0.00

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

1.14 [

3.52 [

2.40 [

1.20 [

0.65 [

0.94 [

0.59 [

0.17 [

1.76 [

1.85 [

1.08 [

1.29 [

1.09 [

1.90 [

1.24 [

1.80 [

1.13 [

0.80 [

1.43 [

1.44 [

1.50 [

0.90 [

0.75 [

1.16 [

1.10 [

0.69 [

1.45 [

0.58 [

0.46 [

0.70 [

1.31 [

1.37 [

1.70 [

1.20 [

1.60 [

0.90 [

1.26 [

4.40 [

1.03 [

1.50 [

1.31 [

1.11 [

0.45 [

1.08 [

1.21 [

1.20 [

1.07 [

1.49 [

0.70 [

1.40 [

0.98 [

0.84 [

0.95 [

1.40 [

0.30 [

1.50 [

0.37 [

1.13 [

1.07 [

0.97 [

0.89 [

1.66 [

0.51 [

1.15 [

1.25 [

0.62 [

1.50 [

1.02 [

1.29 [

4.59 [

0.84 [

1.62 [

0.91 [

1.05 [

1.53 [

1.04 [

1.53 [

1.21 [

1.24 [

0.97 [

0.91 [

1.35 [

1.06 [

0.70 [

1.38 [

1.14 [

0.98,

2.18,

0.99,

0.59,

0.29,

0.42,

0.41,

0.01,

0.57,

0.34,

0.66,

1.06,

0.64,

1.00,

0.23,

1.13,

0.73,

0.62,

1.04,

0.26,

1.06,

0.72,

0.24,

0.82,

0.49,

0.31,

0.92,

0.33,

0.31,

0.47,

0.75,

1.25,

0.97,

0.49,

0.86,

0.44,

1.07,

1.64,

0.79,

0.80,

0.73,

0.87,

0.08,

0.64,

0.82,

0.87,

0.63,

1.27,

0.26,

0.64,

0.72,

0.59,

0.58,

0.83,

0.03,

0.92,

0.21,

0.84,

0.63,

0.54,

0.63,

1.49,

0.24,

0.43,

0.70,

0.23,

0.91,

0.81,

0.72,

1.53,

0.06,

0.97,

0.24,

0.64,

0.99,

0.83,

0.97,

0.30,

0.69,

0.79,

0.84,

1.17,

1.03,

0.23,

0.69,

1.05,

1.32]

5.67]

5.84]

2.45]

1.47]

2.13]

0.86]

2.52]

5.40]

10.10]

1.76]

1.57]

1.88]

3.60]

6.79]

2.87]

1.76]

1.03]

1.96]

7.86]

2.13]

1.13]

2.32]

1.65]

2.49]

1.57]

2.28]

1.02]

0.67]

1.04]

2.30]

1.50]

2.99]

2.94]

2.97]

1.86]

1.48]

11.80]

1.34]

2.81]

2.35]

1.42]

2.55]

1.82]

1.78]

1.66]

1.81]

1.74]

1.88]

3.08]

1.33]

1.18]

1.56]

2.37]

3.00]

2.45]

0.65]

1.52]

1.81]

1.74]

1.26]

1.85]

1.09]

3.10]

2.24]

1.67]

2.47]

1.29]

2.31]

13.76]

12.46]

2.71]

3.40]

1.72]

2.37]

1.30]

2.41]

4.86]

2.22]

1.20]

0.99]

1.55]

1.10]

2.15]

2.76]

1.23]

2.26

1.26

0.57

0.79

0.65

0.65

1.55

0.08

0.39

0.19

1.23

2.12

1.11

0.91

0.19

1.30

1.36

1.93

1.75

0.19

1.63

2.03

0.39

1.63

0.65

0.65

1.33

1.06

1.51

1.49

1.06

2.39

1.05

0.56

0.95

0.77

2.23

0.49

1.90

0.93

1.02

1.97

0.18

1.15

1.52

1.72

1.15

2.24

0.49

0.68

1.77

1.64

1.23

1.14

0.11

1.23

1.06

1.80

1.15

1.02

1.63

2.35

0.72

0.48

1.02

0.49

1.21

2.01

1.02

0.41

0.08

1.17

0.30

1.22

1.36

2.05

1.32

0.27

1.02

2.09

2.40

2.28

2.46

0.39

0.81

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Lumley 1976

Selikoff 1979

Hillerdal 1980

Acheson 1982

Wignall 1982

Acheson 1984

Ohlson 1984

Ohlson 1985

Peto 1985 - Cohort 1

Peto 1985 - Cohort 2

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Cantor 1986

Gardner 1986

Seidman 1986

Amandus 1987

Enterline 1987

Hughes 1987

Tola 1988

Raffn 1989

Morinaga 1990

Neuberger 1990

Glass 1991

Morinaga 1991

Selikoff 1991

Cheng 1992

Sanden 1992

Andersen 1993

Kogan 1993

Zhu 1993

Cocco 1994

Meurman 1994

Xu 1996A

Xu 1996B - Boiler worker and cook

Xu 1996B - Cement workers

Xu 1996B - Fire resistant brick

Xu 1996B - Furnace and pipe builders

Liddell 1997

Pang 1997

Sun 1997

Cocco 1998

Battista 1999

Ekstrom 1999

Germani 1999

Karjalainen 1999

Berry 2000

Senioricostantini 2000

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2000

Stern 2001

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2002

Ulvestad 2002

Sun 2003

Finkelstein 2004

Smailyte 2004

Ulvestad 2004

Krstev 2005 - Female

Krstev 2005 - Male

Parducci 2005

Wilczynska 2005

Battista 2007

Hein 2007

Dement 2009

Harding 2009

Loomis 2009

Pesch 2010

Tomioka 2011

Wang 2013B

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Boulanger 2015

Repp 2015

Vandenborre 2015

Wu 2015

Levin 2016

Pira 2016

Barbiero 2018A

Merlo 2018

Reid 2018

Fazzo 2020

Ferrante 2020

Fukai 2020

Magnani 2020

Shah 2020

Fang 2021

Fernandes 2021

Dalsgaard 2022

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.06, I2 = 79.11%, H2 = 4.79

Test of θi = θj: Q(84) = 285.21, p = 0.00

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

1.14 [

3.52 [

2.40 [

1.20 [

0.65 [

0.94 [

0.59 [

0.17 [

1.76 [

1.85 [

1.08 [

1.29 [

1.09 [

1.90 [

1.24 [

1.80 [

1.13 [

0.80 [

1.43 [

1.44 [

1.50 [

0.90 [

0.75 [

1.16 [

1.10 [

0.69 [

1.45 [

0.58 [

0.46 [

0.70 [

1.31 [

1.37 [

1.70 [

1.20 [

1.60 [

0.90 [

1.26 [

4.40 [

1.03 [

1.50 [

1.31 [

1.11 [

0.45 [

1.08 [

1.21 [

1.20 [

1.07 [

1.49 [

0.70 [

1.40 [

0.98 [

0.84 [

0.95 [

1.40 [

0.30 [

1.50 [

0.37 [

1.13 [

1.07 [

0.97 [

0.89 [

1.66 [

0.51 [

1.15 [

1.25 [

0.62 [

1.50 [

1.02 [

1.29 [

4.59 [

0.84 [

1.62 [

0.91 [

1.05 [

1.53 [

1.04 [

1.53 [

1.21 [

1.24 [

0.97 [

0.91 [

1.35 [

1.06 [

0.70 [

1.38 [

1.14 [

0.98,

2.18,

0.99,

0.59,

0.29,

0.42,

0.41,

0.01,

0.57,

0.34,

0.66,

1.06,

0.64,

1.00,

0.23,

1.13,

0.73,

0.62,

1.04,

0.26,

1.06,

0.72,

0.24,

0.82,

0.49,

0.31,

0.92,

0.33,

0.31,

0.47,

0.75,

1.25,

0.97,

0.49,

0.86,

0.44,

1.07,

1.64,

0.79,

0.80,

0.73,

0.87,

0.08,

0.64,

0.82,

0.87,

0.63,

1.27,

0.26,

0.64,

0.72,

0.59,

0.58,

0.83,

0.03,

0.92,

0.21,

0.84,

0.63,

0.54,

0.63,

1.49,

0.24,

0.43,

0.70,

0.23,

0.91,

0.81,

0.72,

1.53,

0.06,

0.97,

0.24,

0.64,

0.99,

0.83,

0.97,

0.30,

0.69,

0.79,

0.84,

1.17,

1.03,

0.23,

0.69,

1.05,

1.32]

5.67]

5.84]

2.45]

1.47]

2.13]

0.86]

2.52]

5.40]

10.10]

1.76]

1.57]

1.88]

3.60]

6.79]

2.87]

1.76]

1.03]

1.96]

7.86]

2.13]

1.13]

2.32]

1.65]

2.49]

1.57]

2.28]

1.02]

0.67]

1.04]

2.30]

1.50]

2.99]

2.94]

2.97]

1.86]

1.48]

11.80]

1.34]

2.81]

2.35]

1.42]

2.55]

1.82]

1.78]

1.66]

1.81]

1.74]

1.88]

3.08]

1.33]

1.18]

1.56]

2.37]

3.00]

2.45]

0.65]

1.52]

1.81]

1.74]

1.26]

1.85]

1.09]

3.10]

2.24]

1.67]

2.47]

1.29]

2.31]

13.76]

12.46]

2.71]

3.40]

1.72]

2.37]

1.30]

2.41]

4.86]

2.22]

1.20]

0.99]

1.55]

1.10]

2.15]

2.76]

1.23]

2.26

1.26

0.57

0.79

0.65

0.65

1.55

0.08

0.39

0.19

1.23

2.12

1.11

0.91

0.19

1.30

1.36

1.93

1.75

0.19

1.63

2.03

0.39

1.63

0.65

0.65

1.33

1.06

1.51

1.49

1.06

2.39

1.05

0.56

0.95

0.77

2.23

0.49

1.90

0.93

1.02

1.97

0.18

1.15

1.52

1.72

1.15

2.24

0.49

0.68

1.77

1.64

1.23

1.14

0.11

1.23

1.06

1.80

1.15

1.02

1.63

2.35

0.72

0.48

1.02

0.49

1.21

2.01

1.02

0.41

0.08

1.17

0.30

1.22

1.36

2.05

1.32

0.27

1.02

2.09

2.40

2.28

2.46

0.39

0.81

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Lumley 1976

Selikoff 1979

Hillerdal 1980

Acheson 1982

Wignall 1982

Acheson 1984

Ohlson 1984

Ohlson 1985

Peto 1985 - Cohort 1

Peto 1985 - Cohort 2

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Cantor 1986

Gardner 1986

Seidman 1986

Amandus 1987

Enterline 1987

Hughes 1987

Tola 1988

Raffn 1989

Morinaga 1990

Neuberger 1990

Glass 1991

Morinaga 1991

Selikoff 1991

Cheng 1992

Sanden 1992

Andersen 1993

Kogan 1993

Zhu 1993

Cocco 1994

Meurman 1994

Xu 1996A

Xu 1996B - Boiler worker and cook

Xu 1996B - Cement workers

Xu 1996B - Fire resistant brick

Xu 1996B - Furnace and pipe builders

Liddell 1997

Pang 1997

Sun 1997

Cocco 1998

Battista 1999

Ekstrom 1999

Germani 1999

Karjalainen 1999

Berry 2000

Senioricostantini 2000

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2000

Stern 2001

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2002

Ulvestad 2002

Sun 2003

Finkelstein 2004

Smailyte 2004

Ulvestad 2004

Krstev 2005 - Female

Krstev 2005 - Male

Parducci 2005

Wilczynska 2005

Battista 2007

Hein 2007

Dement 2009

Harding 2009

Loomis 2009

Pesch 2010

Tomioka 2011

Wang 2013B

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Boulanger 2015

Repp 2015

Vandenborre 2015

Wu 2015

Levin 2016

Pira 2016

Barbiero 2018A

Merlo 2018

Reid 2018

Fazzo 2020

Ferrante 2020

Fukai 2020

Magnani 2020

Shah 2020

Fang 2021

Fernandes 2021

Dalsgaard 2022

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.06, I2 = 79.11%, H2 = 4.79

Test of θi = θj: Q(84) = 285.21, p = 0.00

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

1.14 [

3.52 [

2.40 [

1.20 [

0.65 [

0.94 [

0.59 [

0.17 [

1.76 [

1.85 [

1.08 [

1.29 [

1.09 [

1.90 [

1.24 [

1.80 [

1.13 [

0.80 [

1.43 [

1.44 [

1.50 [

0.90 [

0.75 [

1.16 [

1.10 [

0.69 [

1.45 [

0.58 [

0.46 [

0.70 [

1.31 [

1.37 [

1.70 [

1.20 [

1.60 [

0.90 [

1.26 [

4.40 [

1.03 [

1.50 [

1.31 [

1.11 [

0.45 [

1.08 [

1.21 [

1.20 [

1.07 [

1.49 [

0.70 [

1.40 [

0.98 [

0.84 [

0.95 [

1.40 [

0.30 [

1.50 [

0.37 [

1.13 [

1.07 [

0.97 [

0.89 [

1.66 [

0.51 [

1.15 [

1.25 [

0.62 [

1.50 [

1.02 [

1.29 [

4.59 [

0.84 [

1.62 [

0.91 [

1.05 [

1.53 [

1.04 [

1.53 [

1.21 [

1.24 [

0.97 [

0.91 [

1.35 [

1.06 [

0.70 [

1.38 [

1.14 [

0.98,

2.18,

0.99,

0.59,

0.29,

0.42,

0.41,

0.01,

0.57,

0.34,

0.66,

1.06,

0.64,

1.00,

0.23,

1.13,

0.73,

0.62,

1.04,

0.26,

1.06,

0.72,

0.24,

0.82,

0.49,

0.31,

0.92,

0.33,

0.31,

0.47,

0.75,

1.25,

0.97,

0.49,

0.86,

0.44,

1.07,

1.64,

0.79,

0.80,

0.73,

0.87,

0.08,

0.64,

0.82,

0.87,

0.63,

1.27,

0.26,

0.64,

0.72,

0.59,

0.58,

0.83,

0.03,

0.92,

0.21,

0.84,

0.63,

0.54,

0.63,

1.49,

0.24,

0.43,

0.70,

0.23,

0.91,

0.81,

0.72,

1.53,

0.06,

0.97,

0.24,

0.64,

0.99,

0.83,

0.97,

0.30,

0.69,

0.79,

0.84,

1.17,

1.03,

0.23,

0.69,

1.05,

1.32]

5.67]

5.84]

2.45]

1.47]

2.13]

0.86]

2.52]

5.40]

10.10]

1.76]

1.57]

1.88]

3.60]

6.79]

2.87]

1.76]

1.03]

1.96]

7.86]

2.13]

1.13]

2.32]

1.65]

2.49]

1.57]

2.28]

1.02]

0.67]

1.04]

2.30]

1.50]

2.99]

2.94]

2.97]

1.86]

1.48]

11.80]

1.34]

2.81]

2.35]

1.42]

2.55]

1.82]

1.78]

1.66]

1.81]

1.74]

1.88]

3.08]

1.33]

1.18]

1.56]

2.37]

3.00]

2.45]

0.65]

1.52]

1.81]

1.74]

1.26]

1.85]

1.09]

3.10]

2.24]

1.67]

2.47]

1.29]

2.31]

13.76]

12.46]

2.71]

3.40]

1.72]

2.37]

1.30]

2.41]

4.86]

2.22]

1.20]

0.99]

1.55]

1.10]

2.15]

2.76]

1.23]

2.26

1.26

0.57

0.79

0.65

0.65

1.55

0.08

0.39

0.19

1.23

2.12

1.11

0.91

0.19

1.30

1.36

1.93

1.75

0.19

1.63

2.03

0.39

1.63

0.65

0.65

1.33

1.06

1.51

1.49

1.06

2.39

1.05

0.56

0.95

0.77

2.23

0.49

1.90

0.93

1.02

1.97

0.18

1.15

1.52

1.72

1.15

2.24

0.49

0.68

1.77

1.64

1.23

1.14

0.11

1.23

1.06

1.80

1.15

1.02

1.63

2.35

0.72

0.48

1.02

0.49

1.21

2.01

1.02

0.41

0.08

1.17

0.30

1.22

1.36

2.05

1.32

0.27

1.02

2.09

2.40

2.28

2.46

0.39

0.81

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Lumley 1976

Selikoff 1979

Hillerdal 1980

Acheson 1982

Wignall 1982

Acheson 1984

Ohlson 1984

Ohlson 1985

Peto 1985 - Cohort 1

Peto 1985 - Cohort 2

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Cantor 1986

Gardner 1986

Seidman 1986

Amandus 1987

Enterline 1987

Hughes 1987

Tola 1988

Raffn 1989

Morinaga 1990

Neuberger 1990

Glass 1991

Morinaga 1991

Selikoff 1991

Cheng 1992

Sanden 1992

Andersen 1993

Kogan 1993

Zhu 1993

Cocco 1994

Meurman 1994

Xu 1996A

Xu 1996B - Boiler worker and cook

Xu 1996B - Cement workers

Xu 1996B - Fire resistant brick

Xu 1996B - Furnace and pipe builders

Liddell 1997

Pang 1997

Sun 1997

Cocco 1998

Battista 1999

Ekstrom 1999

Germani 1999

Karjalainen 1999

Berry 2000

Senioricostantini 2000

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2000

Stern 2001

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2002

Ulvestad 2002

Sun 2003

Finkelstein 2004

Smailyte 2004

Ulvestad 2004

Krstev 2005 - Female

Krstev 2005 - Male

Parducci 2005

Wilczynska 2005

Battista 2007

Hein 2007

Dement 2009

Harding 2009

Loomis 2009

Pesch 2010

Tomioka 2011

Wang 2013B

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Boulanger 2015

Repp 2015

Vandenborre 2015

Wu 2015

Levin 2016

Pira 2016

Barbiero 2018A

Merlo 2018

Reid 2018

Fazzo 2020

Ferrante 2020

Fukai 2020

Magnani 2020

Shah 2020

Fang 2021

Fernandes 2021

Dalsgaard 2022

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.06, I2 = 79.11%, H2 = 4.79

Test of θi = θj: Q(84) = 285.21, p = 0.00

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

1.14 [

3.52 [

2.40 [

1.20 [

0.65 [

0.94 [

0.59 [

0.17 [

1.76 [

1.85 [

1.08 [

1.29 [

1.09 [

1.90 [

1.24 [

1.80 [

1.13 [

0.80 [

1.43 [

1.44 [

1.50 [

0.90 [

0.75 [

1.16 [

1.10 [

0.69 [

1.45 [

0.58 [

0.46 [

0.70 [

1.31 [

1.37 [

1.70 [

1.20 [

1.60 [

0.90 [

1.26 [

4.40 [

1.03 [

1.50 [

1.31 [

1.11 [

0.45 [

1.08 [

1.21 [

1.20 [

1.07 [

1.49 [

0.70 [

1.40 [

0.98 [

0.84 [

0.95 [

1.40 [

0.30 [

1.50 [

0.37 [

1.13 [

1.07 [

0.97 [

0.89 [

1.66 [

0.51 [

1.15 [

1.25 [

0.62 [

1.50 [

1.02 [

1.29 [

4.59 [

0.84 [

1.62 [

0.91 [

1.05 [

1.53 [

1.04 [

1.53 [

1.21 [

1.24 [

0.97 [

0.91 [

1.35 [

1.06 [

0.70 [

1.38 [

1.14 [

0.98,

2.18,

0.99,

0.59,

0.29,

0.42,

0.41,

0.01,

0.57,

0.34,

0.66,

1.06,

0.64,

1.00,

0.23,

1.13,

0.73,

0.62,

1.04,

0.26,

1.06,

0.72,

0.24,

0.82,

0.49,

0.31,

0.92,

0.33,

0.31,

0.47,

0.75,

1.25,

0.97,

0.49,

0.86,

0.44,

1.07,

1.64,

0.79,

0.80,

0.73,

0.87,

0.08,

0.64,

0.82,

0.87,

0.63,

1.27,

0.26,

0.64,

0.72,

0.59,

0.58,

0.83,

0.03,

0.92,

0.21,

0.84,

0.63,

0.54,

0.63,

1.49,

0.24,

0.43,

0.70,

0.23,

0.91,

0.81,

0.72,

1.53,

0.06,

0.97,

0.24,

0.64,

0.99,

0.83,

0.97,

0.30,

0.69,

0.79,

0.84,

1.17,

1.03,

0.23,

0.69,

1.05,

1.32]

5.67]

5.84]

2.45]

1.47]

2.13]

0.86]

2.52]

5.40]

10.10]

1.76]

1.57]

1.88]

3.60]

6.79]

2.87]

1.76]

1.03]

1.96]

7.86]

2.13]

1.13]

2.32]

1.65]

2.49]

1.57]

2.28]

1.02]

0.67]

1.04]

2.30]

1.50]

2.99]

2.94]

2.97]

1.86]

1.48]

11.80]

1.34]

2.81]

2.35]

1.42]

2.55]

1.82]

1.78]

1.66]

1.81]

1.74]

1.88]

3.08]

1.33]

1.18]

1.56]

2.37]

3.00]

2.45]

0.65]

1.52]

1.81]

1.74]

1.26]

1.85]

1.09]

3.10]

2.24]

1.67]

2.47]

1.29]

2.31]

13.76]

12.46]

2.71]

3.40]

1.72]

2.37]

1.30]

2.41]

4.86]

2.22]

1.20]

0.99]

1.55]

1.10]

2.15]

2.76]

1.23]

2.26

1.26

0.57

0.79

0.65

0.65

1.55

0.08

0.39

0.19

1.23

2.12

1.11

0.91

0.19

1.30

1.36

1.93

1.75

0.19

1.63

2.03

0.39

1.63

0.65

0.65

1.33

1.06

1.51

1.49

1.06

2.39

1.05

0.56

0.95

0.77

2.23

0.49

1.90

0.93

1.02

1.97

0.18

1.15

1.52

1.72

1.15

2.24

0.49

0.68

1.77

1.64

1.23

1.14

0.11

1.23

1.06

1.80

1.15

1.02

1.63

2.35

0.72

0.48

1.02

0.49

1.21

2.01

1.02

0.41

0.08

1.17

0.30

1.22

1.36

2.05

1.32

0.27

1.02

2.09

2.40

2.28

2.46

0.39

0.81

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Figure 2b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and stomach cancer

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

26

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y

A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

Figure 2c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and colorectal cancer
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Figure 3a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer by industry/occupation groups
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Figure 3b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and stomach cancer by industry/occupation groups
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Test of θi = θj: Q(13) = 12.46, p = 0.49

Test of θi = θj: Q(5) = 0.99, p = 0.96

Test of θi = θj: Q(4) = 16.18, p = 0.00
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Test of θ = 0: z = 1.79, p = 0.07
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Test of group differences: Qb(3) = 9.56, p = 0.02
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Figure 3c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer by industry/occupation groups
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Figure 4a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer by asbestos-related lung cancer 
risks (studies are ordered by year within categories of risk)
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Figure 4b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and stomach cancer by asbestos-related lung cancer risks 
(studies are ordered by year within categories of risk)
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Figure 4c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer by asbestos-related lung cancer 
risks (studies are ordered by year within categories of risk)
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Figure 4d-f | Scatter plots of asbestos-related lung cancer relative risk estimates by esophageal, stomach and colorectal 
cancer relative risk estimates

d | Esophageal e | Stomach f | Colorectal

Weights: Random effects. Linear regression line and bubbles are weighted by inverse-variance. 
Estimates were analyzed on the log-scale and then exponentiated to relative risks for the figure.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

33

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y

A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

Peto 1985 - Cohort 1

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Hodgson 1986

Fredriksson 1989

Albin 1990

Piolatto 1990

Neugut 1991

Garabrant 1992

Sanden 1992

Andersen 1993

Demers 1994

Meurman 1994

Berry 2000

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 2000

Goldberg 2001

Smailyte 2004

Aliyu 2005

Tomioka 2011

Offermans 2014

Wu 2014

Boulanger 2015

Paris 2017 - Colon

Paris 2017 - Rectal

Magnani 2020

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.03, I2 = 18.98%, H2 = 1.23

Test of θi = θj: Q(23) = 33.46, p = 0.07

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

2.04 [

1.03 [

0.81 [

2.10 [

3.40 [

1.30 [

4.30 [

0.65 [

1.10 [

0.53 [

0.40 [

0.88 [

1.81 [

5.00 [

1.80 [

2.40 [

0.62 [

1.46 [

1.87 [

0.60 [

1.32 [

1.54 [

1.00 [

1.18 [

1.29 [

0.37,

0.38,

0.41,

0.78,

1.21,

0.35,

0.79,

0.28,

0.54,

0.10,

0.12,

0.29,

0.89,

1.33,

0.90,

1.21,

0.15,

0.39,

0.93,

0.30,

0.89,

0.97,

0.48,

0.95,

1.09,

11.14]

2.76]

1.58]

5.65]

9.57]

4.89]

23.31]

1.51]

2.24]

2.89]

1.39]

2.70]

3.69]

18.82]

3.60]

4.75]

2.55]

5.49]

3.77]

1.23]

1.95]

2.45]

2.08]

1.45]

1.53]

0.96

2.64

5.09

2.62

2.43

1.53

0.97

3.49

4.64

0.96

1.73

2.10

4.64

1.53

4.84

4.97

1.36

1.53

4.77

4.64

10.95

8.80

4.42

18.39

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Hodgson 1986

Meurman 1994

Gustavsson 1998

Berry 2000

Parent 2000

Jansson 2005 - adenocarcinoma

Jansson 2005 - squamous-cell carcinoma

Jansson 2006

Santibanez 2008

Tomioka 2011

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Boulanger 2015

Wu 2015

Clin 2017

Magnani 2020

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.02, I2 = 8.77%, H2 = 1.10

Test of θi = θj: Q(16) = 16.53, p = 0.42

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

2.36 [

0.80 [

2.18 [

1.00 [

2.75 [

1.30 [

4.50 [

0.50 [

0.90 [

3.46 [

3.13 [

2.75 [

2.50 [

1.87 [

2.31 [

1.84 [

1.35 [

1.63 [

0.63,

0.26,

0.40,

0.54,

0.73,

0.29,

1.41,

0.08,

0.41,

0.99,

0.21,

0.94,

0.69,

1.17,

0.99,

0.64,

0.84,

1.29,

8.89]

2.45]

11.91]

1.84]

10.36]

5.91]

14.38]

3.04]

1.96]

12.10]

46.43]

8.07]

9.04]

2.97]

5.37]

5.26]

2.17]

2.06]

3.00

4.13

1.86

12.26

3.00

2.32

3.85

1.65

8.02

3.35

0.75

4.45

3.18

18.65

6.95

4.65

17.91

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Ohlson 1984

Peto 1985 - Cohort 1

Peto 1985 - Cohort 3

Deklerk 1989

Raffn 1989

Piolatto 1990

Szeszenia-Dabrowska 1991

Sanden 1992

Andersen 1993

Cocco 1994

Meurman 1994

Xu 1996B - Boiler worker and cook

Xu 1996B - Cement workers

Xu 1996B - Fire resistant brick

Xu 1996B - Furnace and pipe builders

Liddell 1997

Parent 1998 - Amphibole

Parent 1998 - Chrysotile

Cocco 1999 - Female - African American

Cocco 1999 - Female - White

Cocco 1999 - Male - African American

Cocco 1999 - Male - White

Berry 2000

Straif 2000

Smailyte 2004

Jansson 2005

Krstev 2005 - Female

Krstev 2005 - Male

Jansson 2006

Sjodahl 2007

Harding 2009

Tomioka 2011

Santibanez 2012

Lin 2014

Offermans 2014

Wu 2014

Boulanger 2015

Magnani 2020

Fang 2021 - Female

Fang 2021 - Male

OOvveerraallll

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.13, I2 = 72.92%, H2 = 3.69

Test of θi = θj: Q(39) = 82.54, p = 0.00

Study

1/8 1/2 2 8

with 95% CI
exp(ES)

0.57 [

1.96 [

1.80 [

0.40 [

1.27 [

0.80 [

2.36 [

0.50 [

1.61 [

1.40 [

1.24 [

2.60 [

1.20 [

2.50 [

0.80 [

3.21 [

1.90 [

0.70 [

3.90 [

1.07 [

0.97 [

1.01 [

1.69 [

2.70 [

0.60 [

0.60 [

1.90 [

0.40 [

1.20 [

0.70 [

1.15 [

0.58 [

3.21 [

6.49 [

2.67 [

1.02 [

1.39 [

0.88 [

1.08 [

1.07 [

1.28 [

0.33,

0.36,

0.88,

0.02,

0.74,

0.21,

1.04,

0.09,

0.75,

0.63,

0.55,

1.20,

0.32,

1.09,

0.38,

1.94,

0.56,

0.23,

0.35,

0.90,

0.76,

0.90,

0.79,

0.80,

0.19,

0.09,

0.10,

0.02,

0.71,

0.32,

0.72,

0.19,

1.15,

2.77,

1.11,

0.45,

0.71,

0.68,

0.81,

0.93,

1.09,

1.00]

10.70]

3.67]

8.20]

2.18]

3.01]

5.34]

2.73]

3.44]

3.13]

2.81]

5.62]

4.54]

5.74]

1.70]

5.32]

6.44]

2.10]

43.28]

1.27]

1.24]

1.14]

3.61]

9.06]

1.85]

3.89]

37.04]

9.80]

2.03]

1.51]

1.83]

1.77]

8.95]

15.20]

6.43]

2.31]

2.72]

1.14]

1.44]

1.23]

1.52]

3.45

0.82

2.78

0.29

3.54

1.23

2.39

0.82

2.60

2.44

2.39

2.56

1.23

2.35

2.63

3.72

1.40

1.63

0.44

5.35

5.04

5.50

2.60

1.42

1.58

0.70

0.30

0.26

3.62

2.56

3.92

1.59

1.80

2.28

2.20

2.39

2.94

4.97

4.84

5.45

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Figure 5a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational 
asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer among highest 
exposed workers

Figure 5b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational 
asbestos exposure and stomach cancer among highest 
exposed workers

Figure 5c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational 
asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer among highest 
exposed workers
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Figure 6a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer by asbestos fibre 
type characterization

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
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Figure 6b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and stomach cancer by asbestos fibre type 
characterization
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Figure 6c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer by asbestos fibre type 
characterization
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Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 50.03%, H2 = 2.00

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 55.11%, H2 = 2.23

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.01, I2 = 36.40%, H2 = 1.57

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 64.47%, H2 = 2.81

Test of θi = θj: Q(7) = 9.05, p = 0.25

Test of θi = θj: Q(10) = 20.13, p = 0.03

Test of θi = θj: Q(32) = 71.16, p = 0.00

Test of θi = θj: Q(8) = 12.55, p = 0.13

Test of θi = θj: Q(60) = 156.11, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = 7.74, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = 0.58, p = 0.56

Test of θ = 0: z = 3.42, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = -0.22, p = 0.83

Test of group differences: Qb(3) = 25.33, p = 0.00
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Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.00, I2 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 50.03%, H2 = 2.00

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 55.11%, H2 = 2.23

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.01, I2 = 36.40%, H2 = 1.57

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 64.47%, H2 = 2.81

Test of θi = θj: Q(7) = 9.05, p = 0.25

Test of θi = θj: Q(10) = 20.13, p = 0.03

Test of θi = θj: Q(32) = 71.16, p = 0.00

Test of θi = θj: Q(8) = 12.55, p = 0.13

Test of θi = θj: Q(60) = 156.11, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = 7.74, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = 0.58, p = 0.56

Test of θ = 0: z = 3.42, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = -0.22, p = 0.83

Test of group differences: Qb(3) = 25.33, p = 0.00
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Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.00, I2 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 50.03%, H2 = 2.00

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 55.11%, H2 = 2.23

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.01, I2 = 36.40%, H2 = 1.57

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 64.47%, H2 = 2.81

Test of θi = θj: Q(7) = 9.05, p = 0.25

Test of θi = θj: Q(10) = 20.13, p = 0.03

Test of θi = θj: Q(32) = 71.16, p = 0.00

Test of θi = θj: Q(8) = 12.55, p = 0.13

Test of θi = θj: Q(60) = 156.11, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = 7.74, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = 0.58, p = 0.56

Test of θ = 0: z = 3.42, p = 0.00

Test of θ = 0: z = -0.22, p = 0.83

Test of group differences: Qb(3) = 25.33, p = 0.00
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Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.00, I2 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00

Heterogeneity: τ2 = 0.04, I2 = 50.03%, H2 = 2.00
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Sensitivity Analyses 
Funnel plots (Figures 7a to 7c) were inspected to assess the degree of publication bias. The plots were 

symmetric and the tests for asymmetry indicated minimal presence of small-study effects (46).

Sensitivity analyses were performed by removing one study at a time and re-running the meta-analyses (see 

Appendix IV for forest plots for leave-one-study-out sensitivity analyses for overall meta-risk estimates). 

Despite the observed heterogeneity, there was consistency of increased meta-risk estimates in the leave-

one-out analyses, suggesting minimal influence from any one study on the overall and sub-group findings. 

For example, in the sub-group meta risk analysis for the highest versus lowest exposure comparisons, the 

estimates in the leave-one-out analyses for esophageal cancer ranged from 1.55 to 1.72 (compared to 1.63 

for the main finding), for stomach cancer from 1.21 to 1.31 (compared to 1.28), and for colorectal cancer from 

1.24 to 1.32 (compared to 1.29). 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to investigate the impact of the inclusion or exclusion of different effect 

estimates from studies. The meta-risk estimates were robust to investigator decisions on a preferred effect 

estimate as the most informative given multiple estimates within a study or multiple estimates for a study 

over time, including, for example, consistency of increased meta-risk estimates using data points from the 

underlying Italian cohort studies verses from the pooled Italian cohort studies. 

Sensitivity analyses were conducted for cohort studies versus case-control studies. The positive association 

remained in the analysis of cohort only studies for which there is typically stronger assessment of asbestos 

exposure, and in the analysis of case-control only studies for which there is typically a more comprehensive 

adjustment for potential confounders. Although, there was increased variability around these sub-group 

estimates by study design given a small number of studies in each stratum (Table 3).
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Figure 7a-c | Funnel plots for studies investigating association of occupational asbestos exposure and risk of 
GI cancer by cancer site

a | Esophageal b | Stomach c | Colorectal

Regression-based Egger test for funnel 
plot asymmetry: p-value = 0.635

Regression-based Egger test for funnel 
plot asymmetry: p-value = 0.986

Regression-based Egger test for funnel 
plot asymmetry: p-value = 0.090
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Table 3 | Meta-risk estimates (mREs) for the association between occupational asbestos exposure and 
gastrointestinal cancers, by sensitivity analyses

Esophageal Cancer
mREs [95% CIs]

Stomach Cancer
mREs [95% CIs]

Colorectal Cancer
mREs [95% CIs]

Overall Meta-Risk Results  1.17 [1.07 – 1.29]
n=49

1.14 [1.05 – 1.23]
n=85

1.16 [1.08 – 1.24]
n=81

Study Design 

Cohort 1.21 [1.08 – 1.35] 
n=42

1.11 [1.01 – 1.22] 
n=68

1.16 [1.08 – 1.26] 
n=61

Case-Control 1.35 [0.98 – 1.86] 
n=3

1.15 [0.97 – 1.35] 
n=13

1.10 [0.90 – 1.35] 
n=16

PMR Studies 1.01 [0.87 – 1.16]
 n=4

1.32 [1.18 – 1.47] 
n=4

1.23 [0.99 – 1.53] 
n=4

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to investigate the impact of new studies since the previous IARC 

authoritative evidence synthesis on the overall meta-risk estimates. The analysis included effect estimates 

from 16 new studies for esophageal cancer, 25 new studies for stomach cancer and 27 new studies for 

colorectal cancer. The cumulative meta-analysis incrementally re-calculates the estimates with the addition 

of each study over time. For all three GI cancer sites, the addition of new studies resulted in more consistent 

meta-risk estimates with less variability over time (see Appendix V for the forest plots). This consistency 

and reduced variability is due in part to more studies contributing to the meta-estimates over time, but also 

to the consistency of estimates with less variability from post 2009 studies with improved study designs 

and better exposure assessment methods.
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Discussion
This study, to our knowledge, represents the most comprehensive review yet of the epidemiological 

evidence of occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers. The search strategy was designed to be 

inclusive of all peer-reviewed and published studies to date, including cohort and case-control study 

designs, mortality and morbidity cancer outcomes, English and non-English language studies, and new 

studies published since prior authoritative evaluations by IOM and IARC (2009-2022). Studies on the same 

cohort over time were included in the systematic review database to ensure the selection of preferred effect 

estimates across all available as the most informative and to maximize the effect estimates available for 

sub-group analyses on specific research questions (noting that no duplicate estimates were include in any 

one meta-analyses).

Does occupational asbestos exposure increase the risk of GI cancers?
In this systematic review and meta-analyses, there was consistency and increased meta-risk estimates for 

esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer with occupational exposure to asbestos. Although there was a 

high degree of variability in the results, there was consistency of increased meta-risk estimates across the 

many sub-analyses and sensitivity analyses we performed. 

The magnitude of the overall meta-risk estimates observed for asbestos exposure and GI cancers was 

modest compared to risks observed for asbestos exposure and lung cancer. Overall meta-risk analyses that 

include studies with greater potential for misclassification of occupational exposure tend to bias estimates 

towards the null on average, assuming that the error is random and non-differential with respect to the 

outcome (45). Our overall meta-risk estimates may be underestimates of the underlying association—

indeed, the magnitude of the meta-risk estimates was stronger in the sub-analyses of studies where there 

was increased confidence in the classification of high and substantial occupational asbestos exposure, and 

where there was less observed heterogeneity. 

Is there an exposure-response relationship by exposure characteristics and for 
sub-groups of workers?
Relatively few of the included studies conducted exposure-response analyses (29%, 44% and 30% of 

eligible esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer studies, respectively) and even fewer provided directly 

comparable results with similar exposure category cut-points. However, the exposure-response studies 

were considered the most informative using detailed exposure metrics of intensity, duration and/or 

frequency; and using a combination of assessment methods including occupational history/employment 

records, direct exposure measurements, job-exposure matrices, and/or expert opinion (e.g., Appendix III 

for esophageal cancer). While the assessment of ‘high’ and ‘low’ asbestos exposure categories was defined 

relative to individual studies and their methods, it provides an acceptable measure of exposure-response 
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relationships across studies. Among workers in the highest exposure categories, there was consistency 

of increased meta-risk estimates for all three GI cancers, demonstrating a positive exposure-response 

relationship. 

To assess the risk of GI cancers by industry and/or occupation, three groups with recognized asbestos 

exposure were investigated: insulators and insulating manufacturing workers, asbestos cement workers, 

and asbestos miners. The highest risk of all three GI cancers was observed among insulators and insulating 

manufacturing workers, an established high-risk group for asbestos-related disease (47, 48). Assessing 

the risk in these sub-groups yielded some variability, likely because exposure defined solely on industry/

occupation does not reflect elements of intensity or duration of exposure, or other elements of study  

design. Smaller, but still elevated, risks were observed for both cement workers and miners for all three GI 

cancer sites. 

Observed differences in the meta-risk estimates for asbestos insulation versus cement and mining 

occupations may be related to the nature of the work and the potential for the release of fibres. Insulation 

work is more prone to fraying, crumbling or abrading with an increased likelihood of fibres being disturbed 

and becoming airborne than within asbestos-cement where fibres are relatively bound within the cement 

matrix. Prior reports indicate higher fibre concentrations for insulation work compared to other types of 

asbestos work (Monograph Table 1.3 (6)) and higher risks of GI cancers among insulation work compared 

to other asbestos-related work such as mining (24). Although elevated, risk estimates associated with the 

mining and cement industries may be attenuated because they represent a mix of occupations with widely 

varying levels of exposure in comparison to insulation workers who have more consistent high exposures.

Does the risk of GI cancers co-vary with the risk of other asbestos-related 
cancers?
Most of the cohort studies included results for a wide range of cancer sites, the most common of which was 

lung cancer. Mesothelioma was also considered, but the dose-response is more variable and its rarity as an 

outcome would have excluded many studies from analyses with no cases. Lung cancer has an established 

dose-response relationship with asbestos and the risk of asbestos-related lung cancer within the same 

cohort of workers is a reasonable surrogate measure of asbestos exposure for investigating the risk with 

other cancers (e.g., the most recent IARC evaluation). In this systematic review, the relative risks for all 

three GI cancers were positively correlated with the risk of asbestos-related lung cancer in their respective 

cohorts. Further, when restricting to studies with a relative risk (generally an SMR or SIR) of two-fold or 

greater, there was consistency of stronger increased meta-risk estimates for all three GI cancers. 
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Is the risk of GI cancer associated with specific types of asbestos?
Assessing the risk of gastrointestinal cancer by fibre type proved challenging. Relatively few studies 

reported exposure to chrysotile or amphibole fibres alone. More studies reported exposure to a mixture of 

fibres and some studies did not indicate fibre type. For esophageal cancer, studies that reported a mixture 

of both chrysotile and amphibole fibres had the highest meta-risk estimates, with similar but smaller 

excess risks observed for the two specific fibre types individually. For both stomach and colorectal, the 

amphibole-only exposed group had the highest risk, the chrysotile-only exposed group the lowest risk 

(though still slightly elevated), and the mixed fibre exposure group the intermediate risk. The challenge to 

the interpretation of the findings by fibre type is that the level of exposure is not evenly distributed between 

the groups. For example, in the case of colorectal cancer, five of the eight studies (63%) for amphibole 

exposure, and 13 of the 30 studies (43%) for mixed fibre exposure, had asbestos-related lung cancer RRs 

greater than two; while only two of 10 studies (20%) for chrysotile exposure, and zero of seven studies 

with unspecified/unknown asbestos fibre exposure, had similarly elevated lung cancer risks. Interestingly, 

studies that did not report fibre type, perhaps an indicator of crude exposure assessment, had little or no 

association between asbestos and any of the three GI cancer sites. 

Evidence for different asbestos fibres will remain a challenge as workers in different industries, eras and 

geographic locations are exposed to different types and sizes of asbestos fibres; with very few studies 

reporting direct measures of fibre type; and where fibre type on its own is not a measure of dose. 

Does the exposure-response relationship vary by other GI cancer risk factors?
The International Agency for Research on Cancer’s summary of monographs (48) identifies alcohol, 

tobacco/smoking and ionizing radiation as carcinogenic agents (sufficient evidence) for esophageal cancer; 

tobacco/smoking, ionizing radiation, rubber manufacturing and Helicobacter pylori infection as carcinogenic 

agents for stomach cancer; alcohol, tobacco/smoking, ionizing radiation, and processed meat consumption 

as carcinogenic agents for colon cancers; and alcohol, tobacco/smoking, and processed meat consumption 

as carcinogenic agents for rectum cancer. 

Many of the aforementioned independent risk factors for specific GI cancers are generally not considered 

strong potential confounders of the relationship under investigation as neither a determinant of, nor 

reasonably associated with, occupational asbestos exposure. For example, the evidence that ionizing 

radiation is associated with GI cancers is primarily based on studies with non-occupational exposure 

to X- and Gamma-rays from medical devices. Some studies included in the current review collected 

data on smoking (39% of all studies) and alcohol consumption (3%), but most lacked information on 

these personal behaviours among workers or used indirect methods of adjustment. Smoking and alcohol 

consumption may be associated with asbestos exposure as these are known to be unequally distributed by 

occupation/industry groups and by socio-economic characteristics defined by employment (49), although 

this is less of a concern in studies investigating differences within an occupation or industry. Alcohol and 
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smoking consumption may also be related to asbestos exposure via unequal distribution of behaviours 

among age and sex/gender groups, but the majority of studies included in the current review adjusted for 

age and sex as independent confounders.

A prior investigation (50) of variation in cancer risks by occupation with adjustment of smoking and alcohol 

using the Nordic Occupational Cancer database (~15M workers across 54 occupational categories) reported 

minimal or moderate variation in risk estimates for esophageal, colon and rectal cancers among men and 

women (i.e. high or low risks persisted with adjustment) (NB: stomach cancer was not analyzed and none 

of the occupational categorizes were defined by asbestos exposures). In a prior systematic review focused 

on asbestos and colorectal cancer (24), meta-risk estimates for the sub-group analyses of studies with 

smoking data were similar to that of all studies except for increased variability around the estimates due to 

the smaller number of studies. Several studies using indirect adjustment or alternate methods to evaluate 

potential confounding due to smoking in occupational lung studies (51-59) have observed only modest 

effects due to differences in smoking among sub-groups of workers with different levels of occupational 

exposure (and where smoking is a strong confounder of lung cancer risk). Further, occupational 

epidemiologists who have studied the issue (e.g., Axelson, Steenland) have consistently demonstrated and 

argued that only substantially different distributions of confounders by exposure groups would fully explain 

an exposure-response relationship, even for strong confounder associations as in the case for smoking and 

lung cancer (45, 52-54).

Finally, it is important to note that any potential confounder (including smoking in lung cancer studies) 

can bias results towards or away from the null, depending upon the specific circumstances in a study (44, 

49). As such, the observed meta-risk estimates in the current review could be an over- or underestimation 

of the relationship between occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers, although reviewers tend to 

focus on unmeasured confounding as the explanation for positive studies or for exaggerating positive effect 

estimates (45).

In sum, there was insufficient studies providing adequate evidence to assess if exposure-response 

relationships varied among sub-groups of workers defined by other GI cancer risk factors, specifically 

smoking and alcohol. However, there is also minimal evidence that the observed meta-risk estimates for 

the association between occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers are explained, fully or in part, by 

unmeasured confounding due to smoking or alcohol.

Interpretation of the Meta-Risk Estimates
Magnitude of Meta-Risk Estimates
The overall meta-risk estimates for GI cancers, and even the larger estimates observed for higher exposed 

sub-groups, were not in the range of that observed for asbestos-related lung cancer (generally two-fold). 

The ability to detect underlying relationships may be diluted by more diverse and less well understood 
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determinants of GI cancers, as well as difficulty with the detection and diagnosis (misclassification) 

of these cancers. Further, while causal inference is more challenging when the strength of association 

(statistical relationship) is smaller, it does not negate the presence of a causal relationship. Many of the 

recently established causal relationships are based on small or moderately increased risks (for many valid 

reasons related to cancers linked to multiple carcinogens). These smaller risk estimates are probably close 

to the “true” risk and not due to study limitations or incomplete evidence on other risk factors. In sum, 

the magnitude of the association may not be as important in decision-making as the consistency of risk 

estimates and the increased strength of the association with higher exposure levels (46).

Exposure Assessment
One of the persistent challenges for systematic reviews of occupational studies is differences in approaches 

to exposure assessment, follow-up periods, and exposure contrasts. This variability precluded sub-group-

analyses by single exposure measurement characteristics or cut points. Investigations of risk by a single 

exposure characteristic or cut-point (e.g., 20 years of exposure) are misleading as a measure of dose as 

workers with high concentrations of exposure over a short period of time, or those with low concentrations 

of exposures over a long period of time, may have equal risks of GI cancer. Meta-analyses of asbestos-

related lung cancer studies (60-67), as a parallel evidence base, indicate no threshold exposure level with 

models demonstrating risk with linear increases in exposure, and an exposure response with even low 

exposures. To address the issue of variability in exposure assessment across studies in the current review, 

the investigators adopted a hierarchy of informativeness for sub-group analyses for which there was 

confidence that the meta-risk estimates represented the highest or significantly exposed workers.

Exposure-response relationships are a crucial element in an evidence synthesis of epidemiologic 

investigations of disease outcomes such as cancer, and requires reconstruction of exposures over long 

periods of workers’ lives for occupational investigations. All studies included in the high-low exposure 

sub-group analyses in the present synthesis included dose-response findings based on quantitative 

exposure assessment methods, that maximized the available exposure determinant information to assess 

exposure to asbestos (see Appendix III for example of exposure assessment for studies included in the 

esophageal cancer sub-group analyses). Based on a detailed review by an epidemiologist and a hygienist, 

the exposure assessment methods and measures varied greatly but adhered to best practices given the 

historical nature of the exposure. The methods involved a combination of approaches, including detailed 

work histories/employment/medical records, job exposure matrices, self-assessed or workplace survey of 

exposures, expert assessments, and/or direct measurements approaches; and the high exposure metric, 

albeit relative within a study/sample, was almost always defined by a combination of duration, intensity, 

frequency and/or cumulative exposure. In sum, the investigators are confident that the high exposed groups 

in the sub-analyses of studies with exposure-response effect estimates represent workers with the highest 

levels of asbestos exposure within their respective workplaces/occupations/study samples. 
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Latency
The current systematic review does not draw conclusions on latency for GI cancers, or on a minimum 

threshold for years since first asbestos exposure, with insufficient evidence to conduct sub-group meta-

analyses. Investigators rarely have a strong evidence base upon which to select specific values for a latency 

period for asbestos-related cancer (68), and selecting a latency period assumes that this period is the 

same across workers rather than having a population distribution with variability (68). Stated another way, 

latency is not a measure of exposure dose and workers with higher doses may have shorter induction and/

or latency periods, or vice versa. A prior systematic review of the asbestos-related lung cancer literature 

in 2014 (60), as a parallel evidence base to draw upon, did not identify a minimal latency period. Further, 

we conclude that the use of a period such as employment duration (as neither a measure of dose nor of 

latency) may be exclusionary and does not fully recognize the exposure complexity that contributes to risk 

for workers.

Heterogeneity
Heterogeneity was observed in the current meta-analyses (and in other prior meta-analyses) as defined 

by the I2 statistic. This was not unexpected because of the pooling of occupational epidemiological studies 

that include differences in study samples, controls/comparison groups, duration of the follow-up or latency, 

case ascertainment and exposure assessments. Differences in exposure measures and methods has been 

noted by others as sources of heterogeneity in meta-analyses of occupational epidemiological studies 

(69). Some meta-analysis methodologists (Higgins, 70) argue that methodological diversity always occurs 

in meta-analyses and that statistical heterogeneity is ‘inevitable’ (and perhaps more so in occupational 

epidemiological studies than in randomized control trials, for example). 

The impact of heterogeneity can be explored by conducting sub-group meta-analyses by study 

characteristics that have been defined a priori as potential sources of variability and where there are 

sufficient studies to do so. In the current analyses, this was investigated by a hierarchy of studies where 

there was increasing confidence in the exposure assessment. Heterogeneity can also be explored by 

performing random-effects meta-analyses that adjusts for an estimated measure of the extent of random 

variation across studies, as was the statistical approach in the current meta-analyses; although this does 

not account for ‘true’ unmeasured variation in the effects. Finally, some heterogeneity may be explained by 

the variability of the choice of the effect estimates, although this is less of a concern in sub-group analyses 

based on cohort studies and the same risk measures. 

Regardless, the investigators contend that the observed heterogeneity in the current meta-analyses is 

expected due to the methodological diversity of the pooled occupational studies (e.g., different populations, 

effect estimates, exposure metrics and follow-up periods). Despite the methodological diversity, there was 

consistency of increased meta-risk estimates for GI cancers with occupational asbestos exposure, including 
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stronger meta-risk estimates for the analyses of studies where there was confidence the workers were 

the highest or significantly exposed. The meta-risk estimates for the sub-analyses of studies with high or 

significant asbestos exposure had some of the lowest observed I2 values collectively (0%, 8.8%, 19.0%, 

23.0%, 39.4%), with the exception of the meta-risk for stomach cancer and the highest exposed (72.9%). 

Consistency with Prior Systematic Reviews
The conclusion of a causal elevated risk of stomach and colorectal cancers with occupational asbestos 

exposure in the current systematic review is consistent with the reviews by IOM (2006) (7), IARC 

(2009/2012) (6) and FIOH (2014) (8); and the more recent systematic reviews by Peng (2015, stomach) 

(22), Fortunato (2015, stomach) (23) and Kwak (2019, colorectal) (24). Prior evaluations (see Appendix 

VI for detailed summary) report overall meta-risk estimates for ever exposed to asbestos from 1.11 to 1.19 

for stomach cancer, and from 1.15 to 1.16 for colorectal cancer, consistent with our estimates of 1.14 and 

1.16, respectively. Further, prior meta-risk estimates for the highest exposed workers ranged from 1.13 to 

1.33 for stomach cancer and 1.24 for colorectal cancer, also consistent with our estimates of 1.28 and 1.29, 

respectively.

The conclusion of a causal elevated risk of esophageal cancer with occupational asbestos exposure is 

different to the IOM and IARC reviews in 2006 and 2009/12, respectively; but consistent with the more 

recent systematic review by Wu in 2021 (25). An elevated risk for esophageal cancer in the current and 

the recent review by Wu may be as a result of the inclusion of more well-designed studies (i.e., 22 studies 

published since 2006), given this is the GI cancer that had the fewest included studies/estimates in prior 

meta-analyses and where the evidence was assessed as inadequate or inconclusive. For esophageal cancer, 

prior evaluations report overall meta-risk estimates for ever exposed to asbestos from 0.99 to 1.28 (see 

Appendix VI, including footnote for further insight on the IOM estimate), and for highest exposed from 

1.35 to 1.84, with our estimates of 1.17 and 1.63 falling within these ranges for ever and highest exposed, 

respectively. 

In the current analyses, the strongest meta-risk estimates were observed in exposure-response studies 

among workers in the highest exposed groups, ranging from 1.28 to 1.63; among workers with a history of 

exposure as asbestos insulators, ranging from 1.53 to 1.68; and among workers where there was a two-fold 

or greater risk of asbestos-related lung cancer in the same cohort, ranging from 1.33 to 1.47. This parallels 

prior evaluations that also report increased meta-risk estimates among the highest exposed workers, 

among workers with a history of exposure as insulators, and among cohorts with a two-fold or greater risk 

of asbestos-related lung cancer (see Appendix VI for detailed comparison).

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

46

Conclusions
We found evidence of an increased risk of esophageal cancer, stomach cancer and colorectal cancer with 

occupational exposure to asbestos. There was consistency of stronger estimates of the association in 

meta-analyses of studies where there was better exposure assessment and increased confidence in the 

categorization of asbestos exposure, including among the highest exposed workers in exposure-response 

studies; among workers with a history of significant exposure as a result of the nature of their work (e.g., 

asbestos-related insulation); and among workers in cohorts where there was also a two-fold or greater 

increased risk of asbestos-related lung cancer as a strong indicator of exposure. There was heterogeneity 

in the studies included in the review, although results from sensitivity analyses indicate that there was 

minimal influence from any one study on the overall meta-estimates or from publication bias. Unexplained 

heterogeneity was reduced, and the strength of association increased, in the sub-group analyses of studies 

where there was better asbestos exposure assessment. The consistency of an increased risk of GI cancers 

with occupational asbestos exposure was robust to multiple sensitivity analyses that investigated the 

impact of meta-analyses methods. Further research is needed to investigate GI cancer risk by asbestos fibre 

type, and effect modification of the relationship between GI cancers and occupational asbestos exposure by 

other occupational and non-occupational factors.

The evidence synthesis, as summarized above, supports a causal link between occupational asbestos 

exposure and esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer.
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Appendix I | Search Strategy (March 4, 2022) 
Full Description of Key Words and Subject Heading Terms
The following table lists the keywords and subject heading terms for the database search strategy, as executed in the following database: Ovid MEDLINE(R) and 

Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process, In-Data-Review & Other Non-Indexed Citations, Daily and Versions(R) 1946 to December 1, 2021. Equivalent searches were run in 

Web of Science, Embase, CINAHL and Scopus. The search terms are organized into concepts defined by the PICO framework (population, intervention, comparator, 

outcome). Bolded terms represent the main concepts to be combined for the final search results.

PICO concept # Searches Results
Final 
results Annotations

Asbestos exposure 1 exp Asbestos, Amosite/ or exp Asbestos, Serpentine/ or exp Asbestos/ or exp Asbestos, 
Crocidolite/ or exp Asbestos, Amphibole/ 

9,869 967

2 asbestos.ti,ab. 13,223 1,463
3 asbestiform*.ti,ab. 173 14
4 amphibole*.ti,ab. 813 72
5 amosite*.ti,ab. 629 49
6 crocidolite*.ti,ab. 1,225 101
7 chrysotile*.ti,ab. 2,068 181
8 tremolite*.ti,ab. 378 44
9 actinolite*.ti,ab. 98 6
10 anthophyllite*.ti,ab. 159 12
11 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 or 6 or 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 15,133 1,562 Final terms for asbestos

Cancer outcomes (all sub-types) 12 exp Neoplasms/ 3,581,453 1,637
13 tumo?r*.ti,ab. 1,836,515 356
14 oncolog*.ti,ab. 168,318 36
15 malignan*.ti,ab. 621,767 632
16 (metastat* or metastas* or metastaz* or metastagen*).ti,ab. 543,842 40
17 neoplas*.ti,ab. 277,414 164
18 carcinoma*.ti,ab. 704,491 153
19 cancer*.ti,ab. 1,970,437 1,364
20 12 or 13 or 14 or 15 or 16 or 17 or 18 or 19 4,687,490 1,883 Final terms for cancer, to be combined with GI body part 

keywords
Gastrointestinal body parts 21 exp gastrointestinal tract/ 670,928 28

22 (esophagu* or oesophagu*).ti,ab. 65,961 78
23 (esophageal* or oesophageal*).ti,ab. 126,084 76
24 stomach.ti,ab. 112,949 185
25 (pylorus or pyloric).ti,ab. 15,693 2
26 fundus.ti,ab. 32,164 1
27 gastric.ti,ab. 265,677 77
28 intestine*.ti,ab. 134,645 27
29 intestinal.ti,ab. 294,981 30
30 duodenum.ti,ab. 34,796 0
31 duodenal.ti,ab. 61,310 4

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

49

PICO concept # Searches Results
Final 
results Annotations

32 (duodenojej* or duodeno-jej*).ti,ab. 1,579 0
33 jejunum.ti,ab. 22,734 1
34 jejunal.ti,ab. 20,430 1
35 ileum.ti,ab. 34,758 1
36 ileal.ti,ab. 28,011 0
37 diverticul*.ti,ab. 29,484 0
38 bowel*.ti,ab. 163,297 24
39 colon.ti,ab. 176,453 162
40 (colorectal* or colo-rectal*).ti,ab. 166,022 105
41 hepatic-flex*.ti,ab. 667 0
42 sigmoid-flex*.ti,ab. 102 0
43 (cecum or caecum).ti,ab. 15,876 1
44 splenic-flexure.ti,ab. 1,585 0
45 rectal.ti,ab. 93,455 45
46 rectum.ti,ab. 39,423 62
47 (rectosigm* or recto-sigm*).ti,ab. 5,301 1
48 anorect*.ti,ab. 15,878 1
49 digestive.ti,ab. 62,834 74
50 (gastrointestin* or gastro-intestin*).ti,ab. 264,793 93
51 21 or 22 or 23 or 24 or 25 or 26 or 27 or 28 or 29 or 30 or 31 or 32 or 33 or 34 or 35 or 36 

or 37 or 38 or 39 or 40 or 41 or 42 or 43 or 44 or 45 or 46 or 47 or 48 or 49 or 50 
1,775,453 646 Final terms for GI body part, to be combined with cancer 

terms
GI cancer outcomes (defined by 
cancer + body part keywords)

52 20 and 51 642,511 646  GI cancer defined by by keywords

GI cancer outcomes (defined by 
MeSH terms)

53 exp Gastrointestinal Neoplasms/ 407,340 362  GI cancer defined by MeSH terms

GI cancer outcomes (keywords 
and MeSH)

54 52 or 53 692,491 712 Final terms for GI cancers

Cohort study filters 55 cohort studies/ 300,123 440
56 follow-up studies/ 676,581 248
57 longitudinal studies/ 153,015 24
58 prospective studies/ 605,874 141
59 cohort*.ti,ab. 710,565 805
60 (follow* adj3 stud*).ti,ab. 123,962 63
61 follow up.ti,ab. 1,072,892 419
62 followed up.ti,ab. 110,469 94
63 longitudinal*.ti,ab. 298,160 28
64 retrospective*.ti,ab. 871,463 256
65 prospective*.ti,ab. 778,557 169
66 55 or 56 or 57 or 58 or 59 or 60 or 61 or 62 or 63 or 64 or 65 3,402,716 1,431 Final terms for cohort study filter

Case-control study filters 67 Case-Control Studies/ 312,649 326
68 (case* adj10 control*).ti,ab. 248,490 401
69 (case* adj3 comparison*).ti,ab. 7,677 9
70 (case* adj3 comparator*).ti,ab. 111 0
71 (case* adj10 referent*).ti,ab. 1,075 48
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PICO concept # Searches Results
Final 
results Annotations

72 (case* adj3 matched*).ti,ab. 18,097 62
73 (case* adj3 nested*).ti,ab. 11,604 61 Hybrid study design
74 (case* adj cohort*).ti,ab. 2,353 9 Hybrid study design
75 casecontrol*.ti,ab. 176 1
76 casereferent.ti,ab. 1 0
77 67 or 68 or 69 or 70 or 71 or 72 or 73 or 74 or 75 or 76 462,751 526 Final terms for case-control filter

Occupational exposures 78 exp occupational diseases/ 138,013 931
79 exp workers' compensation/ 7,684 12
80 exp occupational exposure/ 67,063 696
81 exp employment/ 93,782 36
82 occupations/ 23,810 139
83 worker?.ti,ab. 201,469 808
84 (worksite? or workplace? or jobsite?).ti,ab. 49,203 67
85 work* compensation.ti,ab. 4,760 3
86 ((work or worker* or working or job or employ* or occupation*) adj (exposure* or related* 

or environment? or site? or place? or population? or cohort? or sample?)).ti,ab. 
69,977 439

87 (exposure* adj matri*).ti,ab. 1,318 67
88 exp manufacturing industry/ 93,908 271
89 exp construction industry/ 1,804 13
90 (ship adj5 break*).ti,ab. 49 0
91 (ship adj5 build*).ti,ab. 92 2
92 (ship adj5 yard*).ti,ab. 47 0
93 (ship adj5 dismant*).ti,ab. 8 0
94 (ship adj5 recycl*).ti,ab. 19 0
95 (ship adj5 scrap*).ti,ab. 17 0
96 shipbreak*.ti,ab. 24 3
97 shipbuild*.ti,ab. 290 17
98 shipyard*.ti,ab. 875 46
99 factory.ti,ab. 11,771 101
100 factories.ti,ab. 6,926 29
101 (textile* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 

occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 
3,668 62

102 (cement* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

1,200 87

103 (construction* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

5,788 55

104 (pipefitt* or (pipe adj5 (fitt* or worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or 
personnel* or occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*))).ti,ab. 

184 12

105 (steamfitt* or (steam adj5 (fitt* or worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or 
personnel* or occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*))).ti,ab. 

149 3

106 (insulat* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

410 35

107 (miners or ((mining* or mine*) adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* 
or personnel* or occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*))).ti,ab. 

10,391 127
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PICO concept # Searches Results
Final 
results Annotations

108 (warehous* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

180 1

109 (manufactur* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

8,452 58

110 (railway* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

499 11

111 (transport* adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* or 
occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

5,509 5

112 ((trade or trades) adj5 (worker* or worksite* or workplace* or job* or staff* or personnel* 
or occupation* or employ* or industr* or sector*)).ti,ab. 

1,807 17

113 78 or 79 or 80 or 81 or 82 or 83 or 84 or 85 or 86 or 87 or 88 or 89 or 90 or 91 or 92 or 93 
or 94 or 95 or 96 or 97 or 98 or 99 or 100 or 101 or 102 or 103 or 104 or 105 or 106 or 107 
or 108 or 109 or 110 or 111 or 112 

569,113 1,451 Final terms for occupational exposures

Combinations of PICO concepts 
(search results)

114 11 and 20 and 66 1,683 1,336 Search #1: Cohort (asbestos exposure + general cancer 
outcomes + cohort studies, without regard for GI cancer 
sub-type)

115 54 and 77 and 113 420 364 Search #2: Case-control (GI cancer outcomes + case 
control studies + occupation exposures, without regard 
for asbestos exposure) 

116 11 and 54 602 391 Search #3: Asbestos + GI cancer without regard for 
specific study design

117 114 or 115 or 116 2,461 1,883 Combined search results
Additional limiters 118 remove duplicates from 117 2,458  Combined search results, excluding duplicates across the 

strategies

119 exp animals/ not humans/ 4,923,990  Animal studies to exclude
120 118 not 119 2,416  Combined search results, excluding animal-only studies
121 limit 120 to "review articles" 304
122 limit 120 to "case reports" 159
123 limit 120 to "comment" 31
124 limit 120 to "editorial" 4
125 limit 120 to "letter" 45
126 limit 120 to "meta analysis" 63
127 limit 120 to "review" 304
128 limit 120 to "systematic review" 42
129 limit 120 to "systematic reviews" 46
130 121 or 122 or 123 or 124 or 125 or 126 or 127 or 128 or 129 533 Studies to exclude based on limiters
131 120 not 130 1,883 Final combined search results, excluding duplicates, 

animal studies, and non-relevant publications such as 
systematic reviews and editorials)
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Appendix II | Summary Table of Included Studies in Meta-Risk Analyses by Cancer Site

Esophageal Cancer Studies

Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Selikoff 1979 United States Cohort 1: 632M, Cohort 2: 
17800M

1967 1943-1976 Asbestos Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Hillerdal 1980 Sweden 482M, 420W exposed/
cases; 1158M, 960W 
controls

1968-1972  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear Ratio O/E

Cohort Clemmesen 1981 Denmark 5686 1943-1976 1944-1976 Asbestos Cement Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
PMR Woitowitz 1981 Germany 2944 1972-1979 1972, 1980 Various Industries Asbestos Dust 

(Central Register: Industrial Injuries 
Insurance Institutes)

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SPMR

Cohort Acheson 1984 UK 4820 1947-1979 1980 Insulation Board Manufacturing Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Peto 1985 UK cohort 1: 145M, cohort 2: 
283W, cohort 3: 3211M 
exposed/cases

1933 1983 Asbestos Textile Factory Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

PMR Zoloth 1985 United States 407 1976-1983  Sheet Metal Workers No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
PMR Cantor 1986 United States 7121 1960-1979  Plumbers And Pipefitters No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
Cohort Gardner 1986 UK 2167 1941-1983 1941-1984 Asbestos Cement Factory Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Hodgson 1986 UK 31150 Pre post 1969, 

1972
1981 General Work Population, Workplaces 

Subject To 1969 Asbestos Regulations
No fibers specified, or unclear

Cohort Seidman 1986 United States 820 1941-1954 1982 Asbestos Factory Workers Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Enterline 1987 United States 1074 1941-1980 1941-1969; 
1941-1973; 
1941-1980

Production, Maintenance Employees, 
The Asbestos Company

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Hughes 1987 United States 6931M (5492 men in 
analytic cohort)

1970 1982 Asbestos Cement Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Magnani B 1987 UK 244 cases; 935 controls 1959-1963 
1965-1979

 Various Occupations, Industries No fibers specified, or unclear RR

Cohort Selikoff 1991 United States 17800 1967 1977-1986 Asbestos Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Mcdonald 1993 Canada 5351M Born 1891-

1920, surviving 
upto 1976

1976-1988 Asbestos Miners, Millers Chrysotile only SMR

Cohort Meurman 1994 Finland 736M, 167F 1953-1967 1953-1991 Anthophyllite Mines Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SIR

Case-control Xu A 1996 China 8887 1980-1989  Iron And Steel Workers No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
Case-control Gustavsson 1998 Sweden 545 exposed/cases; 641 

controls
1988-1990  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear  
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Karjalainen 1999 Finland 1287M men, 89W with 
asbestosis, 4708M,179W 
with benign pleural disease

1964-1995 1964-1995 General Work Population (Finnish 
Registry of Occupational Diseases)

No fibers specified, or unclear SIR

Cohort Berry 2000 UK 3000M, 700W, 1400 
insulators

1933-1964 
men, 1936-
1942 women

1951-1980 Asbestos Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Parent 2000 Canada 99 exposed/cases; 
population control=533; 
other types of cancer=533 
controls

1979-1985  Motor Vehicle Mechanics; Welders and 
Flame Cutters; Stationary Engineers 
(Table 3)

Chrysotile only OR

Cohort Seniori- 
costantini 

2000 Italy 3741 1960-1995 1960-1996 Railway Rolling Factory Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Szeszenia-
Dabrowska 

2000 Poland 2525M, 591W 1959-1965 1959-1991 Asbestos Cement Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

PMR  Stern 2001 United States 12873M 1972-1996  Construction Plasterers, Cement 
Masons

No fibers specified, or unclear PMR

Cohort Szeszenia-
Dabrowska 

2002 Poland 907M, 490W 1970-1997 1970-1999 Asbestos Processing Plant, Foundry, 
Shipyard

No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Sun 2003 China 5681 1960-1980 1960-2000 Chrysotile Asbestos Spinning Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Finkelstein 2004 Canada 25285 1949 1950-1999 Plumbers And Pipefitters No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Tessari 2004 Italy 1621 cohort1, 1190 cohort2 since 1946 1965-2001 and 

1970-2001
Railway Rolling Stock Manufacture, 
Repair

No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Ulvestad 2004 Norway 1116M 1930-1975 1953-1999 Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Jansson 

- adenocar-
cinoma and 
squamous cell 
carcinoma

2005 Sweden 260052M 1971-1993 1971-2000 Construction Workers Chrysotile only

Cohort Parducci 2005 Italy 1585W, 756M 1960-1994 2002 Tobacco Production No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Wilczynska 2005 Poland 4187 1945-1980 1945-1999 Asbestos Plant Manufacturing Asbestos 

Yarn, Cloth, Cords, Packings, Stuffing, 
Brake Linings, And Asbestos-Natural 
Rubber Sheets

Chrysotile only SMR

Case-control Jansson 2006 Sweden 189 exposed/cases; 262 
controls

1995-1997  Various Occupations (Table 1, 2) No fibers specified, or unclear  

Cohort Battista 2007 Italy 2301 1978-1988 1962-2003 Asbestos Insulation Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Hein 2007 United States 3072 1916-1977 1940-2001 Asbestos Textile Plant Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Musk 2008 Australia 6943 1943-1966 1943-2000 Crocidolite Miners And Millers Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Case-control Santibanez 2008 Spain 185 exposed/cases; 285 
controls

1995-1999  Carpenters, Joiners, Miners, Quarry 
Workers, Manufacturing Labourers And 
Many Others

No fibers specified, or unclear
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Dement 2009 United States; 
Canada

17345 Not reported 1986-2004 Sheet Metal Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Harding 2009 UK 98117 1971-2005 1971-2006 General Work Population, Focusing 
On Workplaces Subject To The 1969 
Asbestos Regulations In The Uk

Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Loomis 2009 United States 5770 1950-1973 1950-2003 Asbestos Textile Plant Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Tomioka 2011 Japan 249 1947-1979 1947-2007 Laggers And Boiler Repairers In A 

Refitting Shipyard
Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Wang B 2013 China 586M, 279F 1972 1972-2008 Asbestos Textile Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Lin 2014 China 1539 Not reported 1981-2006 Asbestos Mining Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Offermans 2014 Netherlands 58,279 Not reported 1986-1970 General Work Population (From The 

Netherlands Cohort Study)
No fibers specified, or unclear HR incidence

Cohort Boulanger 2015 France 2024 1978 1978-2009 Asbestos Plant Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Vandenborre 2015 Belgium 1,397,699 (2056 asbestos 

workers, 385046 potentially 
exposed workers, 1010597 
reference population)

Not reported 2001-2009 Asbestos Cement, Products 
Manufacturing

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Wu 2015 Taiwan 4427 1975-1989 1985-2008 Shipbreaking Mixed chrysotile/amphibole HR incidence
Cohort Levin 2016 United States 979 1954-1972 1993-2013 Pipe Insulation Plant (The Tyler Facility) Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Pira 2016 Italy 1083W, 894M 1946-1984 1946-2013 Asbestos Textile Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Clin 2017 France 13859 exposed/cases; 656 

controls; 14515 overall
2003-2005 Up to 2015 Asbestos-Exposed Workers Covered 

By French National Health Insurance 
Fund (Mechanics, Plumbers And 
Pipefitters, Bricklayers, Electricians, 
Sheet-Metal Workers, Welders, Mill 
Workers, Freight Handlers, Insulation 
Workers; Various Industries: Iron/Steel 
Manufacturing, Construction Sector, 
Cargo Handling, Metalworking, Ship 
Repair)

No fibers specified, or unclear

Cohort Pira 2017 Italy 1056 exposed/cases; N/A 
controls

1930-1990 1946-2014 Asbestos Mining Chrysotile only SMR

Cohort Barbiero A 2018 Italy 2488 1991-2008 1995-2009 Various: Metalworking, Shipbuilding, 
Electrical Utilities, Insulation

Chrysotile only SIR

Cohort Merlo 2018 Italy 3984 1960-1981 1960-2014 Shipyard Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Luberto 2019 Italy 12578 Not reported 40+ years of 

observation
Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Magnani 2020 Italy 51801 (46060M, 5741W) Years of first 
exposure 
ranged from 
pre-1949 to 
1992

1970 onwards 
(end year not 
reported)

Various: Asbestos-Cement, Rolling 
Stock Construction and Maintenance, 
Shipyards, Ship Furnishing, Glassworks, 
Dockyards, Insulation, Asphalt Rolls, 
Oven Construction, And Asbestos 
Miners

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole
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Stomach Cancer Studies

Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

PMR Lumley 1976 UK 1377 exposed/cases; 4998 
controls

1960-1969  Dockyard Mixed chrysotile/amphibole PMR

Cohort Selikoff 1979 United States Cohort 1: 632M, Cohort 2: 
17800M

1967 1943-1976 Asbestos Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Hillerdal 1980 Sweden 482M, 420W exposed/
cases; 1158M, 960W 
controls

1968-1972  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear Ratio O/E

Cohort Acheson 1982 UK 1327 1939 1951-1980 Gas Mask Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Wignall 1982 UK 500 1939-1944 1951-1977 Gas Mask Assembly Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Acheson 1984 UK 4820 1947-1979 1980 Insulation Board Manufacturing Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Ohlson 1984 Sweden 3297 Not reported 1951-1980 Railroad Maintenance Worker Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Ohlson 1985 Sweden 1176 1943 to 1976 1951-1982 

mortality; 
1958-1979 
morbidity

Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Peto  - Cohort 1985 UK cohort 1: 145M, cohort 2: 
283W, cohort 3: 3211M 
exposed/cases

1933 1983 Asbestos Textile Factory Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

PMR  Cantor 1986 United States 7121 1960-1979  Plumbers And Pipefitters No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
Cohort Gardner 1986 UK 2167 1941-1983 1941-1984 Asbestos Cement Factory Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Seidman 1986 United States 820 1941-1954 1982 Asbestos Factory Workers Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Amandus 1987 United States 575 M hired prior 
to 1970

1981 Asbestos Miners And Millers Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Enterline 1987 United States 1074 1941-1980 1941-
1969;1941-
1973;1941-
1980

Production, Maintenance Employees: 
The Asbestos Company

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Hughes 1987 United States 6931M (5492M analytic 
cohort)

1970 1982 Asbestos Cement Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Tola 1988 Finland 12693 1945-1960 1953-1981 Shipyard, Machine Shop (Welders, 
Platers, Machinists, Pipe Fitters)

No fibers specified, or unclear SIR

Case-cohort 
Nested

Deklerk 1989 Australia 92 (lung), 31 (meso), 17 
(stomach cancer) exposed/
cases; Matched>20 controls

1943-1946 
employed, 
followed up to 
1980

 Asbestos Mine Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

Cohort Raffn 1989 Denmark 7996M, 584W exposed/
cases; 1% LTFU controls

1928-1984 1943-1984 Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Morinaga 1990 Japan 208 workers (73M and 
135F)

1964-1981 1964-1983 Asbestos Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Neuberger 1990 Austria 2816 1950-1981 1987 Asbestos Cement Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Piolatto 1990 Italy 1048 1946-1987 1987 Asbestos Miners Chrysotile only  
Case-control Glass 1991 New Zealand 19904 1980-1984  Various (Machinery Fitters, Welders, 

Plumbers, Boilermakers, Electricians, 
Bricklayers)

No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Morinaga 1991 Japan 789 (329M, 460F) 1972-1974 1975-1974 Asbestos Handling Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Selikoff 1991 United States 17800 1967 1977-1986 Asbestos Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Szeszenia-

Dabrowska 
1991 Poland 2403 1945-1973 1945-1985 Asbestos Processing Plant Chrysotile only  

Cohort Cheng 1992 China 1,172 individuals in the 
cohort (662M and 510W)

Since 1972 1972-1987 Asbestos Production Chrysotile only SMR

Cohort Sanden 1992 Sweden 3893 1977-1979 1977-1979 to 
1987

Shipyard Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Andersen 1993 Norway 690 1920-1966 1960-1991 Lighthouse Keepers - Drinking Rain 
Water from Asbestos Cement Tiled 
Roofs

Chrysotile only SIR

Cohort Kogan 1993 Russia 156 (cohort 1); 2834 
(cohort 2)

1966-1985 
(C1), 1949-
1988 (C2)

Asbestos Friction Product Workers Chrysotile only SMR

Cohort Zhu 1993 China 5893M and W 1972-81 1982-1986 Asbestos Factory Workers Chrysotile only SMR
Case-control Cocco 1994 Italy 640 exposed/cases; 959 

controls
1985-1987  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Meurman 1994 Finland 736M and 167F 1953-1967 1953-1991 Anthophyllite Mines Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SIR

Case-control Xu A 1996 China 8887 1980-1989  Iron And Steel Workers No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
Case-control Xu B 1996 China 610 (lung cancer); 293 

(stomach cancer) exposed/
cases; 959 controls

1989-1993 
(lung cancer); 
1989-1993 
(stomach 
cancer)

 Iron and Steel Workers 
(Boiler workers cooks; cement workers, 
resistant brick; furnace and pipe 
builders)

No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Liddell 1997 Canada 9780M Born 1891-
1920

1904-1992 Asbestos Miners And Millers Chrysotile only SMR

Cohort Pang 1997 China 160M, 370F Not reported 1972-1994 Asbestos Plant Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Sun 1997 Japan 17344 Not reported 1973-1993 Construction Workers (Construction 

Workers' Health Insurance Society Of 
Mie Prefecture)

No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Case-control Cocco 1998 United States 1056 exposed/cases; 5280 
controls

1984-1992  Various Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Case-control Parent  - 
amphibole and 
chrysotile

1998 Canada 250 exposed/cases; 
Cancer at other site=2290; 
population based control= 
533 controls

1979-1985  Chrysotile: Motor Vehicle Mechanics, 
Welders and Flame Cutter, Stationary 
Engineers; Amphibole: Stationary 
Engineers, Pipe Fitters, Plumbers, 
Electricians

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole  OR
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Battista 1999 Italy 734 1945-1969 1970-1997 Railway Carriage Construction And 
Repair Workers

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Cocco 1999 United States 41957 exposed/cases; 
Two controls for each case 
controls

1984-1996  General Work Population (Female-
African American, Female-White; Male 
– African American; Male – White)

No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Case-control Ekstrom 1999 Sweden 567 exposed/cases; 1165 
controls

1989-1995  Various Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Germani 1999 Italy 631W 1979 1980-1997 Asbestos Cement And Textile Industries Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Karjalainen 1999 Finland 1287M + 89W with 

asbestosis, 4708M + 179W 
with benign pleural disease

1964-1995 1964-1995 General Work Population (Finnish 
Registry Occupational Diseases)

No fibers specified, or unclear SIR

Cohort Berry 2000 UK 3000M, 700W, 1400 
insulators

1933-1964 M, 
1936-1942W

1951-1980 Asbestos Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Seniori-
costantini 

2000 Italy 3741 1960-1995 1960-1996 Railway Rolling Factory Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Straif 2000 Germany 8933 1950-1981 1981-1991 Rubber Workers No fibers specified, or unclear  
Cohort Szeszenia-

Dabrowska 
2000 Poland 2525M, 591W 1959-1965 1959-1991 Asbestos Cement Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

PMR  Stern 2001 United States 12873M 1972-1996  Construction Plasterers And Cement 
Masons

No fibers specified, or unclear PMR

Cohort Szeszenia-
Dabrowska 

2002 Poland 907M and 490W 1970-1997 1970-1999 Asbestos Processing Plant, Foundry, 
Shipyard

No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Ulvestad 2002 Norway 541M 1942-1976 1953-1999 Asbestos Cement Production Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Sun 2003 China 5681 1960-1980 1960-2000 Chrysotile Asbestos Spinning Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Finkelstein 2004 Canada 25285 1949 1950-1999 Plumbers And Pipefitters No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Smailyte 2004 Lithuania 1887 1956-1985 1978-2000 Asbestos Cement Workers Chrysotile only SIR
Cohort Ulvestad 2004 Norway 1116M 1930-1975 1953-1999 Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Jansson 2005 Sweden 260052M 1971-1993 1971-2000 Construction Workers Chrysotile only  
Case-control Krstev 2005 Poland 443 exposed/cases; 479 

controls
1994-1996  Various Occupations, Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Parducci 2005 Italy 2341 workers (1585 women 
756 men)

1960-1994 2002 Tobacco Production No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Wilczynska 2005 Poland 4187M andW 1945-1980 1945-1999 Asbestos Plant Manufacturing Asbestos 
Yarn, Cloth, Cords, Packings, Stuffing, 
Brake Linings, Asbestos-Natural Rubber 
Sheets

Chrysotile only SMR

Case-control Jansson 2006 Sweden 189 exposed/cases; 262 
controls

1995-1997  Various Occupations No fibers specified, or unclear  

Cohort Battista 2007 Italy 2301 1978-1988 1962-2003 Asbestos Insulation Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Hein 2007 United States 3072M andF 1916-1977 1940-2001 Asbestos Textile Plant Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Sjodahl 2007 Sweden 256357M 1971-1993 1971-2002 Construction Workers No fibers specified, or unclear  
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Dement 2009 United States; 
Canada

17345 Not reported 1986-2004 Sheet Metal Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Harding 2009 UK 98117 1971-2005 1971-2006 General Work Population, Workplaces 
Subject To The 1969 Asbestos 
Regulations

Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Loomis 2009 United States 5770 1950-1973 1950-2003 Asbestos Textile Plant Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Pesch 2010 Germany 576M 1993-1997 1993-2007 Various Industries Involving Asbestos 

(Central Registration Agency For 
Employees Exposed To Asbestos Dust)

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Tomioka 2011 Japan 249 1947-1979 1947-2007 Laggers And Boiler Repairers In A 
Refitting Shipyard

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Santibanez 2012 Japan 241 intestinal and 109 
diffuse adenocarcinomas 
exposed/cases; 455 controls

1995-1999  Various Occupations, Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Wang B 2013 China 586M, 279F 1972 1972-2008 Asbestos Textile Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Lin 2014 China 1539 Not reported 1981-2006 Asbestos Mining Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Offermans 2014 Netherlands 58,279 Not reported 1986-1970 General Work Population (The 

Netherlands Cohort Study)
No fibers specified, or unclear HR incidence

Wu 2014 Wu 2014 Taiwan 4155 1975-1986 1985-2008 Shipbreaking Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Boulanger 2015 France 2024 1978 1978-2009 Asbestos Plant Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Repp 2015 Germany 2072 1997-2001 Median time: 

11.3 years
General Work Population (Study Of 
Health In Pomerania)

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole RR mortality

Cohort Vandenborre 2015 Belgium 1,397,699 (2056 asbestos 
workers, 385046 potentially 
exposed workers, 1010597 
reference)

Not reported 2001-2009 Asbestos Cement And Products 
Manufacturing

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Wu 2015 Wu 2015 Taiwan 4427 1975-1989 1985-2008 Shipbreaking Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole HR incidence
Cohort Levin 2016 United States 979 1954-1972 1993-2013 Pipe Insulation Plant (The Tyler Facility) Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Pira 2016 Italy 1083W and 894M 1946-1984 1946-2013 Asbestos Textile Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Barbiero A 2018 Italy 2488 1991-2008 1995-2009 Various Groups: Metalworking, 

Shipbuilding, Electrical Utilities, 
Insulation

Chrysotile only SIR

Cohort Merlo 2018 Italy 3984 1960-1981 1960-2014 Shipyard Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Reid 2018 Australia 6500 1943-1966 1943-2009 Wittenoom Asbestos Mine Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Fazzo 2020 Italy 204 (177M, 27W) for 
mortality outcomes

1958-1993 1986-2018 Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Ferrante 2020 Italy 974 1917-1990 2013 Asbestos Mine Chrysotile only SMR
Case-control Fukai 2020 Japan 555254 exposed/cases; 

128973 controls
2005-2015  Various Occupations, Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Magnani 2020 Italy 51801 (46060M, 5741W) Years of first 
exposure 
ranged from 
pre-1949 to 
1992

1970 onwards 
(end year not 
reported)

Various Industries, Including Asbestos-
Cement, Rolling Stock Construction 
And Maintenance, Shipyards, Ship 
Furnishing, Glassworks, Dockyards, 
Insulation, Asphalt Rolls, Oven 
Construction, And Asbestos Miners.

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Shah 2020 United States; 
Canada; Italy; 
China, Russia, 
Japan, Spain, 
Brazil

14465 exposed/cases; 
34972 controls

1985-2010  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Fang 2021 Taiwan 1,043,319 Not reported 1950-2015 Asbestos Related Factories No fibers specified, or unclear SIR
Cohort Fernandes 2021 Brazil 988M 1995-2016 1995-2018 Asbestos-Cement Plant Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Dalsgaard 2022 Denmark 9685 (10% of reference 

cohort= 108987)
1945-1994 1968-2015 General Work Population (The Danish 

Asbestos Cement Plant Eternit Fabrik 
A/S region)

Chrysotile only SIR
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Colorectal Cancer Studies

Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Selikoff 1979 United States Cohort 1: 632M, Cohort 
2: 17800M (including 
survivors of the 632 cohort)

1967 1943-1976 Asbestos Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Hillerdal (colon 
and rectum) 

1980 Sweden 482M, 420W exposed/
cases; 1158M, 960W 
controls

1968-1972  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear Ratio O/E

Case-control Hardell 1981 Sweden 16 exposed/cases; 137 
controls

1978-1979  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Acheson 1984 UK 4820 1947-1979 1980 Insulation Board Manufacturing Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Ohlson 1984 Sweden 3297 Not reported 1951-1980 Railroad Maintenance Worker Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Ohlson 1985 Sweden 1176 1943 to 1976 1951-1982 

for mortality; 
1958-1979 for 
morbidity

Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Peto  - Cohort 1985 UK cohort 1: 145M, cohort 2: 
283W, cohort 3: 3211M 
exposed/cases

1933 1983 Asbestos Textile Factory Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

PMR  Zoloth 1985 United States 407 1976-1983  Sheet Metal Workers No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
PMR  Cantor 1986 United States 7121 1960-1979  Plumbers, Pipefitters No fibers specified, or unclear PMR

Cohort Gardner 1986 UK 2167 1941-1983 1941-1984 Asbestos Cement Factory Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Hodgson 1986 UK 31150 Pre/post 1969, 

1972
1981 General Work Population, Workplaces 

Subject To 1969 Asbestos Regulations
No fibers specified, or unclear  

Cohort Seidman 1986 United States 820 1941-1954 1982 Asbestos Factory Workers Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Enterline 1987 United States 1074 1941-1980 1941-
1969;1941-
1973;1941-
1980

Production, Maintenance Employees-
The Asbestos Company

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Hughes 1987 United States 6931M (5492M analytic 
cohort)

1970 1982 Asbestos Cement Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Tola 1988 Finland 12693 1945-1960 1953-1981 Shipyard, Machine Shop Workers 
(Welders, Platers, Machinists, Pipe 
Fitters)

No fibers specified, or unclear SIR

Case-control Fredriksson 1989 Sweden 329 exposed/cases; 658 
controls

1980-1983  Various Occupations No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Case-control Peters 1989 United States 147M exposed/cases; 147M 
controls

1974-1982  General Work Population No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Albin 1990 Sweden 2898 exposed/cases; 1552 
controls

1907-1977 1986 Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole RR incidence

Cohort Piolatto 1990 Italy 1048 1946-1987 1987 Asbestos Miners Chrysotile only  
Case-control Glass 1991 New Zealand 19904 1980-1984  Various Industries (Machinery Fitters, 

Welders, Plumbers, Boilermakers, 
Electricians, Bricklayers)

No fibers specified, or unclear OR
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Case-control Neugut 1991 United States 107 exposed/cases; 509 
controls

1986-1988  Various Occupations No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Selikoff 1991 United States 17800 1967 1977-1986 Asbestos Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Case-control Garabrant 1992 United States 746 exposed/cases; 746 

controls
1983-1986  Various Occupations No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Case-control Gerhards-
sondeverdier 

1992 Sweden 569 exposed/cases; 512 
controls

1986-1988  Various Occupations No fibers specified, or unclear RR

Cohort Sanden 1992 Sweden 3893 1977-1979 1977-1979 to 
1987

Shipyard Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Andersen 1993 Norway 690 1920-1966 1960-1991 Lighthouse Keepers - Drinking Rain 
Water off Asbestos Cement Tiled Roofs

Chrysotile only SIR

Case-control Arbman 1993 Sweden colon=98; rectal=79 
exposed/cases; hospital 
control=371; population 
controls=430 

1984-1986  Various Occupations/Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Mcdonald 1993 Canada 5351M Born 1891-
1920, surviving 
up to 1976

1976-1988 Asbestos Miners, Millers Chrysotile only SMR

Case-control Vineis 1993 Italy 131 exposed/cases; 463 
controls

1990-1991  Pipe Fitters, Boilermakers- Construction 
Industry

No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Case-control Demers 1994 United States 261 exposed/cases; 183 
controls

1984-1987  General Work Population, Construction 
Industry

No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Meurman 1994 Finland 736M and 167F 1953-1967 1953-1991 Anthophyllite Mines Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SIR

Cohort Raffn 1996 Denmark 8463 1928-1984 End of 1990 Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Case-control Xu A 1996 China 8887 1980-1989  Iron and Steel Workers No fibers specified, or unclear PMR
Cohort Battista 1999 Italy 734 1945-1969 1970-1997 Railway Carriage Construction and 

Repair Workers
Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Germani 1999 Italy 631W 1979 1980-1997 Asbestos Cement, Textile Industries Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Karjalainen 1999 Finland 1287M + 89W with 

asbestosis, 4708M + 179W 
with benign pleural disease

1964-1995 1964-1995 General Work Population (Finnish 
Registry of Occupational Diseases)

No fibers specified, or unclear SIR

Cohort Tulchinsky 1999 Israel 3057M 1953 1953-1992 Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Berry 2000 UK 3000M, 700W, 1400 

insulators
1933-1964M, 
1936-1942W

1951-1980 Asbestos Manufacturing Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Dumas 
(amphibole; 
chrysotile)

2000 Canada 257 exposed/cases; 533 
controls

1975-1985  General Occupational Population Mixed chrysotile/amphibole OR

Cohort Seniori-
costantini 

2000 Italy 3741 1960-1995 1960-1996 Railway Rolling Factory Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Szeszenia-
Dabrowska 

2000 Poland 2525M, 591W 1959-1965 1959-1991 Asbestos Cement Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Case-control Goldberg 2001 Canada 497 exposed/cases; 1514 
other-disease controls, 533 
population- controls 

1979-1985  General Occupational Population (98 
Occupations, 77 Industries)

No fibers specified, or unclear  
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

PMR Stern  
(intestine, 
rectum)

2001 United States 12873M 1972-1996  Construction Plasterers, Cement 
Masons

No fibers specified, or unclear PMR

Cohort Szeszenia-
Dabrowska 

2002 Poland 907M and 490W 1970-1997 1970-1999 Asbestos Processing Plant, Foundry, 
Shipyard

No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Ulvestad 2002 Norway 541M 1942-1976 1953-1999 Asbestos Cement Production Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Sun 2003 China 5681 1960-1980 1960-2000 Chrysotile Asbestos Spinning Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Finkelstein 2004 Canada 25285 1949 1950-1999 Plumbers, Pipefitters No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Smailyte 2004 Lithuania 1887 1956-1985 1978-2000 Asbestos Cement Workers Chrysotile only SIR
Cohort Ulvestad 2004 Norway 1116M 1930-1975 1953-1999 Insulation Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Aliyu 2005 United States 1839 exposed/cases; 7924 

controls
1989-1993 2003 General Work Population (Specific 

High-Risk Trades with asbestos 
Exposure (Insulation, Sheet Metal, 
Plumbing, Plasterboard, Ship Fitting, 
Ship Electrical Work, Boiler Making, 
Ship Scaling))

No fibers specified, or unclear RR incidence

Cohort Parducci 2005 Italy 2341 workers (1585 women 
756 men)

1960-1994 2002 Tobacco Production No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Wilczynska 2005 Poland 4187M and W 1945-1980 1945-1999 Asbestos Plant Manufacturing Asbestos 
Yarn, Cloth, Cords, Packings, Stuffing, 
Brake Linings, And Asbestos-Natural 
Rubber Sheets

Chrysotile only SMR

Cohort Battista 2007 Italy 2301 1978-1988 1962-2003 Asbestos Insulation Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Hein 2007 United States 3072M and F 1916-1977 1940-2001 Asbestos Textile Plant Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Dement 2009 United States; 

Canada
17345 Not reported 1986-2004 Sheet Metal Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR

Cohort Harding 2009 UK 98117 1971-2005 1971-2006 General Work Population, Workplaces 
Subject To 1969 Asbestos Regulations

Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Loomis 2009 United States 5770 1950-1973 1950-2003 Asbestos Textile Plant Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Pesch 2010 Germany 576M 1993-1997 1993-2007 Various Industries Involving Asbestos 

(Central Registration Agency For 
Employees Exposed to Asbestos Dust)

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Tomioka 2011 Japan 249 1947-1979 1947-2007 Laggers And Boiler Repairers, Refitting 
Shipyard

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Chen 2012 China 124 1981-2008 1981-2008 Shipyard, Construction Manufacturing, 
Mechanical, Mining, Electricity, Other 
Asbestos Related Work  (Including 
Textile, Fire Fighters, Incineration).

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Wang B 2013 China 586M, 279F 1972 1972-2008 Asbestos Textile Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Lin 2014 China 1539 Not reported 1981-2006 Asbestos Mining Chrysotile only SMR
Cohort Wu 2014 Taiwan 4155 1975-1986 1985-2008 Shipbreaking Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Offermans 2014 Netherlands 58,279 Not reported 1986-1970 General Work Population (The 

Netherlands Cohort Study)
No fibers specified, or unclear HR incidence
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Design Author Year Country Sample Start Years End Years Occupation Industry Fibre
Overall Meta-
risk Metric

Cohort Boulanger 2015 France 2024 1978 1978-2009 Asbestos Plant Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SIR
Cohort Repp 2015 Germany 2072 1997-2001 Median time: 

11.3 years
General Work Population (Study of 
Health In Pomerania)

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole RR mortality

Cohort Vandenborre 2015 Belgium 1,397,699 (2056 asbestos 
workers, 385046 potentially 
exposed workers, 1010597 
reference population)

Not reported 2001-2009 Asbestos Cement, Products 
Manufacturing

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Wu (colon, 
rectum)

2015 Taiwan 4427 1975-1989 1985-2008 Shipbreaking Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole HR incidence

Case-control Kachuri 2016 Canada colon=931; rectal=840 
exposed/cases; 1360 
controls

1994-1997  Various Occupations/Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Levin 2016 United States 979 1954-1972 1993-2013 Pipe Insulation Plant (The Tyler Facility) Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 
actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Pira 2016 Italy 1083W and 894M 1946-1984 1946-2013 Asbestos Textile Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Paris 2017 France 14515 2003-2005 EnrollMt 

to 2014 
(approximately 
10 years)

Asbestos-Exposed Workers Covered 
(French National Health Insurance 
Fund

No fibers specified, or unclear  

Cohort Barbiero A 2018 Italy 2488 1991-2008 1995-2009 Various Groups: Metalworking, 
Shipbuilding, Electrical Utilities, 
Insulation

Chrysotile only SIR

Case-control El-Zaemey 2018 Australia 918 exposed/cases; 1021 
controls

2005-2007  Various Occupations/Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Merlo 2018 Italy 3984 1960-1981 1960-2014 Shipyard Workers No fibers specified, or unclear SMR
Cohort Reid 2018 Australia 6500 1943-1966 1943-2009 Wittenoom Asbestos Mine Amphibole only (anthophyllite, 

actinolyte, tremolite, amosite, 
crocidolite)

SMR

Cohort Fazzo 2020 Italy 204 (177M, 27W) for 
mortality outcomes

1958-1993 1986-2018 Asbestos Cement Workers Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Ferrante 2020 Italy 974 1917-1990 2013 Asbestos Mine Chrysotile only SMR
Case-control Fukai 2020 Japan 555254 exposed/cases; 

128973 controls
2005-2015  Various Occupations/Industries No fibers specified, or unclear OR

Cohort Magnani 2020 Italy 51801 (46060M, 5741W) Years of first 
exposure 
ranged from 
pre-1949 to 
1992

1970 onwards 
(end year not 
reported)

Various Industries (Asbestos-
Cement, Rolling Stock Construction/
Maintenance, Shipyards, Ship 
Furnishing, Glassworks, Dockyards, 
Insulation, Asphalt Rolls, Oven 
Construction, Asbestos Miners)

Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR

Cohort Fernandes 2021 Brazil 988M 1995-2016 1995-2018 Asbestos-Cement Plant Mixed chrysotile/amphibole SMR
Cohort Dalsgaard 2022 Denmark 9685 (10% of reference 

cohort of 108987 
individuals)

1945-1994 1968-2015 General Work Population (Danish 
Asbestos Cement Plant Eternit Fabrik 
A/S Region)

Chrysotile only SIR
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Study
Description of highest exposure 
characteristics 

Elements of  
(D)uration
(I)ntensity
(F)requency Description of exposure assessment method

Elements of
(E)mployment records
(W)ork histories
(S)urvey assessments, 
(J)ob Exposure Matrices
(D)irect measures
(A) Expert assessments
(M)edical Records

Peto 1985 Employed 10+ years in asbestos-exposed areas of 
the plant (scheduled areas), with 20+ years since first 
employment 

D, I, F Employment records – detailed work history (factory area, occupation, type of 
work, employment code (unique to job), and scheduled (consistent) areas

E, W

Hodgson 1986 Cumulative exposure >=20 years D, I, F Worker survey every 2 years for detailed occupational history and duration of 
exposure to asbestos (all workers employed in a factory/workplace governed by 
asbestos regulations (UK)

S, W, M

Meurman 1994 3+ months of heavy exposure D, I Employment records, job description and work history (duration, quality and 
intensity of dusty work), with heavy exposure defined by working in mines or 
mills

E, W

Gustavsson 1998 High asbestos exposure level vs. control (based on the 
cut off at the median of cumulative dose among the 
control group) 

D, I, F Occupational history via interviews, followed by occupational hygienist review to 
code the intensity and probability of exposure

W, S, A

Berry 2000 Worked 2+ years with severe intensity exposure covered 
under asbestos regulations in asbestos factory (sectional 
pipe making, manufacture of insulating material with 
high asbestos content, textile and mattress sections, 
openers, disintegrators, disposal of dust) 

D, I Occupational history via employment records, with exposure degree and 
duration classified using a combination of job length and job characteristics

E, W

Parent 2000 Substantial exposure level (vs. no exposure). Defined 
as probable or definite confidence, >5 years since first 
exposure, >=level 4 for concentration by frequency, and 
>5 years duration of exposure 

D, I, F Questionnaire followed by rating from expert panel to classify exposure groups 
(defined by confidence of exposure, years since first exposure, concentration X 
frequency, and duration of exposure)

S, A

Jansson 2005 (esophageal 
adenocarcinoma and 
squamous-cell carcinoma)

High exposure level (vs. no exposure). D, I, F Job titles, occupational exposure history via on-site surveys by occupational 
health services, combined with a job exposure matrix developed by industrial 
hygienist. Exposure levels graded by hygienists based on TLVs

E, S, J, A

Jansson 2006 (esophageal 
adenocarcinoma)

High cumulative exposure level (vs. no exposure) D, I, F Job titles, occupational exposure history via on-site surveys by occupational 
health services, combined with a job exposure matrix developed by industrial 
hygienist. Exposure levels graded by hygienists based on TLVs

E, S, J, A

Santibanez 2008 Exposure level high (>0.26 fibres/cm3) vs. low (<= 0.26 
fibres/cm3)

D, I, F Occupational history collected by interview combined with the FINJEM job-
exposure matrix to estimate probability X intensity of exposure

S, J

Tomioka 2011 Worked 12+ years (duration of exposure in shipyard by 
occupation – laggers, boiler repairers)

D, I Employment records E

Wu 2015 High (vs. low exposure level within shipbreaking 
occupations – exposure score >=45.46

D, I, F Panel of seven experts (hygienists, occupational medicine physicians, risk 
assessment expert) – scored asbestos exposure intensity and exposure potential 
by job titles in shipbreaking industry using employment records, gross tonnage 
of shipbreaking, and exposure scores correlated with direct measures f/cm3 in 
worksites, to construct high/low exposure categories

E, A, D

Lin 2014 Cumulative exposure level 3 (vs. cumulative exposure 
level 1)

D, I Cumulative dust exposures were estimated based on historical dust 
measurements of different workshops, job titles and employment duration (from 
employment records)

E, D

Appendix III | Description of Exposure-Response Studies Included in High/Low Asbestos Exposure 
Sub-group Analyses by Exposure Characteristics, Esophageal Studies (Illustrative Example)
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Study
Description of highest exposure 
characteristics 

Elements of  
(D)uration
(I)ntensity
(F)requency Description of exposure assessment method

Elements of
(E)mployment records
(W)ork histories
(S)urvey assessments, 
(J)ob Exposure Matrices
(D)irect measures
(A) Expert assessments
(M)edical Records

Offermans 2014 Duration of high exposure (probability X intensity of 
exposure) tertile 3 (vs. tertile 1)

D, I, F Lifetime occupational history via questionnaire and combined with DOMJEM 
job-exposure matrix

S, W, J

Boulanger 2015 Cumulative Exposure Index >80 f/mL-year (vs. population 
of Calvados incidence rates)

D, I, F Employment and medical records, combined with company specific JEM (date of 
employment, departure, exposure sector, types of asbestos handled) and annual 
dust accumulation measurement data in company workshops

E, M, J, D

Clin 2017 Cumulative Exposure Index 64+ f/mL-year (vs. non-
exposed reference group)

D, I Occupational history via questionnaire, followed by industrial hygienist review to 
calculate a cumulative exposure index for each job (exposure level X duration of 
employment) 

W, S, A

Magnani 2020 Cumulative exposure > 620 f/mL-y (vs. <54 f/mL-y) D, I, F Company records combined with industrial hygienist review to estimate the 
proportion of exposed workers, the percentage of time in asbestos exposing 
tasks and the minimum and maximum concentrations of asbestos airborne fibres

E, A
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Appendix IV | Leave-One-Out Sensitivity Analyses
Esophageal Cancer Studies
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Appendix VI | Summary of Evidence from Prior Evaluations
Description of Review Publications

 IOM 2006 IARC 2009/2012 FIOH 2014
Fortunato 2015 
stomach

Peng 2015 
stomach

Kwak 2019 
colorectal

Wu 2021 
esophageal Our analyses

Type Systematic review and 
meta-analysis

Systematic/umbrella 
review (no meta-
analysis)

Systematic/umbrella 
review (no meta-
analysis)

Systematic review and 
meta-analysis

Systematic review and 
meta-analysis

Systematic review and 
meta-analysis

Systematic review and 
meta-analysis

Systematic review and 
meta-analysis

Inclusion criteria Cohort and case-
control studies

Cohort and case-
control studies

Cohort and case-
control studies

Cohort studies Cohort studies Cohort studies Cohort studies, plus 2 
ecological studies 

Cohort and case-
control studies

Exposure Occupational and non-
occupational asbestos 
cohorts

Occupational and non-
occupational asbestos 
cohorts

Occupational and non-
occupational asbestos 
cohorts

Occupational asbestos 
exposure only

Occupational asbestos 
exposure only

Occupational asbestos 
exposure only

Occupational and 
environmental 
asbestos exposure

Occupational asbestos 
exposure only

GI Outcome Incidence and 
mortality for 
esophageal, stomach 
and colorectal 

Incidence and 
mortality for 
esophageal, stomach 
and colorectal 

Incidence and 
mortality for stomach 
and colorectal 

SMR/SIR for stomach 
cancer only

SMR for stomach 
cancer only

SMR for colorectal 
cancer only

SMR for esophageal 
cancer only

SIR/SMR/OR/HR 
etc. for esophageal, 
stomach and colorectal

Language inclusion English only (reviewed 
title and abstract of 
non-English references)

Not explicitly stated Not explicitly stated English only English and Chinese English only Not stated No restrictions on 
language

Handling of related/
duplicate cohorts in 
meta-analyses

Removed to avoid 
double-counting 

No meta-analyses 
conducted

No meta-analyses 
conducted

"When several 
publications relating to 
the same cohort were 
available, we used the 
most recent report."

"As some papers on 
the same cohort study 
were published several 
times, only the newest 
or most informative 
single article was 
included."

Re-analysis without 
duplicates published in 
a letter to editor. 

The review did not 
remove duplicate 
cohorts in the meta-
analysis (e.g., Frost 
2008/Harding 2009, 
Levin 1998/Levin 
2016).

Removed to avoid 
double-counting

Source of meta 
risk estimates or 
conclusions

Esophageal: TABLE 9.1 
(TABLE D.3)
Stomach: TABLE 10.1 
(TABLE D.4)
Colorectal: TABLE 11.1 
(TABLE D.5)

Page 294 (see 
Evaluation)

Page 67 (colorectal 
cancer), Page 72 
(stomach cancer)

Figure 1 Figure 2 Figure 2 Figure 2

Reference Institute for 
Occupational 
Medicine. Asbestos: 
Selected Cancers. 
Institute of Medicine of 
the National Academy 
of Science. The 
National Academies 
Press: Washington DC, 
2006.

International Agency 
for Research on Cancer. 
Asbestos (chrysotile, 
amosite, crocidolite, 
tremolite, actinolite, 
and anthophyllite). In: 
Arsenic, metals, fibres, 
and dusts: A review of 
human carcinogens. 
IARC Monographs 
on the Evaluation of 
Carcinogenic Risks to 
Humans, Volume 100C. 
Geneva, CH: 2012.

Finnish Institute of 
Occupational Health. 
Asbestos, asbestosis, 
and cancer: Helsinki 
Criteria for Diagnosis 
and Attribution 2014. 
Helsinki, FI: 2014.

Fortunato L, Rushton 
L. Stomach cancer 
and occupational 
exposure to asbestos: 
a meta-analysis of 
occupational cohort 
studies. British Journal 
of Cancer (2015) 112, 
1805-1815.

Peng WJ, Jia XJ. Wei 
BG, Yang LS, Yu Y, 
Zhang L. Stomach 
cancer mortality 
among workers 
exposed to asbestos: a 
meta analysis. J Cancer 
Res Clin Oncol (2015) 
141:1141-1149.

Kwak K, Paek D, Zoh 
KE. Exposure to 
asbestos and the risk 
of colorectal cancer 
mortality: a systematic 
review and meta-
analysis. Occup Environ 
Med 2019;76:861–871.

Wu CW, Chuang HY, 
Tsai DL, Kuo TY, Yang 
CC, Chen HC, Kuo CH. 
Meta-Analysis of the 
Association between 
Asbestos Exposure and 
Esophageal Cancer. 
Int. J. Environ. Res. 
Public Health 2021, 18, 
11088.
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Any Versus None Asbestos Exposure Evidence

 IOM 2006 IARC 2009/2012 FIOH 2014
Fortunato 2015 
stomach

Peng 2015 
stomach

Kwak 2019 
colorectal

Wu 2021 
esophageal Our analyses

Esophageal cancer Cohort (N=25): 
0.99 (0.79 to 1.27)*
Case-control (N=2): 
1.47 (0.87 to 2.47)

Conclusions not 
explicitly stated for 
esophageal cancers

- - - - 1.28 (1.19 to 1.38) 1.17 (1.07 to 1.29)

Stomach cancer Cohort (N=42): 
1.17 (1.07 to 1.28)*
Case-control (N=5): 
1.11 (0.76 to 1.64)

...positive associations 
have been observed 
between exposure to 
all forms of asbestos 
and cancer of the 
pharynx, stomach, and 
colorectum

...stomach cancer is 
classified as an entity 
that is reasonably 
anticipated to be 
caused by asbestos 
(equivalent to IARC 
Group 2A).

1.15 (1.03 to 1.27) 1.19 (1.06 to 1.34) - - 1.14 (1.05 to 1.23)

Colorectal cancer Cohort (N=41): 
1.15 (1.01/1.02-1.31)
Case-control (N=13): 
1.16 (0.90 to 1.49)

...positive associations 
have been observed 
between exposure to 
all forms of asbestos 
and cancer of the 
pharynx, stomach, 
and colorectum. 
For cancers of the 
colorectum, the 
Working Group was 
evenly divided as to 
whether the evidence 
was strong enough to 
warrant classification 
as sufficient.

Ccolorectal cancer is 
classified as reasonably 
anticipated to be 
caused by asbestos 
(equivalent to IARC 
Group 2A)…. The 
magnitude of the 
reported relative risk 
varies between studies 
and is in the range 
of 1.3 to 5. Assessed 
study-by-study, SMRs 
for colorectal cancer
tended to be lower 
than SMRs for lung 
cancer, indicating that 
the effect of
asbestos, in terms 
of relative risk, is 
considerably weaker 
for colorectal cancer
than for lung cancer.

- - 1.16 (1.05 to 1.29) - 1.16 (1.08 to 1.24)

* The data point for stomach cancer from the Tola 1988 paper (SMR: 0.80, 95% CI: 0.61-1.02) appears to have been erroneously included in the esophageal cancer analysis and erroneously 
excluded from the stomach cancer analysis in the IOM evaluation (See Figure 9.1 and Figure 10.1). A possible explanation is that Tola was contacted and provided this esophageal cancer estimate 
but this was not reported in the IOM 2006 data tables (Table D.3), and does not explain the exclusion of Tola 1988 from the stomach cancer analysis. After reanalyzing the IOM 2006 data tables 
using a Poisson regression model (i.e., excluding Tola 1988 from the esophageal cancer analysis and including Tola 1988 in the stomach cancer analysis), the corrected meta estimates should be 
approximately 1.11 for esophageal cancer and 1.13 for stomach cancer. NB: Using a weighted random-effects meta-analysis model, the estimates are all above 1.00 regardless of whether Tola 1988 
is included or excluded.
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Highest Asbestos Exposure Evidence

 IOM 2006
IARC 
2009/2012 FIOH 2014

Fortunato 
2015 
stomach

Peng 2015 
stomach

Kwak 2019 
colorectal

Wu 2021 
esophageal Our analyses

Esophageal cancer Cohort studies:
Range 
1.35 (0.81 to 2.27) to 
1.43 (0.79 to 2.58)

Evidence was 
discussed 
narratively

- - - - 1.84 (1.27 to 
2.68)

1.63 (1.29 to 
2.06)

Stomach cancer Cohort studies:
Range 
1.31 (0.97 to 1.76) to 
1.33 (0.98 to 1.79)

Evidence was 
discussed 
narratively

Risk estimates tend to be higher in cohorts where heavy 
exposure to asbestos occurs and with long follow-up 
periods. There is also evidence that increasing exposure 
increases this risk. From the standpoint of magnitude 
of risk, the excess risk associated with ever exposure to 
asbestos varies between the studies but is of the order of 
15‒20%. Positive dose–response relationships have been 
observed between cumulative asbestos exposure and 
stomach cancer mortality in several cohort studies.

Not reported Not reported - - 1.28 (1.09 to 
1.52)

Colorectal cancer Cohort studies:
Range
1.24 (0.91 to 1.69) to 
1.38 (1.14 to 1.67) 

Evidence was 
discussed 
narratively

A few studies showed a significant positive association 
with cumulative exposure to asbestos, and one study 
showed a significant association with average exposure. 
A meta-analysis taking SMR of lung cancer as an indirect 
indicator of asbestos exposure showed a fairly consistent 
pattern with increasing SMR for colorectal cancer when 
the SMR for lung cancer increased. SMR for colorectal 
cancer increased with severity of asbestosis in one study. 
Taken together, these dose-response data are supportive 
of a causal relationship between asbestos exposure and 
colorectal cancer.

- - Not reported - 1.29 (1.09 to 
1.53)

Note: When multiple exposure-response metrics were reported within a given paper, the analyses selected the lowest and highest values of the estimates to produce a lower and upper bound.
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Asbestos-related Lung Risk Estimates >2.00 

 IOM 2006 IARC 2009/2012 FIOH 2014
Fortunato 2015 
stomach

Peng 2015 
stomach

Kwak 2019 
colorectal

Wu 2021 
esophageal Our analyses

Esophageal cancer Not reported Evidence was discussed 
narratively

- - - - Not reported Cohort studies:
1.40 (1.14 to 1.71)

Stomach cancer Not reported Scatterplot of stomach 
cancer SMR and lung 
cancer SMR (see 
Figure 2.1 on Page 
249). A positive trend 
was observed with a 
correlation coefficient 
(r2) = 0.66.

… under conditions 
of asbestos exposure 
associated with a RR 
for lung cancer of 2, 
the estimated RR for 
stomach cancer is 1.2, 
with an estimated AF 
for asbestos- causation 
of about 17%. When 
the RR for stomach 
cancer is 2, the 
estimated RR for lung 
cancer is 3.96.

Cohort studies:
- Men: 
1.46 (1.22 to 1.77);
- Women: 
1.02 (0.69 to 1.52)

Not reported - - Cohort studies: 1.33 
(1.14 to 1.56)

Colorectal cancer Not reported Scatterplot of stomach 
cancer SMR and lung 
cancer SMR (see Figure 
2.2 on Page 253). The 
trend was positive 
with a correlation 
coefficient (r2) of 0.59.

SMRs for colorectal 
cancer tended to be 
lower than SMRs for 
lung cancer, indicating 
… under conditions 
of asbestos exposure 
associated with a RR 
for lung cancer of 2, 
the estimated RR for 
colorectal cancer is 1.1, 
with an estimated AF 
for asbestos- causation 
of about 9%. When 
the RR for colorectal 
cancer is 2, the 
estimated RR for lung 
cancer is 5.2.

- - Cohort studies:
1.44 (1.29 to 1.60)

- Cohort studies: 1.47 
(1.34 to 1.61)

Note: Based on Kwak 2019 re-analysis of the data with excluded cohorts.
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Exposure Due to Nature of Work (Industry/Occupation)

 IOM 2006 IARC 2009/2012 FIOH 2014
Fortunato 2015 
stomach

Peng 2015 
stomach

Kwak 2019 
colorectal

Wu 2021 
esophageal Our analyses

Esophageal cancer No sub-group analyses 
by occupation/industry

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

- - - - Asbestos mining: 1.07
Asbestos textile: 1.45
Shipyard: 1.39
Others: 1.26

Asbestos cement: 1.12 
(0.84 to 1.47)
Asbestos mining: 1.13 
(0.78 to 1.63)
Asbestos insulation: 
1.68 (1.19 to 2.36)

Stomach cancer No sub-group analyses 
by occupation/industry

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

Asbestos cement:
- Men 1.12; Women 
1.27
Asbestos mining:
- Men 1.18; Women 
0.67
Asbestos insulation:
- Men 1.27; Women 
0.63
Asbestos textiles:
- Men 1.15; Women 
1.22
Generic asbestos 
workers:
- Men 1.41; Women 
0.87
Other occupations:
- Men 0.87; Women 
0.87

Asbestos cement: 1.15
Asbestos mining: 1.43
Asbestos textile: 0.94
Refitting shipyard: 1.14
Mix: 1.36

- - Asbestos cement: 1.14 
(0.99 to 1.32)
Asbestos mining: 1.30 
(1.14 to 1.49)
Asbestos insulation: 
1.53 (0.93 to 2.51)

Colorectal cancer No sub-group analyses 
by occupation/industry

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

- - Asbestos cement: 1.06
Asbestos mining: 1.09
Asbestos insulation: 
1.49
Asbestos textile: 1.19
Miscellaneous: 0.87
Various: 1.35

- Asbestos cement: 1.21 
(1.06 to 1.38)
Asbestos mining: 1.15 
(0.82 to 1.63)
Asbestos insulation: 
1.59 (1.14 to 2.23)

Note: Based on Kwak 2019 re-analysis of the data with excluded cohorts
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Asbestos Fibre Type

 IOM 2006 IARC 2009/2012 FIOH 2014
Fortunato 2015 
stomach

Peng 2015 
stomach

Kwak 2019 
colorectal

Wu 2021 
esophageal Our analyses

Esophageal cancer Studies were coded by 
fibre type, but no sub-
group analyses was 
reported

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

- - - - Amosite: 1.14
Crocidolite: 1.20
Chrysotile: 1.27
Mixed asbestos: 1.28

Amphiboles (amosite, 
crocidolite, etc): 
1.16 (1.02 to 1.31)
Chrysotile: 
1.17 (0.89 to 1.53)
Mixed chrysotile/
amphibole: 1.44 (1.20 
to 1.73)
Unclear type: 
1.05 (0.85 to 1.30)

Stomach cancer Studies were coded by 
fibre type, but no sub-
group analyses was 
reported

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

Amosite:
- Men 1.25; Women 
N.R.
Crocidolite:
- Men 1.09; Women 
0.84
Chrysotile:
- Men 1.14; Women 
1.14
Mixed:
- Men 1.13; Women 
1.05

Crocidolite: 1.55
Chrysotile: 0.97
Mix: 1.22

- - Amphiboles (amosite, 
crocidolite, etc): 
1.35 (1.12 to 1.63)
Chrysotile: 
1.09 (0.88 to 1.35)
Mixed chrysotile/
amphibole: 1.20 (1.04 
to 1.41)
Unclear type: 0.94 
(0.84 to 1.06)

Colorectal cancer Studies were coded by 
fibre type, but no sub-
group analyses was 
reported

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

Evidence was discussed 
narratively

- - Studies were coded by 
fibre type, but no sub-
group analyses was 
reported

- Amphiboles (amosite, 
crocidolite, etc): 
1.38 (1.27 to 1.49)
Chrysotile: 
1.05 (0.88 to 1.26)
Mixed chrysotile/
amphibole: 1.23 (1.09 
to 1.38)
Unclear type:
 0.99 (0.89 to 1.10)
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References for Studies Included in Systematic 
Review/Meta Analyses
1. ACHESON 1982. Acheson, E D; Gardner, M J; Pippard, E C; Grime, L P. Mortality of Two Groups 

of Women Who Manufactured Gas Masks from Chrysotile and Crocidolite Asbestos: A 40-Year 

Follow-Up. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1982;39(4):344-8

2. ACHESON 1984. Acheson, E D; Gardner, M J; Winter, P D; Bennett, C. Cancer in A Factory Using 

Amosite Asbestos. International Journal of Epidemiology. 1984;13(1):3-10

3. ALBIN 1990. Albin, M; Jakobsson, K; Attewell, R; Johansson, L; Welinder, H. Mortality and Cancer 

Morbidity in Cohorts of Asbestos Cement Workers and Referents. British Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1990;47(9):602-610

4. ALIYU 2005. Aliyu, Oluremi A; Cullen, Mark R; Barnett, Matt J; Balmes, John R; Cartmel, Brenda; 

Redlich, Carrie A; Brodkin, Carl A; Barnhart, Scott; Rosenstock, Linda; Israel, Leslie; Goodman, Gary 

E; Thornquist, Mark D; Omenn, Gilbert S. Evidence For Excess Colorectal Cancer Incidence Among 

Asbestos-Exposed Men in The Beta-Carotene and Retinol Efficacy Trial. American Journal of 

Epidemiology. 2005;162(9):868-78

5. AMANDUS 1987. Amandus, H E; Wheeler, R. The Morbidity and Mortality of Vermiculite Miners and 

Millers Exposed to Tremolite-Actinolite: Part II Mortality. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1987;11(1):15

6. ANDERSEN 1993. Andersen, A; Glattre, E; Johansen, B V. Incidence of Cancer Among 

Lighthouse Keepers Exposed to Asbestos in Drinking Water. American Journal of Epidemiology. 

1993;138(9):682-7.

7. ARBMAN 1993. Arbman, G; Axelson, O; Fredriksson, M; Nilsson, E; Sjodahl, R. Do Occupational 

Factors Influence the Risk of Colon and Rectal Cancer in Different Ways? Cancer. 1993;72(9):2543-9

8. ARMSTRONG 1988. Armstrong, B K; De Klerk, N H; Musk, A W; Hobbs, M S. Mortality in Miners and 

Millers of Crocidolite in Western Australia. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1988;45(1):5-13

9. BARBIERO 2018A. Barbiero, Fabiano; Zanin, Tina; Pisa, Federica E; Casetta, Anica; Rosolen, Valentina; 

Giangreco, Manuela; Negro, Corrado; Bovenzi, Massimo; Barbone, Fabio. Cancer Incidence in A Cohort 

of Asbestos-Exposed Workers Undergoing Health Surveillance. International Archives of Occupational 

and Environmental Health. 2018;91(7):831-841

10. BARBIERO 2018B. Barbiero, Fabiano; Zanin, Tina; Pisa, Federica Edith; Casetta, Anica; Rosolen, 

Valentina; Giangreco, Manuela; Negro, Corrado; Bovenzi, Massimo; Barbone, Fabio. Mortality in 

A Cohort of Asbestos-Exposed Workers Undergoing Health Surveillance. La Medicina Del Lavoro. 

2018;109(2):83-86.

11. BATTISTA 1999. Battista, G; Belli, S; Comba, P; Fiumalbi, C; Grignoli, M; Loi, F; Orsi, D; Paredes, I. 

Mortality Due to Asbestos-Related Causes Among Railway Carriage Construction and Repair Workers. 

Occupational Medicine (Oxford, England). 1999;49(8):536-9.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

79

12. BATTISTA 2007. Battista, G; Costantini, Adele Seniori; Gorini, G; Orsi, D; Paredes, I; Miceli, G B; De 

Vuono, Giulia; Peccetti, Valeria. (Mortality in A Cohort of Sugar Refinery Workers in Arezzo Province, 

Italy). La Medicina Del Lavoro. 2007;98(4):289-95.

13. BELLI 1998. Belli, S; Bruno, C; Comba, P; Grignoli, M. (Cause-Specific Mortality of Asbestos-Cement 

Workers Compensated for Asbestosis in The City of Bari). Epidemiologia E Prevenzione. 1998;22(1):8-

11.

14. BERRY 2000. Berry, G; Newhouse, M L; Wagner, J C. Mortality from All Cancers of Asbestos Factory 

Workers in East London 1933-80. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2000;57(11):782-5.

15. BERTOLOTTI 2008. Bertolotti, Marinella; Ferrante, Daniela; Mirabelli, Dario; Botta, Mario; Nonnato, 

Marinella; Todesco, Annalisa; Terracini, Benedetto; Magnani, Corrado. (Mortality in The Cohort of 

The Asbestos Cement Workers in The Eternit Plant in Casale Monferrato (Italy)). Epidemiologia E 

Prevenzione. 2008;32(4-5):218-28.

16. BOTTA 1991. Botta, M; Magnani, C; Terracini, B; Bertolone, G P; Castagneto, B; Cocito, V; Degiovanni, 

D; Paglieri, P. Mortality from Respiratory and Digestive Cancers Among Asbestos Cement Workers in 

Italy. Cancer Detection and Prevention. 1991;15(6):445-7.

17. BOULANGER 2015. Boulanger, Mathilde; Morlais, Fabrice; Bouvier, Veronique; Galateau-Salle, 

Francoise; Guittet, Lydia; Marquignon, Marie-France; Paris, Christophe; Raffaelli, Claude; Launoy, Guy; 

Clin, Benedicte. Digestive Cancers and Occupational Asbestos Exposure: Incidence Study in A Cohort 

of Asbestos Plant Workers. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2015;72(11):792-7.

18. BROWN 1994. Brown, DP; Dement, JM; Okun, A. Mortality Patterns Among Female and Male 

Chrysotile Asbestos Textile Workers. Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

1994;36(8):882-888.

19. CANTOR 1986. Cantor, K P; Sontag, J M; Heid, M F. Patterns of Mortality Among Plumbers and 

Pipefitters. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1986;10(1):73-89.

20. CHEN 2012. Chen, Minghui; Tse, Lap Ah; Au, Ronald K F; Yu, Ignatius T S; Wang, Xiao-Rong; Lao, 

Xiang-Qian; Au, Joseph Siu-Kei. Mesothelioma and Lung Cancer Mortality: A Historical Cohort Study 

Among Asbestosis Workers in Hong Kong. Lung Cancer (Amsterdam, Netherlands). 2012;76(2):165-

70.

21. CHENG 1992. Cheng, W N; Kong, J. A Retrospective Mortality Cohort Study of Chrysotile Asbestos 

Products Workers in Tianjin 1972-1987. Environmental Research. 1992;59(1):271-8.

22. CLEMMESEN 1981. Clemmesen J; Hjalgrim-Jensen S. Cancer Incidence Among 5686 Asbestos-

Cement Workers Followed From 1943 Through 1976. Ecotoxicology and Environmental Safety. 

1981;5(1):15-23.

23. CLIN 2009. Clin, B; Morlais, F; Dubois, B; Guizard, A-V; Desoubeaux, N; Marquignon, M-F; Raffaelli, C; 

Paris, C; Galateau-Salle, F; Launoy, G; Letourneux, M. Occupational Asbestos Exposure and Digestive 

Cancers A Cohort Study. Alimentary Pharmacology & Therapeutics. 2009;30(4):364-74.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

80

24. CLIN 2011. Clin, Benedicte; Morlais, Fabrice; Launoy, Guy; Guizard, Anne-Valerie; Dubois, Brice; 

Bouvier, Veronique; Desoubeaux, Nelly; Marquignon, Marie-France; Raffaelli, Claude; Paris, Christophe; 

Galateau-Salle, Francoise; Guittet, Lydia; Letourneux, Marc. Cancer Incidence Within a Cohort 

Occupationally Exposed to Asbestos: A Study of Dose--Response Relationships. Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine. 2011;68(11):832-6.

25. CLIN 2017. Clin, Benedicte; Thaon, Isabelle; Boulanger, Mathilde; Brochard, Patrick; Chamming’S, 

Soizick; Gislard, Antoine; Lacourt, Aude; Luc, Amandine; Ogier, Guy; Paris, Christophe; Pairon, Jean-

Claude. Cancer of The Esophagus and Asbestos Exposure. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

2017;60(11):968-975.

26. COCCO 1994. Cocco, P; Palli, D; Buiatti, E; Cipriani, F; Decarli, A; Manca, P; Ward, M H; Blot, W J; 

Fraumeni, J F Jr. Occupational Exposures as Risk Factors for Gastric Cancer in Italy. Cancer Causes & 

Control:1994;5(3):241-8.

27. COCCO 1998. Cocco, P; Ward, M H; Dosemeci, M. Occupational Risk Factors for Cancer of The Gastric 

Cardia Analysis of Death Certificates From 24 Us States. Journal Of Occupational and Environmental 

Medicine. 1998;40(10):855-61.

28. COCCO 1999. Cocco, P; Ward, M H; Dosemeci, M. Risk of Stomach Cancer Associated with 12 

Workplace Hazards: Analysis of Death Certificates From 24 States of The United States with The Aid 

Of Job Exposure Matrices. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 1999;56(11):781-7.

29. CUCCARO 2019. Cuccaro, Francesco; Nannavecchia, Anna Maria; Silvestri, Stefano; Angelini, Alessia; 

Coviello, Vincenzo; Bisceglia, Lucia; Magnani, Corrado. Mortality For Mesothelioma and Lung Cancer 

in A Cohort of Asbestos Cement Workers in Bari (Italy): Time Related Aspects of Exposure. Journal of 

Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2019;61(5):410-416.

30. DALSGAARD 2022. Dalsgaard SB; Wurtz ET; Hansen J; Roe OD; Omland O. Cancer Incidence and Risk 

of Multiple Cancers After Environmental Asbestos Exposure in Childhood-A Long-Term Register-Based 

Cohort Study. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health. 2022;19(1):268.

31. DEKLERK 1989. De Klerk, N H; Armstrong, B K; Musk, A W; Hobbs, M S. Cancer Mortality in Relation 

to Measures of Occupational Exposure to Crocidolite at Wittenoom Gorge in Western Australia. 

British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1989;46(8):529-36.

32. DEKLERK 1994. De Klerk, NH; Musk, AW; Armstrong, BK; Hobbs, MST. Diseases in Miners and Millers 

of Crocidolite from Wittenoom, Western Australia: A Further Follow-Up to December 1986. Ann. 

Occup. Hyg.1994;38(inhaled_particles_VII):647-655.

33. DELAPROVOTE 2002. De La Provote, S; Desoubeaux, N; Paris, C; Letourneux, M; Raffaelli, C; 

Galateau-Salle, F; Gignoux, M; Launoy, G. Incidence of Digestive Cancers and Occupational Exposure 

to Asbestos. European Journal of Cancer Prevention. 2002;11(6):523-8.

34. DEMENT 1994. Dement, J M; Brown, D P; Okun, A. Follow-Up Study of Chrysotile Asbestos Textile 

Workers: Cohort Mortality and Case-Control Analyses. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1994;26(4):431-47.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

81

35. DEMENT 1998. Dement JM; Brown DP. Cohort Mortality and Case-Control Studies of White Male 

Chrysotile Asbestos Textile Workers. Journal of Clean Technology, Environmental Toxicology and 

Occupational Medicine. 1998;7(4):413-419.

36. DEMENT 2009. Dement, John; Welch, Laura; Haile, Elizabeth; Myers, Douglas. Mortality Among Sheet 

Metal Workers Participating in A Medical Screening Program. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

2009;52(8):603-13.

37. DEMERS 1994. Demers, R Y; Burns, P B; Swanson, G M. Construction Occupations, Asbestos Exposure, 

and Cancer of The Colon and Rectum. Journal of Occupational Medicine: Official Publication of The 

Industrial Medical Association. 1994;36(9):1027-31.

38. DU 2012. Du, Lili; Wang, Xiaorong; Wang, Mianzhen; Lan, Yajia. Analysis of Mortality in Chrysotile 

Asbestos Miners in China. Journal of Huazhong University of Science and Technology. Medical 

Sciences = Hua Zhong Ke Ji Da Xue Xue Bao. Yi Xue Ying De Wen Ban = Huazhong Keji Daxue 

Xuebao. Yixue Yingdewen Ban. 2012;32(1):135-140.

39. DUMAS 2000. Dumas, S; Parent, M E; Siemiatycki, J; Brisson, J. Rectal Cancer and Occupational 

Risk Factors: A Hypothesis-Generating, Exposure-Based Case-Control Study. International Journal of 

Cancer. 2000;87(6):874-9.

40. EKSTROM 1999. Ekstrom, A M; Eriksson, M; Hansson, L E; Lindgren, A; Signorello, L B; Nyren, O; 

Hardell, L. Occupational Exposures and Risk of Gastric Cancer in A Population-Based Case-Control 

Study. Cancer Research. 1999;59(23):5932-7.

41. EL-ZAEMEY 2018. El-Zaemey S; Anand TN; Heyworth JS; Boyle T; Van Tongeren M; Fritschi L. Case-

Control Study to Assess the Association Between Colorectal Cancer and Selected Occupational 

Agents Using Interocc Job Exposure Matrix. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

2018;75(4):290-295.

42. ENTERLINE 1987. Enterline, Pe; Hartley, J; Henderson, V. Asbestos and Cancer A Cohort Followed Up 

to Death. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1987;44(6):396-401.

43. FANG 2021. Fang, Yi-Jen; Chuang, Hung-Yi; Pan, Chih-Hong; Chang, Yu-Yin; Cheng, Yawen; Lee, Lukas 

Jyuhn-Hsiarn; Wang, Jung-Der. Increased Risk of Gastric Cancer in Asbestos-Exposed Workers: A 

Retrospective Cohort Study Based on Taiwan Cancer Registry 1980-2015. International Journal of 

Environmental Research and Public Health. 2021;18(14):.

44. FAZZO 2020. Fazzo, Lucia; Cernigliaro, Achille; De Santis, Marco; Quattrone, Giancarlo; Bruno, 

Caterina; Zona, Amerigo; Tumino, Rosario; Cascone, Giuseppe; Scondotto, Salvatore; Comba, Pietro. 

Occupational Cohort Study of Asbestos-Cement Workers in A Contaminated Site in Sicily (Italy). 

Epidemiologia E Prevenzione. 2020;44(2-3):137-144.

45. FERNANDES 2021. Fernandes, Gisele A; Algranti, Eduardo; Wunsch-Filho, Victor; Silva, Luiz F; 

Toporcov, Tatiana N. Causes of Death in Former Asbestos-Cement Workers in The State of Sao Paulo, 

Brazil. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 2021;64(11):952-959.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

82

46. FERRANTE 2017. Ferrante, Daniela; Chellini, Elisabetta; Merler, Enzo; Pavone, Venere; Silvestri, 

Stefano; Miligi, Lucia; Gorini, Giuseppe; Bressan, Vittoria; Girardi, Paolo; Ancona, Laura; Romeo, Elisa; 

Luberto, Ferdinando; Sala, Orietta; Scarnato, Corrado; Menegozzo, Simona; Oddone, Enrico; Tunesi, 

Sara; Perticaroli, Patrizia; Pettinari, Aldo; Cuccaro, Francesco; Mattioli, Stefano; Baldassarre, Antonio; 

Barone-Adesi, Francesco; Cena, Tiziana; Legittimo, Patrizia; Marinaccio, Alessandro; Mirabelli, Dario; 

Musti, Marina; Pirastu, Roberta; Ranucci, Alessandra; Magnani, Corrado; The Working Group. Italian 

Pool of Asbestos Workers Cohorts: Mortality Trends of Asbestos-Related Neoplasms After Long Time 

Since First Exposure. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2017;74(12):887-898.

47. FERRANTE 2020. Ferrante, Daniela; Mirabelli, Dario; Silvestri, Stefano; Azzolina, Danila; Giovannini, 

andrea; Tribaudino, Patrizia; Magnani, Corrado. Mortality and Mesothelioma Incidence Among 

Chrysotile Asbestos Miners in Balangero, Italy: A Cohort Study. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 2020;63(2):135-145.

48. FINKELSTEIN 2004. Finkelstein, MM; Verma, D K. A Cohort Study of Mortality Among Ontario Pipe 

Trades Workers. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2004;61(9):736-42.

49. FREDRIKSSON 1989. Fredriksson, M; Bengtsson, NO; Hardell, L; Axelson, O. Colon Cancer, Physical-

Activity, and Occupational Exposures A Case-Control Study. Cancer. 1989;63(9):1838-1842

50. FROST 2008. Frost, G; Harding, A-H; Darnton, A; Mcelvenny, D; Morgan, D. Occupational Exposure 

to Asbestos and Mortality Among Asbestos Removal Workers: A Poisson Regression Analysis. British 

Journal of Cancer. 2008;99(5):822-9.

51. FUKAI 2020. Fukai, Kota; Kojimahara, Noriko; Hoshi, Keika; Toyota, Akihiro; Tatemichi, Masayuki. 

Combined Effects of Occupational Exposure to Hazardous Operations and Lifestyle-Related Factors on 

Cancer Incidence. Cancer Science. 2020;111(12):4581-4593.

52. GARABRANT 1992. Garabrant, D H; Peters, R K; Homa, D M. Asbestos and Colon Cancer: Lack of 

Association in A Large Case-Control Study. American Journal of Epidemiology. 1992;135(8):843-53

53. GARDNER 1986. Gardner, M J; Winter, P D; Pannett, B; Powell, C A. Follow Up Study of Workers 

Manufacturing Chrysotile Asbestos Cement Products. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1986;43(11):726-32.

54. GERHARDSSONDEVERDIER 1992. Gerhardsson De Verdier, M; Plato, N; Steineck, G; Peters, J M. 

Occupational Exposures and Cancer of The Colon and Rectum. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1992;22(3):291-303.

55. GERMANI 1996. Germani, D; Grignoli, M; Belli, S; Bruno, C; Maiozzi, P; Anibaldi, L; Raparelli, O; Comba, 

P. (A Mortality Study of Recipients of Compensation for Asbestosis in Italy (1980-1990)). La Medicina 

Del Lavoro. 1996;87(5):371-85.

56. GERMANI 1999. Germani, D; Belli, S; Bruno, C; Grignoli, M; Nesti, M; Pirastu, R; Comba, P. Cohort 

Mortality Study of Women Compensated for Asbestosis in Italy. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1999;36(1):129-34.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

83

57. GLASS 1991. Glass W; Kawachi I; Pearce N. Lung Cancer, Smoking and Exposure to Asbestos in New 

Zealand. Journal of Occupational Health and Safety - Australia and New Zealand. 1991;7(1):43-47.

58. GOLDBERG 2001. Goldberg, M S; Parent, M E; Siemiatycki, J; Desy, M; Nadon, L; Richardson, L; 

Lakhani, R; Latreille, B; Valois, M F. A Case-Control Study of The Relationship Between the Risk of 

Colon Cancer in Men and Exposures to Occupational Agents. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

2001;39(6):531-46.

59. GUSTAVSSON 1998. Gustavsson, P; Jakobsson, R; Johansson, H; Lewin, F; Norell, S; Rutkvist, L 

E. Occupational Exposures and Squamous Cell Carcinoma of The Oral Cavity, Pharynx, Larynx, 

and Oesophagus: A Case-Control Study in Sweden. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

1998;55(6):393-400.

60. HARDELL 1981. Hardell, L. Relation of Soft-Tissue Sarcoma, Malignant Lymphoma and Colon Cancer 

to Phenoxy Acids, Chlorophenols and Other Agents. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & 

Health. 1981;7(2):119-30.

61. HARDING 2009. Harding, A-H; Darnton, A; Wegerdt, J; Mcelvenny, D. Mortality Among British 

Asbestos Workers Undergoing Regular Medical Examinations (1971-2005). Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine. 2009;66(7):487-95.

62. HEIN 2007. Hein, Misty J; Stayner, Leslie T; Lehman, Everett; Dement, John M. Follow-Up Study of 

Chrysotile Textile Workers: Cohort Mortality and Exposure-Response. Occupational and Environmental 

Medicine. 2007;64(9):616-25.

63. HILLERDAL 1980. Hillerdal, G. Gastrointestinal Carcinoma and Occurrence of Pleural Plaques On 

Pulmonary X-Ray. Journal of Occupational Medicine. Official Publication of The Industrial Medical 

Association. 1980;22(12):806-9.

64. HODGSON 1986. Hodgson, J T; Jones, R D. Mortality of Asbestos Workers in England and Wales 

1971-81. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1986;43(3):158-64.

65. HUGHES 1987. Hughes, J M; Weill, H; Hammad, Y Y. Mortality of Workers Employed in Two Asbestos 

Cement Manufacturing Plants. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1987;44(3):161-74

66. JAKOBSSON 1994. Jakobsson, K; Albin, M; Hagmar, L. Asbestos, Cement, and Cancer in The Right Part 

of The Colon. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 1994;51(2):95-101.

67. JANSSON 2005. Jansson, Catarina; Johansson, Anna L V; Bergdahl, Ingvar A; Dickman, Paul W; 

Plato, Nils; Adami, Johanna; Boffetta, Paolo; Lagergren, Jesper. Occupational Exposures and Risk of 

Esophageal and Gastric Cardia Cancers Among Male Swedish Construction Workers. Cancer Causes 

& Control: 2005;16(6):755-64.

68. JANSSON 2006. Jansson, C; Plato, N; Johansson, A L V; Nyren, O; Lagergren, J. Airborne Occupational 

Exposures and Risk of Oesophageal and Cardia Adenocarcinoma. Occupational and Environmental 

Medicine. 2006;63(2):107-12.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

84

69. KACHURI 2016. Kachuri, Linda; Villeneuve, Paul J; Parent, Marie-Elise; Johnson, Kenneth C; Canadian 

Cancer Registries Epidemiology Research Group; Harris, Shelley A. Workplace Exposure to Diesel and 

Gasoline Engine Exhausts and The Risk of Colorectal Cancer in Canadian Men. Environmental Health: 

A Global Access Science Source. 2016;15(101147645):4.

70. KARJALAINEN 1999. Karjalainen, A; Pukkala, E; Kauppinen, T; Partanen, T. Incidence of Cancer 

Among Finnish Patients with Asbestos-Related Pulmonary or Pleural Fibrosis. Cancer Causes & 

Control:1999;10(1):51-7.

71. KOGAN 1993. Kogan, P M; Yatsenko, A S; Tregubov, E S; Gurvich, E B; Kuzina, L E. Evaluation of 

Carcinogenic Risk in Friction Product Workers. La Medicina Del Lavoro. 1993;84(4):290-6.

72. KRSTEV 2005. Krstev, S; Dosemeci, M; Lissowska, J; Chow, W-H; Zatonski, W; Ward, M H. 

Occupation and Risk of Stomach Cancer in Poland. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

2005;62(5):318-24.

73. KURUMATANI 1999. Kurumatani, N; Natori, Y; Mizutani, R; Kumagai, S; Haruta, M; Miura, H; 

Yonemasu, K. A Historical Cohort Mortality Study of Workers Exposed to Asbestos in A Refitting 

Shipyard. Industrial Health. 1999;37(1):9-17.

74. LEVIN 1998. Levin, J L; Mclarty, J W; Hurst, G A; Smith, A N; Frank, A L. Tyler Asbestos Workers: 

Mortality Experience in A Cohort Exposed to Amosite. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

1998;55(3):155-60.

75. LEVIN 2016. Levin, Jeffrey L; Rouk, Alina; Shepherd, Sara; Hurst, George A; Mclarty, Jerry W. Tyler 

Asbestos Workers: A Mortality Update in A Cohort Exposed to Amosite. Journal of Toxicology and 

Environmental Health. Part B, Critical Reviews. 2016;19(5-6):190-200.

76. LIDDELL 1984. Liddell, F D; Thomas, D C; Gibbs, G W; Mcdonald, J C. Fibre Exposure and Mortality 

from Pneumoconiosis, Respiratory and Abdominal Malignancies in Chrysotile Production in Quebec, 

1926-75. Annals of The Academy of Medicine, Singapore. 1984;13(2 Suppl):340-4.

77. LIDDELL 1997. Liddell, F D; Mcdonald, A D; Mcdonald, J C. The 1891-1920 Birth Cohort of Quebec 

Chrysotile Miners and Millers: Development From 1904 and Mortality to 1992. The Annals of 

Occupational Hygiene. 1997;41(1):13-36.

78. LIN 2014. Lin, Sihao; Wang, Xiaorong; Yano, Eiji; Yu, Ignatius; Lan, Yajia; Courtice, Midori N; Christiani, 

David C. Exposure to Chrysotile Mining Dust and Digestive Cancer Mortality in A Chinese Miner/

Miller Cohort. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2014;71(5):323-8.

79. LOOMIS 2009. Loomis, D; Dement, J M; Wolf, S H; Richardson, D B. Lung Cancer Mortality and 

Fibre Exposures Among North Carolina Asbestos Textile Workers. Occupational and Environmental 

Medicine. 2009;66(8):535-42.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

85

80. LUBERTO 2019. Luberto, Ferdinando; Ferrante, Daniela; Silvestri, Stefano; Angelini, Alessia; Cuccaro, 

Francesco; Nannavecchia, Anna Maria; Oddone, Enrico; Vicentini, Massimo; Barone-Adesi, Francesco; 

Cena, Tiziana; Mirabelli, Dario; Mangone, Lucia; Roncaglia, Francesca; Sala, Orietta; Menegozzo, 

Simona; Pirastu, Roberta; Azzolina, Danila; Tunesi, Sara; Chellini, Elisabetta; Miligi, Lucia; Perticaroli, 

Patrizia; Pettinari, Aldo; Bressan, Vittoria; Merler, Enzo; Girardi, Paolo; Bisceglia, Lucia; Marinaccio, 

Alessandro; Massari, Stefania; Magnani, Corrado; Working Group. Cumulative Asbestos Exposure and 

Mortality from Asbestos Related Diseases in A Pooled Analysis of 21 Asbestos Cement Cohorts in 

Italy. Environmental Health: A Global Access Science Source. 2019;18(1):71.

81. LUMLEY 1976. Lumley, K P. A Proportional Study of Cancer Registrations of Dockyard Workers. British 

Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1976;33(2):108-14.

82. MAGNANI 1987A. Magnani C; Terracini B; Bertolone GP; Castagneto B; Cocito V; De Giovanni D; 

Paglieri P; Botta M. Mortality from Cancer and Other Diseases of The Respiratory Apparatus Among 

Asbestos-Cement Workers in Casale Monferrato (Italy): Historical Cohort Study. Medicina Del Lavoro. 

1987;78(6):441-453.

83. MAGNANI 1987B. Magnani, C; Coggon, D; Osmond, C; Acheson, E D. Occupation and Five Cancers: A 

Case-Control Study Using Death Certificates. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1987;44(11):769-

76.

84. MAGNANI 1996. Magnani, C; Terracini, B; Ivaldi, C; Mancini, A; Botta, M.Tumor Mortality and From 

Other Causes in Asbestos Cement Workers at The Casale Montferrato Plant. La Medicina Del 

Lavoro.1996;87(2):133-46.

85. MAGNANI 2008. Magnani, C; Ferrante, D; Barone-Adesi, F; Bertolotti, M; Todesco, A; Mirabelli, D; 

Terracini, B. Cancer Risk After Cessation of Asbestos Exposure: A Cohort Study of Italian Asbestos 

Cement Workers. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2008;65(3):164-70.

86. MCDONALD 1971. Mcdonald, JC; Mcdonald, AD; Gibbs, GW; Siemiatycki, J; Rossiter, CE. Mortality in 

The Chrysotile Asbestos Mines and Mills of Quebec. Arch. Environ. Health. 1971;22(6):677-686.

87. MCDONALD 1980. Mcdonald, JC; Liddell, FDK; Gibbs, GW; Eyssen, GE; Mcdonald, AD. Dust Exposure 

and Mortality in Chrysotile Mining, 1910-75 (Reprinted from British-Journal-of-Industrial-Medicine, Vol 

37, Pg 11-24, 1980). British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1993;50(12):1058-1072

88. MCDONALD 1993. Mcdonald, J C; Liddell, F D; Dufresne, A; Mcdonald, A D. The 1891-1920 Birth 

Cohort of Quebec Chrysotile Miners and Millers: Mortality 1976-88. British Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1993;50(12):1073-81.

89. MCDONALD 1997. Mcdonald, J C; Mcdonald, A D. Chrysotile, Tremolite and Carcinogenicity. The 

Annals of Occupational Hygiene. 1997;41(6):699-705.

90. MENEGOZZO 2011. Menegozzo, Simona; Comba, Pietro; Ferrante, Daniela; De Santis, Marco; 

Gorini, Giuseppe; Izzo, Francesco; Magnani, Corrado; Pirastu, Roberta; Simonetti, Andrea; Tunesi, 

Sara; Menegozzo, Massimo. Mortality Study in An Asbestos Cement Factory in Naples, Italy. Annali 

Dell’Istituto Superiore Di Sanita. 2011;47(3):296-304.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

86

91. MERLER 2000. Merler, E; Ercolanelli, M; De Klerk, N. Identification and Mortality of Italian Emigrants 

Returning to Italy After Having Worked in The Crocidolite Mines At Wittenoon Gorge, Western 

Australia. Epidemiol Prev. 2000;24(6):255-26.

92. MERLO 2018. Merlo, Domenico Franco; Bruzzone, Marco; Bruzzi, Paolo; Garrone, Elsa; Puntoni, 

Riccardo; Maiorana, Lucia; Ceppi, Marcello. Mortality Among Workers Exposed to Asbestos at The 

Shipyard of Genoa, Italy: A 55 Years Follow-Up. Environmental Health: A Global Access Science 

Source. 2018;17(1):94.

93. MEURMAN 1994. Meurman, Lo; Pukkala, E; Hakama, M. Incidence of Cancer Among Anthophyllite 

Asbestos Miners in Finland. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 1994;51(6):421-425.

94. MORINAGA 1990. Morinaga, K; Hara, I; Yasui, I; Yokoyama, K; Sera, Y. (Twenty Years’ Follow-Up Study 

of Asbestos Workers). Sangyo Igaku. Japanese Journal of Industrial Health. 1990;32(4):265-8.

95. MORINAGA 1991. Morinaga, K; Hanai, A; Fujimoto, I; Ohtsuka, J; Matsumura, T; Sakato, J; Hara, I; 

Yokoyama, K; Sera, Y. (A Retrospective Cohort Study of Workers in Small Asbestos Industries in South 

Osaka). (Nihon Koshu Eisei Zasshi) Japanese Journal of Public Health. 1991;38(4):267-71.

96. MOSHAMMER 2009. Moshammer, H; Neuberger, M. Lung Function Predicts Survival in A Cohort 

of Asbestos Cement Workers. International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health. 

2009;82(2):199-207.

97. MUSK 2008. Musk, A W; De Klerk, N H; Reid, A; Ambrosini, G L; Fritschi, L; Olsen, N J; Merler, 

E; Hobbs, M S T; Berry, G. Mortality of Former Crocidolite (Blue Asbestos) Miners and Millers At 

Wittenoom. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2008;65(8):541-3.

98. NAGORNAIA 2008. Nagornaia, A M; Varivonchik, D V; Kundiev, Iu I; Fedorenko, Z P; Gorokh, E L; 

Gulak, L O; Vitte, P N; Karakashian, A N; Lepeshkina, T R; Martynovskaia, T Iu. (Cancer Morbidity 

Risks Among Workers of Asbestos-Cement Productions). Meditsina Truda I Promyshlennaia Ekologiia. 

2008;(3):27-33.

99. NEUBERGER 1985. Neuberger, M; Ambrosch, P; Kundi, M. (Prevention of Occupational Cancer in The 

Asbestos Cement Industry (Preliminary Report)). Zentralblatt Fur Bakteriologie, Mikrobiologie Und 

Hygiene. 1. Abt. Originale B, Hygiene. 1985;181(1-2):81-6.

100. NEUBERGER 1990. Neuberger, M; Kundi, M. Individual Asbestos Exposure: Smoking and Mortality--A 

Cohort Study in The Asbestos Cement Industry. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1990;47(9):615-

20.

101. NEUGUT 1991. Neugut, A I; Murray, T I; Garbowski, G C; Treat, M R; Forde, K A; Waye, J D; Fenoglio-

Preiser, C. Association of Asbestos Exposure with Colorectal Adenomatous Polyps and Cancer. Journal 

of The National Cancer Institute. 1991;83(24):1827-8.

102. ODDONE 2014. Oddone, E; Ferrante, Daniela; Cena, Tiziana; Tunesi, Sara; Amendola, P; Magnani, 

C. (Asbestos Cement Factory in Broni (Pavia, Italy): A Mortality Study). La Medicina Del Lavoro. 

2014;105(1):15-29.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

87

103. ODDONE 2017. Oddone, Enrico; Ferrante, Daniela; Tunesi, Sara; Magnani, Corrado. Mortality in 

Asbestos Cement Workers in Pavia, Italy: A Cohort Study. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

2017;60(10):852-866.

104. OFFERMANS 2014. Offermans, Nadine S M; Vermeulen, Roel; Burdorf, Alex; Goldbohm, R Alexandra; 

Keszei, Andras P; Peters, Susan; Kauppinen, Timo; Kromhout, Hans; Van Den Brandt, Piet A. 

Occupational Asbestos Exposure and Risk of Esophageal, Gastric and Colorectal Cancer in The 

Prospective Netherlands Cohort Study. International Journal of Cancer. 2014;135(8):1970-7.

105. OHLSON 1984. Ohlson, C G; Klaesson, B; Hogstedt, C. Mortality Among Asbestos-Exposed Workers 

in A Railroad Workshop. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health. 1984;10(5):283-91.

106. OHLSON 1985. Ohlson, C G; Hogstedt, C. Lung Cancer Among Asbestos Cement Workers a Swedish 

Cohort Study and A Review. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1985;42(6):397-402.

107. PANG 1997. Pang, Z C; Zhang, Z; Wang, Y; Zhang, H. Mortality from A Chinese Asbestos Plant: Overall 

Cancer Mortality. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1997;32(5):442-4.

108. PARDUCCI 2005. Parducci, Dino Ausilio; Puccetti, Monica; Bianchi Martini, Laura; Roselli, Maria 

Grazia; Vaghetti, Edoardo; Settimi, Laura; Orsi, Daniela; Battista, Giuseppe. (Mortality Among Workers 

in A Cigarette Factory in Lucca (Tuscany)). Epidemiologia E Prevenzione. 2005;29(5-6):271-7.

109. PARENT 1998. Parent, M E; Siemiatycki, J; Fritschi, L. Occupational Exposures and Gastric Cancer. 

Epidemiology (Cambridge, Mass.). 1998;9(1):48-55.

110. PARENT 2000. Parent, M E; Siemiatycki, J; Fritschi, L. Workplace Exposures and Oesophageal Cancer. 

Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2000;57(5):325-34.

111. PARIS 2017. Paris, Christophe; Thaon, Isabelle; Herin, Fabrice; Clin, Benedicte; Lacourt, Aude; Luc, 

Amandine; Coureau, Gaelle; Brochard, Patrick; Chamming’S, Soizick; Gislard, Antoine; Galan, Pilar; 

Hercberg, Serge; Wild, Pascal; Pairon, Jean-Claude; Andujar, Pascal. Occupational Asbestos Exposure 

and Incidence of Colon and Rectal Cancers in French Men: The Asbestos-Related Diseases Cohort 

(Ardco-Nut). Environmental Health Perspectives. 2017;125(3):409-415.

112. PAVONE 2012. Pavone, Venere Leda; Scarnato, C; Marinilli, Pasqualina; Costellati, L; Tiranno, Anna; 

Alberghini, V; Pandolfi, P. (Mortality in A Cohort of Railway Rolling Stock Construction and Repair 

Workers in Bologna). La Medicina Del Lavoro. 2012;103(2):112-22.

113. PESCH 2010. Pesch, Beate; Taeger, Dirk; Johnen, Georg; Gross, Isabelle M; Weber, Daniel G; Gube, 

Monika; Muller-Lux, Alice; Heinze, Evelyn; Wiethege, Thorsten; Neumann, Volker; Tannapfel, Andrea; 

Raithel, Hans-Jurgen; Bruning, Thomas; Kraus, Thomas. Cancer Mortality in A Surveillance Cohort of 

German Males Formerly Exposed to Asbestos. International Journal of Hygiene and Environmental 

Health. 2010;213(1):44-51.

114. PETERS 1989. Peters, R K; Garabrant, D H; Yu, M C; Mack, T M. A Case-Control Study of 

Occupational and Dietary Factors in Colorectal Cancer in Young Men by Subsite. Cancer Research. 

1989;49(19):5459-68.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

88

115. PETO 1985. Peto, J; Doll, R; Hermon, C; Binns, W; Clayton, R; Goffe, T. Relationship of Mortality 

to Measures of Environmental Asbestos Pollution in An Asbestos Textile Factory. The Annals of 

Occupational Hygiene. 1985;29(3):305-55.

116. PIOLATTO 1990. Piolatto, G; Negri, E; La Vecchia, C; Pira, E; Decarli, A; Peto, J. An Update of Cancer 

Mortality Among Chrysotile Asbestos Miners in Balangero, Northern Italy. British Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1990;47(12):810-4.

117. PIRA 2005. Pira, E; Pelucchi, C; Buffoni, L; Palmas, A; Turbiglio, M; Negri, E; Piolatto, P G; La 

Vecchia, C. Cancer Mortality in A Cohort of Asbestos Textile Workers. British Journal of Cancer. 

2005;92(3):580-6.

118. PIRA 2007. Pira E; Pelucchi C; Piolatto PG; Negri E; Discalzi G; La Vecchia C. First and Subsequent 

Asbestos Exposures in Relation to Mesothelioma and Lung Cancer Mortality. British Journal of Cancer. 

2007;97(9):1300-1304.

119. PIRA 2009. Pira, E; Pelucchi, C; Piolatto, P G; Negri, E; Bilei, T; La Vecchia, C. Mortality from Cancer 

and Other Causes in The Balangero Cohort of Chrysotile Asbestos Miners. Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine. 2009;66(12):805-9.

120. PIRA 2016. Pira, Enrico; Romano, Canzio; Violante, Francesco S; Farioli, Andrea; Spatari, Giovanna; La 

Vecchia, Carlo; Boffetta, Paolo. Updated Mortality Study of A Cohort of Asbestos Textile Workers. 

Cancer Medicine. 2016;5(9):2623-8.

121. PIRA 2017. Pira E; Romano C; Donato F; Pelucchi C; Vecchia CL; Boffetta P. Mortality from Cancer and 

Other Causes Among Italian Chrysotile Asbestos Miners. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

2017;74(8):558-563.

122. PUNTONI 1977. Puntoni, R; Russo, L; Zannini, D; Vercelli, M; Gambaro, R P; Valerio, F; Santi, L. Mortality 

Among Dock-Yard Workers in Genoa, Italy. Tumori. 1977;63(1):91-6.

123. PUNTONI 1979. Puntoni, R; Vercelli, M; Merlo, F; Valerio, F; Santi, L. Mortality Among Shipyard 

Workers in Genoa, Italy. Annals of The New York Academy of Sciences. 1979;330(5nm, 

7506858):353-77.

124. PUNTONI 2001. Puntoni, R; Merlo, F; Borsa, L; Reggiardo, G; Garrone, E; Ceppi, M. A Historical Cohort 

Mortality Study Among Shipyard Workers in Genoa, Italy. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

2001;40(4):363-70.

125. RAFFAELLI 2007. Raffaelli, I; Festa, G; Costantini, AS; Leva, G; Gorini, G. Mortality in a Cohort of 

Asbestos Cement Workers in Carrara, Italy: Background and Objectives. Med. Lav. 2007;98(2):156-

163.

126. RAFFN 1989. Raffn, E; Lynge, E; Juel, K; Korsgaard, B. Incidence of Cancer and Mortality Among 

Employees in The Asbestos Cement Industry in Denmark. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1989;46(2):90-6.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

89

127. RAFFN 1996. Raffn, E; Villadsen, E; Lynge, E. Colorectal Cancer in Asbestos Cement Workers in 

Denmark. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1996;30(3):267-72.

128. REID 2004. Reid, Alison; Ambrosini, Gina; De Klerk, Nicholas; Fritschi, Lin; Musk, Bill. Aerodigestive 

and Gastrointestinal Tract Cancers and Exposure to Crocidolite (Blue Asbestos): Incidence and 

Mortality Among Former Crocidolite Workers. International Journal of Cancer. 2004;111(5):757-61.

129. REID 2008. Reid, Alison; Heyworth, Jane; De Klerk, Nicholas H; Musk, Bill. Cancer Incidence Among 

Women and Girls Environmentally and Occupationally Exposed to Blue Asbestos at Wittenoom, 

Western Australia. International Journal of Cancer. 2008;122(10):2337-44.

130. REID 2018. Reid, Alison; Merler, Enzo; Peters, Susan; Jayasinghe, Nimashi; Bressan, Vittoria; Franklin, 

Peter; Brims, Fraser; De Klerk, Nicholas H; Musk, Arthur W. Migration and Work in Postwar Australia: 

Mortality Profile Comparisons Between Australian and Italian Workers Exposed to Blue Asbestos At 

Wittenoom. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2018;75(1):29-36.

131. REPP 2015. Repp, Katja; Lorbeer, Roberto; Ittermann, Till; Glaser, Sven; John, Ulrich; Hoffmann, 

Wolfgang; Volzke, Henry. Occupational Exposure to Asbestos Is Associated with Increased Mortality 

in Men Recruited for A Population-Based Study in Germany. International Journal of Occupational 

Medicine and Environmental Health. 2015;28(5):849-62.

132. ROSLER 1994. Rosler, Ja; Woitowitz, Hj; Lange, Hj; Woitowitz, Rh; Ulm, K; Rodelsperger, K. Mortality-

Rates in A Female Cohort Following Asbestos Exposure in Germany. Journal of Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine. 1994;36(8):889-893.

133. ROSLER 1995A. Rosler, J A; Woitowitz, H J. Recent Data on Cancer Due to Asbestos in Germany. La 

Medicina Del Lavoro. 1995;86(5):440-8.

134. ROSLER 1995B. Rosler JA; Lange H-J; Arhelger R; Romer W. Mortality Due to Malignant Tumours in 

Workers Engaged in The Manufacture and Processing of Asbestos Cement Products. Zentralblatt Fur 

Arbeitsmedizin, Arbeitsschutz Und Ergonomie. 1995;45(10):422-432.

135. ROSS 1982. Ross, R; Nichols, P; Wright, W; Lukes, R; Dworsky, R; Paganini-Hill, A; Koss, M; Henderson, 

B. Asbestos Exposure and Lymphomas of The Gastrointestinal Tract and Oral Cavity. Lancet. 

1982;320(8308):1118-1120.

136. SANDEN 1987. Sanden, A; Jarvholm, B. Cancer Morbidity in Swedish Shipyard Workers 1978-1983. 

International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health. 1987;59(5):455-62.

137. SANDEN 1992. Sanden, A; Jarvholm, B; Larsson, S; Thiringer, G. The Risk of Lung-Cancer and 

Mesothelioma After Cessation of Asbestos Exposure a Prospective Cohort Study of Shipyard Workers. 

European Respiratory Journal. 1992;5(3):281-285.

138. SANTIBANEZ 2008. Santibanez, M; Vioque, J; Alguacil, J; Barber, X; Garcia De La Hera, M; 

Kauppinen, T; Panesoes Study Group. Occupational Exposures and Risk of Oesophageal Cancer By 

Histological Type: A Case-Control Study in Eastern Spain. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

2008;65(11):774-81.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

90

139. SANTIBANEZ 2012. Santibanez, Miguel; Alguacil, Juan; De La Hera, Manuela Garcia; Navarrete-

Munoz, Eva Maria; Llorca, Javier; Aragones, Nuria; Kauppinen, Timo; Vioque, Jesus; Panesoes Study 

Group. Occupational Exposures and Risk of Stomach Cancer by Histological Type. Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine. 2012;69(4):268-75.

140. SEIDMAN 1986. Seidman, H; Selikoff, I J; Gelb, S K. Mortality Experience of Amosite Asbestos Factory 

Workers: Dose-Response Relationships 5 to 40 Years After Onset of Short-Term Work Exposure. 

American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1986;10(5-6):479-514.

141. SEIDMAN 1990. Seidman, H; Selikoff, I J. Decline in Death Rates Among Asbestos Insulation Workers 

1967-1986 Associated with Diminution of Work Exposure to Asbestos. Annals of The New York 

Academy of Sciences. 1990;609(5nm, 7506858):300-8.

142. SELIKOFF 1964. Selikoff, IJ; Churg, J; Hammond, EC. Asbestos Exposure and Neoplasia. Jama. 

1964;188(1):22-26.

143. SELIKOFF 1968. Selikoff, I J; Hammond, E C; Churg, J. Asbestos Exposure, Smoking, and Neoplasia. 

Jama. 1968;204(2):106-12.

144. SELIKOFF 1973. Selikoff, IJ; Hammond, EC; Seidman, H. Cancer Risk of Insulation Workers in The 

United States. IARC Sci. Publ.1973;Vol. 8():209-216.

145. SELIKOFF 1974. Selikoff IJ. Epidemiology of Gastrointestinal Cancer. Environmental Health 

Perspectives. 1974;Vol. 9.Environm. Sci. Lab., Mt Sinai Sch. Med., City Univ. New York, N.Y. 10029 

United States:299-305.

146. SELIKOFF 1976. Selikoff, IJ. Lung-Cancer and Mesothelioma During Prospective Surveillance of 

1249 Asbestos Insulation Workers, 1963-1974. Annals of The New York Academy of Sciences. 

1976;271(MAY28):448-459.

147. SELIKOFF 1979. Selikoff, IJ; Hammond, E C; Seidman, H. Mortality Experience of Insulation Workers 

in The United States and Canada, 1943--1976. Annals of The New York Academy of Sciences. 

1979;330(5nm, 7506858):91-116.

148. SELIKOFF 1980. Selikoff, I J; Seidman, H; Hammond, E C. Mortality Effects of Cigarette Smoking 

Among Amosite Asbestos Factory Workers. Journal of The National Cancer Institute. 1980;65(3):507-

13.

149. SELIKOFF 1991. Selikoff, I J; Seidman, H. Asbestos-Associated Deaths Among Insulation Workers 

in The United States and Canada, 1967-1987. Annals of The New York Academy of Sciences. 

1991;643(5nm, 7506858):1-14.

150. SENIORICOSTANTINI 2000. Seniori Costantini, A; Innocenti, A; Ciapini, C; Silvestri, S; Merler, E. 

(Mortality in Employees of a Railway Rolling Stock Factory). La Medicina Del Lavoro. 2000;91(1):32-45

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

91

151. SHAH 2020. Shah, Shailja C; Boffetta, Paolo; Johnson, Kenneth C; Hu, Jinfu; Palli, Domenico; Ferraroni, 

Monica; Tsugane, Shoichiro; Hamada, Gerson Shigueaki; Hidaka, Akihisa; Zaridze, David; Maximovich, 

Dmitry; Vioque, Jesus; Navarrete-Munoz, Eva M; Zhang, Zuo-Feng; Mu, Lina; Boccia, Stefania; 

Pastorino, Roberta; Kurtz, Robert C; Rota, Matteo; Bonzi, Rossella; Negri, Eva; La Vecchia, Carlo; 

Pelucchi, Claudio; Hashim, Dana. Occupational Exposures and Odds of Gastric Cancer: A Stop Project 

Consortium Pooled Analysis. International Journal of Epidemiology. 2020;49(2):422-434.

152. SJODAHL 2007. Sjodahl, Krister; Jansson, Catarina; Bergdahl, Ingvar A; Adami, Johanna; Boffetta, 

Paolo; Lagergren, Jesper. Airborne Exposures and Risk of Gastric Cancer: A Prospective Cohort Study. 

International Journal of Cancer. 2007;120(9):2013-8.

153. SMAILYTE 2004. Smailyte, Giedre; Kurtinaitis, Juozas; Andersen, Aage. Cancer Mortality and 

Morbidity Among Lithuanian Asbestos-Cement Producing Workers. Scandinavian Journal of Work, 

Environment & Health. 2004;30(1):64-70.

154. SPIEGELMAN 1985. Spiegelman, D; Wegman, D H. Occupation-Related Risks for Colorectal Cancer. 

Journal of The National Cancer Institute. 1985;75(5):813-21.

155. STERN 2001. Stern, F; Lehman, E; Ruder, A. Mortality Among Unionized Construction Plasterers and 

Cement Masons. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 2001;39(4):373-88.

156. STRAIF 2000. Straif, K; Keil, U; Taeger, D; Holthenrich, D; Sun, Y; Bungers, M; Weiland, S K. Exposure 

to Nitrosamines, Carbon Black, Asbestos, and Talc and Mortality from Stomach, Lung, and Laryngeal 

Cancer in A Cohort of Rubber Workers. American Journal of Epidemiology. 2000;152(4):297-306.

157. SUN 1997. Sun, J; Shibata, E; Hisanaga, N; Kamijima, M; Ichihara, G; Huang, J; Toida, M; Takeuchi, 

Y. A Cohort Mortality Study of Construction Workers. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1997;32(1):35-41.

158. SUN 2003. Sun, Tongda; Li, Lu; Shi, Nanfeng; Zhang, Xing. (A 40-Year Cohort Study on Cancer 

Mortality Among Female Workers with Manual Spinning of Chrysotile Asbestos). Wei Sheng Yan Jiu = 

Journal of Hygiene Research. 2003;32(6):511-3.

159. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1986A. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; WilczyÅ„Ska, U; Szymczak, W. 

Neoplasm Risk in Men Occupationally Exposed to Asbestos Dust. Med Pr. 1986;37(3):129-138.

160. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1986B. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Wilczynska, U; Szymczak, W. (Risk of 

Cancer in Women Occupationally Exposed to Asbestos Dust). Medycyna Pracy. 1986;37(4):243-9.

161. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1986C. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Wilczynska, U; Szymczak, W. (The 

Risk of Death from Malignant Tumors Is Dependent On The Amount of Exposure to Asbestos Dust). 

Medycyna Pracy. 1986;37(5):297-304.

162. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1988A. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Wilczynska, U; Szymczak, W. A Mortality 

Study Among Male Workers Occupationally Exposed to Asbestos Dust in Poland. Polish Journal of 

Occupational Medicine. 1988;1(1):77-87.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

92

163. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1988B. Szeszenia-Dabrowska N; Wilczynska U; Szymczak W. Mortality 

Among Female Workers in An Asbestos Factory in Poland. Polish Journal of Occupational Medicine. 

1988;1(3):203-212.

164. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1991. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Wilczynska, U; Kaczmarek, T; Szymczak, 

W. (Evaluation of The Cancer Risk Among Men Exposed to Occupational Asbestos Dust Based On 

Cohort Studies). Medycyna Pracy. 1991;42(6):419-9.

165. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1997. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Wilczynska, U; Szymczak, W. (Cancer Risk 

in Asbestos-Cement Industry Workers in Poland). Medycyna Pracy. 1997;48(5):473-83.

166. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 1998. Szeszenia-Dabrowska N; Wilczynska U; Szymczak W; Laskowicz K. 

Environmental Exposure to Asbestos in Asbestos Cement Workers: A Case of Additional Exposure 

from Indiscriminate Use of Industrial Wastes. International Journal of Occupational Medicine and 

Environmental Health. 1998;11(2):171-177.

167. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 2000. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Wilczynska, U; Szymczak, W. Mortality 

of Workers At Two Asbestos-Cement Plants in Poland. International Journal of Occupational Medicine 

and Environmental Health. 2000;13(2):121-30.

168. SZESZENIA-DABROWSKA 2002. Szeszenia-Dabrowska, Neonila; Urszula, Wilczynska; Szymczak, 

Weslaw; Strzelecka, Alicja. Mortality Study of Workers Compensated for Asbestosis in Poland, 

1970-1997. International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health. 2002;15(3):267-

78.

169. TESSARI 2004. Tessari, R; Canova, C; Simonato, L. Epidemiological Investigation on The Health 

Status of Employees in Two Factories Manufacturing and Repairing Railway Rolling Stock: A Historical 

Prospective Study of Mortality. Med. Lav. 2004;95(5):381-391.

170. TOLA 1988. Tola, S; Kalliomaki, P L; Pukkala, E; Asp, S; Korkala, M L. Incidence of Cancer Among 

Welders, Platers, Machinists, and Pipe Fitters in Shipyards and Machine Shops. British Journal of 

Industrial Medicine. 1988;45(4):209-18.

171. TOMIOKA 2011. Tomioka, Kimiko; Natori, Yuji; Kumagai, Shinji; Kurumatani, Norio. An Updated 

Historical Cohort Mortality Study of Workers Exposed to Asbestos in A Refitting Shipyard, 1947-2007. 

International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health. 2011;84(8):959-67.

172. TULCHINSKY 1999. Tulchinsky, T H; Ginsberg, G M; Iscovich, J; Shihab, S; Fischbein, A; Richter, E D. 

Cancer in Ex-Asbestos Cement Workers in Israel, 1953-1992. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1999;35(1):1-8.

173. ULVESTAD 2002. Ulvestad, Bente; Kjaerheim, Kristina; Martinsen, Jan Ivar; Damberg, Grete; Wannag, 

Axel; Mowe, Gunnar; Andersen, Aage. Cancer Incidence Among Workers in The Asbestos-Cement 

Producing Industry in Norway. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health. 2002;28(6):411-7.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

93

174. ULVESTAD 2004. Ulvestad, Bente; Kjaerheim, Kristina; Martinsen, Jan Ivar; Mowe, Gunnar; Andersen, 

Aage. Cancer Incidence Among Members of The Norwegian Trade Union of Insulation Workers. 

Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 2004;46(1):84-9.

175. VANDENBORRE 2015. Van Den Borre, Laura; Deboosere, Patrick. Enduring Health Effects of Asbestos 

Use in Belgian Industries: A Record-Linked Cohort Study of Cause-Specific Mortality (2001-2009). 

Bmj Open. 2015;5(6):e007384.

176. VINEIS 1993. Vineis, P; Ciccone, G; Magnino, A. Asbestos Exposure, Physical Activity and Colon 

Cancer: A Case-Control Study. Tumori. 1993;79(5):301-3.

177. WANG 2013B. Wang, Xiaorong; Lin, Sihao; Yu, Ignatius; Qiu, Hong; Lan, Yajia; Yano, Eiji. Cause-Specific 

Mortality in A Chinese Chrysotile Textile Worker Cohort. Cancer Science. 2013;104(2):245-9.

178. WIGNALL 1982. Wignall, B K; Fox, A J. Mortality of Female Gas Mask Assemblers. British Journal of 

Industrial Medicine. 1982;39(1):34-8.

179. WILCZYNSKA 1996. Wilczynska, U; Szeszenia-Dabrowska, N; Szymczak, W. (Mortality from 

Malignant Neoplasms in Men Occupationally Exposed to Asbestos Dust). Medycyna Pracy. 

1996;47(5):437-43.

180. WILCZYNSKA 2005. Wilczynska, Urszula; Szymczak, Wieslaw; Szeszenia-Dabrowska, Neonila. 

Mortality From Malignant Neoplasms Among Workers of An Asbestos Processing Plant in Poland: 

Results of Prolonged Observation. International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 

Health. 2005;18(4):313-26.

181. WOITOWITZ 1981. Woitowitz, H J; Beierl, L; Rathgeb, M; Schmidt, K; Rodelsperger, K; Greven, U; 

Woitowitz, R H; Lange, H J; Ulm, K. Asbestos-Related Diseases in The Federal Republic of Germany. 

American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1981;2(1):71-8.

182. WOITOWITZ 1986A. Woitowitz, H J; Lange, H J; Beierl, L; Rathgeb, M; Schmidt, K; Ulm, K; Giesen, 

T; Woitowitz, R H; Pache, L; Rodelsperger, K. Mortality Rates in The Federal Republic of Germany 

Following Previous Occupational Exposure to Asbestos Dust. International Archives of Occupational 

and Environmental Health. 1986;57(3):161-71.

183. WOITOWITZ 1986B. Woitowitz H-J; Lange H-J; Rodelsperger K. Occupational Tumour Study: 

Asbestos Epidemiological Research into Causes of Death in The Federal Republic of Germany. 

Deutsche Medizinische Wochenschrift. 1986;111(13):490-498.

184. WORKINGGRPSTUDIOMULTICENTRICO 2020. (MAGNANI 2020). Working Grp Studio 

Multicentrico I; Magnani, C; Silvestri, S; Angelini, A; Ranucci, A; Azzolina, D; Cena, T; Chellini, E; 

Merler, E; Pavone, V; Miligi, L; Gorini, G; Bressan, V; Girardi, P; Bauleo, L; Romeo, E; Luberto, F; Sala, 

O; Scarnato, C; Menegozzo, S; Oddone, E; Tunesi, S; Perticaroli, P; Pettinari, A; Cuccaro, F; Mattioli, S; 

Baldassarre, A; Barone-Adesi, F; Musti, M; Mirabelli, D; Pirastu, R; Marinaccio, A; Massari, S; Ferrante, 

D. Italian Pool of Asbestos Workers Cohorts: Asbestos Related Mortality By Industrial Sector and 

Cumulative Exposure. Annali Dell Istituto Superiore Di Sanita. 2020;56(3):292-302.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

94

185. WU 2013. Wu, Wei-Te; Lu, Yao-Hua; Lin, Yu-Jen; Yang, Ya-Hui; Shiue, Huei-Sheng; Hsu, Jin-Huei; 

Li, Chung-Yi; Yang, Chun-Yuh; Liou, Saou-Hsing; Wu, Trong-Neng. Mortality Among Shipbreaking 

Workers in Taiwan--A Retrospective Cohort Study From 1985 to 2008. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 2013;56(6):701-8.

186. WU 2014. Wu, Wei-Te; Lin, Yu-Jen; Shiue, Huei-Sheng; Li, Chung-Yi; Tsai, Perng-Jy; Yang, Chun-Yuh; 

Liou, Saou-Hsing; Wu, Trong-Neng. Cancer Incidence of Taiwanese Shipbreaking Workers Who Have 

Been Potentially Exposed to Asbestos. Environmental Research. 2014;132(ei2, 0147621):370-8.

187. WU 2015. Wu, Wei-Te; Lin, Yu-Jen; Li, Chung-Yi; Tsai, Perng-Jy; Yang, Chun-Yuh; Liou, Saou-Hsing; Wu, 

Trong-Neng. Cancer Attributable to Asbestos Exposure in Shipbreaking Workers: A Matched-Cohort 

Study. PLOSOne. 2015;10(7):e0133128.

188. XU 1996A. Xu, Z; Pan, G W; Liu, L M; Brown, L M; Guan, D X; Xiu, Q; Sheng, J H; Stone, B J; Dosemeci, 

M; Fraumeni, J F Jr; Blot, W J. Cancer Risks Among Iron and Steel Workers in Anshan, China, Part I: 

Proportional Mortality Ratio Analysis. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1996;30(1):1-6.

189. XU 1996B. Xu, Zy; Brown, LM; Pan, Gw; Liu, TF; Gao, GS; Stone, BJ; Cao, Rm; Guan, Dx; Sheng, JH; 

Yan, Zs; Dosemeci, M; Fraumeni, JF; Blot, WJ. Cancer Risks Among Iron and Steel Workers in Anshan, 

China 2 Case-Control Studies of Lung and Stomach Cancer. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1996;30(1):7-15.

190. YU 1988. Yu, M C; Garabrant, D H; Peters, J M; Mack, T M. Tobacco, Alcohol, Diet, Occupation, and 

Carcinoma of The Esophagus. Cancer Research. 1988;48(13):3843-8.

191. ZHU 1993. Zhu, H; Wang, Z. Study of Occupational Lung Cancer in Asbestos Factories in China. British 

Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1993;50(11):1039-42.

192. ZOLOTH 1985. Zoloth, S; Michaels, D. Asbestos Disease in Sheet Metal Workers: The Results of a 

Proportional Mortality Analysis. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1985;7(4):315-21.

References for 39 studies on occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers with effect estimates 
for all GI sites combined or GI combined with other cancer sites (* indicates 21 of the 39 (54%) have 
a subsequent study/paper included in the systematic review with estimates by specific cancer site):
193. *ALBIN 1988. Albin M; Attewell R; Jakobsson K; Johansson L; Welinder H. Total and Cause-Specific 

Mortality in Cohorts of Asbestos-Cement Workers and Referents Between 1907 and1985. Arhiv Za 

Higijenu Rada I Toksikologiju. 1988;39(4):461-467.

194. *AMANDUS 1988. Amandus, HE; Wheeler, R; Armstrong, BG; Mcdonald, AD; Mcdonald, JC; 

Sebastien, P. Mortality of Vermiculite Miners Exposed to Tremolite. Ann. Occup. Hy. 1988;32(inhaled_

particles_VI):459-467.

195. *BERRY 1983. Berry, G; Newhouse, M L. Mortality of Workers Manufacturing Friction Materials Using 

Asbestos. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1983;40(1):1-7.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

95

196. COOKSON 1985. Cookson, W O; Musk, A W; Glancy, JJ; De Klerk, N H; Yin, R; Mele, R; Carr, N G; 

Armstrong, B K; Hobbs, M S. Compensation, Radiographic Changes, and Survival in Applicants for 

Asbestosis Compensation. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1985;42(7):461-8.

197. COVIELLO 2002. Coviello, V; Carbonara, M; Bisceglia, L; Di Pierri, C; Ferri, GM; Lo Izzo, A; Porro, A; 

Sivo, D; Assennato, G. Mortality in A Cohort of Asbestos Cement Workers in Bari. Epidemiol Prev. 

2002;26(2):65-70.

198. *DEMENT 1983. Dement, J M; Harris, R L Jr; Symons, M J; Shy, C M. Exposures and Mortality 

Among Chrysotile Asbestos Workers Part Ii: Mortality. American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1983;4(3):421-33.

199. DUNNING 2012. Dunning, KK; Adjei, S; Levin, L; Rohs, AM; Hilbert, T; Borton, E; Kapil, V; Rice, C; 

Lemasters, GK; Lockey, JE. Mesothelioma Associated with Commercial Use of Vermiculite Containing 

Libby Amphibole. J. Occup. Environ. Med. 2012;54(11):1359-1363.

200. *ENTERLINE 1972. Enterline, P; Decoufle, P; Henderson, V. Mortality in Relation to Occupational 

Exposure in The Asbestos Industry. Journal of Occupational Medicine: Official Publication of The 

Industrial Medical Association. 1972;14(12):897-903.

201. *ENTERLINE 1973. Enterline, P E; Henderson, V. Type of Asbestos and Respiratory Cancer in The 

Asbestos Industry. Archives of Environmental Health. 1973;27(5):312-7.

202. *FINKELSTEIN 1984. Finkelstein, M M. Mortality Among Employees of An Ontario Asbestos-Cement 

Factory. The American Review of Respiratory Disease. 1984;129(5):754-61.

203. *FINKELSTEIN 1989A. Finkelstein, M M. Mortality Rates Among Employees Potentially Exposed 

to Chrysotile Asbestos at Two Automotive Parts Factories. CMAJ: Canadian Medical Association 

Journal/Journal De L’Association Medicale Canadienne. 1989;141(2):125-30.

204. *FINKELSTEIN 1989B. Finkelstein, M M. Mortality Among Employees of An Ontario Factory That 

Manufactured Construction Materials Using Chrysotile Asbestos and Coal Tar Pitch. American Journal 

of Industrial Medicine. 1989;16(3):281-7.

205. GIAROLI 1994. Giaroli, C; Belli, S; Bruno, C; Candela, S; Grignoli, M; Minisci, S; Poletti, R; Ricco, 

G; Vecchi, G; Venturi, G; Ziccardi, A; Comba, P. Mortality Study of Asbestos-Cement Workers. 

International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health. 1994;66(1):7-11.

206. *HUGHES 1980. Hughes, J; Weill, H. Lung Cancer Risk Associated with Manufacture of Asbestos-

Cement Products. Iarc Scientific Publications. 1980;(30):627-35.

207. JARVHOLM 1998. Jarvholm, B; Sanden, A. Lung Cancer and Mesothelioma in The Pleura and 

Peritoneum Among Swedish Insulation Workers. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 

1998;55(11):766-70.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

96

208. KAERLEV 2000. Kaerlev, L; Teglbjaerg, P S; Sabroe, S; Kolstad, H A; Ahrens, W; Eriksson, M; Gonzalez, 

A L; Guenel, P; Hardell, L; Launoy, G; Merler, E; Merletti, F; Suarez-Varela, M M; Stang, A. Occupation 

and Small Bowel Adenocarcinoma: A European Case-Control Study. Occupational and Environmental 

Medicine. 2000;57(11):760-6.

209. KANG 1997. Kang, S K; Burnett, C A; Freund, E; Walker, J; Lalich, N; Sestito, J. Gastrointestinal Cancer 

Mortality of Workers in Occupations with High Asbestos Exposures. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1997;31(6):713-8.

210. KOLONEL 1985. Kolonel, L N; Yoshizawa, C N; Hirohata, T; Myers, B C. Cancer Occurrence in Shipyard 

Workers Exposed to Asbestos in Hawaii. Cancer Research. 1985;45(8):3924-8.

211. LACQUET 1980. Lacquet, L M; Van Der Linden, L; Lepoutre, J. Roentgenographic Lung Changes, 

Asbestosis and Mortality in A Belgian Asbestos-Cement Factory. IARC Scientific Publications. 

1980;(30):783-93.

212. LARSON 2010. Larson, Theodore C; Antao, Vinicius C; Bove, Frank J. Vermiculite Worker Mortality: 

Estimated Effects of Occupational Exposure to Libby Amphibole. Journal of Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine. 2010;52(5):555-60.

213. *LIDDELL 1980. Liddell, F D; Mcdonald, J C. Radiological Findings as Predictors of Mortality in Quebec 

Asbestos Workers. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1980;37(3):257-67.

214. *LIN 2012. Lin, S; Wang, X; Yu, ITS; Yano, E; Courtice, M; Qiu, H; Wang, M. Cause-Specific Mortality in 

Relation to Chrysotile-Asbestos Exposure in A Chinese Cohort. J. Thorac. Oncol 2012;7(7):1109-1114.

215. MANCUSO 1967. Mancuso, TF; El-Attar, AA. Mortality Pattern in A Cohort of Asbestos Workers: A 

Study Based on Employment Experience. J. Occup. Med.1967;9(4):147-162.

216. *MCDONALD 1982. Mcdonald, A D; Fry, J S. Mesothelioma and The Fiber Type in Three American 

Asbestos Factories Preliminary Report. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health. 1982;8 

Suppl 1(ueb, 7511540):53-8.

217. *MCDONALD 1984. Mcdonald, A D; Fry, J S; Woolley, A J; Mcdonald, J C. Dust Exposure and Mortality 

in An American Chrysotile Asbestos Friction Products Plant. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1984;41(2):151-7.

218. *MENEGOZZO 1993. Menegozzo, M; Belli, S; Bruno, C; Canfora, V; Costigliola, A; Di Cintio, P; Di Liello, 

L; Grignoli, M; Palumbo, F; Sapio, P. (Mortality Due to Causes Correlatable to Asbestos in A Cohort of 

Workers in Railway Car Construction). La Medicina Del Lavoro. 1993;84(3):193-200

219. *MEURMAN 1974. Meurman, L O; Kiviluoto, R; Hakama, M. Mortality and Morbidity Among The 

Working Population of Anthophyllite Asbestos Miners in Finland. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 

1974;31(2):105-12

220. NEWHOUSE 1979. Newhouse, M L; Berry, G. Patterns of Mortality in Asbestos Factory Workers in 

London. Annals of The New York Academy of Sciences. 1979;330(5nm, 7506858):53-60

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

97

221. NEWHOUSE 1985. Newhouse, M L; Berry, G; Wagner, J C. Mortality of Factory Workers in East London 

1933-80. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1985;42(1):4-11

222. NICHOLSON 1979. Nicholson, W J; Selikoff, I J; Seidman, H; Lilis, R; Formby, P. Long-Term Mortality 

Experience of Chrysotile Miners and Millers in Thetford Mines, Quebec. Annals of The New York 

Academy of Sciences. 1979;330(5nm, 7506858):11-21

223. RUBINO 1979. Rubino, G F; Piolatto, G; Newhouse, M L; Scansetti, G; Aresini, G A; Murray, R. Mortality 

of Chrysotile Asbestos Workers at The Balangero Mine, Northern Italy. British Journal of Industrial 

Medicine. 1979;36(3):187-94.

224. *SANDEN 1985. Sanden, A; Naslund, P E; Jarvholm, B. Mortality in Lung and Gastrointestinal Cancer 

Among Shipyard Workers. International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health. 

1985;55(4):277-83.

225. SLUISCREMER 1992. Sluiscremer, GK; Liddell, FDK; Logan, WPD; Bezuidenhout, BN. The Mortality of 

Amphibole Miners in South-Africa, 1946-80. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1992;49(8):566-

575.

226. THOMAS 1982. Thomas, H F; Benjamin, I T; Elwood, P C; Sweetnam, P M. Further Follow-Up Study of 

Workers from an Asbestos Cement Factory. British Journal of Industrial Medicine. 1982;39(3):273-6.

227. *WANG 2012A. Wang, Xiaorong; Lin, Sihao; Yano, Eiji; Qiu, Hong; Yu, Igtanius T S; Tse, Lapah; Lan, 

Yajia; Wang, Mianzhen. Mortality in A Chinese Chrysotile Miner Cohort. International Archives of 

Occupational and Environmental Health. 2012;85(4):405-12.

228. *WANG 2012B. Wang, X R; Yu, I T S; Qiu, H; Wang, M Z; Lan, Y J; Tse, L Y; Yano, E; Christiani, D C. 

Cancer Mortality Among Chinese Chrysotile Asbestos Textile Workers. Lung Cancer (Amsterdam, 

Netherlands). 2012;75(2):151-5.

229. *WANG 2012C. Wang, Xiaorong; Yano, Eiji; Qiu, Hong; Yu, Ignatius; Courtice, Midori N; Tse, L A; Lin, 

Sihao; Wang, Mianzhen. A 37-Year Observation of Mortality in Chinese Chrysotile Asbestos Workers. 

Thorax. 2012;67(2):106-10.

230. *WANG 2013A. Wang, Xiaorong; Yano, Eiji; Lin, Sihao; Yu, Ignatius T S; Lan, Yajia; Tse, Lap Ah; Qiu, 

Hong; Christiani, David C. Cancer Mortality in Chinese Chrysotile Asbestos Miners: Exposure-

Response Relationships. Plos One. 2013;8(8):e71899.

231. WEISS 1977. Weiss, W. Mortality of A Cohort Exposed to Chrysotile Asbestos. Journal of Occupational 

Medicine: Official Publication of The Industrial Medical Association. 1977;19(11):737-40.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

98

Report References
1. CAREX Canada. Asbestos Profile (Internet). Date cited: 2022-10-16. Available from: https://www.

carexcanada.ca/profile/asbestos/

2. Government of Canada. Asbestos (Internet). Date modified: 2021-11-15. Date cited: 2022-10-16. 

Available from: https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/air-quality/indoor-air-

contaminants/health-risks-asbestos.html

3. CAREX Canada. Asbestos Occupational Profile (Internet). Date cited: 2022-10-16. Available from: 

https://www.carexcanada.ca/profile/asbestos-occupational-exposures/

4. Occupational Cancer Research Centre. Burden of occupational cancer in Canada: Major workplace 

carcinogens and prevention of exposure. Toronto, ON: Sept 2019. Available from: http://www.

occupationalcancer.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/OCRC_National-Burden-Report_2019.pdf

5. Labrèche F, Kim J, Song C, Pahwa M, Calvin BG, Arrandale VH, McLeod CB, Peters CE, Lavoué J, Davies 

HW, Nicol AM. The current burden of cancer attributable to occupational exposures in Canada. Prev 

Med 2019;122:128-39.

6. Straif K, Benbrahim-Tallaa L, Baan R, Grosse Y, Secretan B, El Ghissassi F, Bouvard V, Guha N, Freeman 

C, Galichet L, Cogliano V; WHO International Agency for Research on Cancer Monograph Working 

Group. A review of human carcinogens--Part C: metals, arsenic, dusts, and fibres. Lancet Oncol. 2009 

May;10(5):453-4. doi: 10.1016/s1470-2045(09)70134-2. 

7. Institute for Occupational Medicine. Asbestos: Selected Cancers. Institute of Medicine of the National 

Academy of Science. The National Academies Press: Washington DC, 2006. Available from: http://

books.nap.edu/catalog/11665.html

8. Selikoff IJ, Churg J, Hammond EC. Asbestos exposure and neoplasia. JAMA 1964;188:22-26.

9. Enterline PE, Hartley J, Henderson V. Asbestos and cancer: a cohort followed up to death. Br J Ind Med. 

1987;44:396–401.

10. Raffn E, Lynge E, Juel K, Korsgaard B. Incidence of cancer and mortality among employees in the 

asbestos cement industry in Denmark. Br J Ind Med. 1989;46:90–96.

11. Liddell FD, McDonald AD, McDonald JC. The 1891–1920 birth cohort of Quebec chrysotile miners and 

millers: development from 1904 and mortality to 1992. Ann Occup Hyg. 1997;41:13–36.

12. Musk AW, de Klerk NH, Reid A, et al. Mortality of former crocidolite (blue asbestos) miners and 

millers at Wittenoom. Occup Environ Med. 2008;65:541–543.

13. McDonald JC, Liddell FD, Gibbs GW, et al. Dust exposure and mortality in chrysotile mining, 1910–75. 

Br J Ind Med. 1980;37:11–24. 

14. Albin M, Jakobsson K, Attewell R, et al. Mortality and cancer morbidity in cohorts of asbestos cement 

workers and referents. Br J Ind Med. 1990;47:602–610. 

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
https://www.carexcanada.ca/profile/asbestos/
https://www.carexcanada.ca/profile/asbestos/
https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/air-quality/indoor-air-contaminants/health-risks-asbestos.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/air-quality/indoor-air-contaminants/health-risks-asbestos.html
https://www.carexcanada.ca/profile/asbestos-occupational-exposures/
http://www.occupationalcancer.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/OCRC_National-Burden-Report_2019.pdf
http://www.occupationalcancer.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/OCRC_National-Burden-Report_2019.pdf
http://books.nap.edu/catalog/11665.html
http://books.nap.edu/catalog/11665.html


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

99

15. Berry G, Newhouse ML, Wagner JC. Mortality from all cancers of asbestos factory workers in east 

London 1933–80. Occup Environ Med. 2000;57:782–785.

16. Aliyu OA, Cullen MR, Barnett MJ, et al. Evidence for excess cancer of the colorectum incidence among 

asbestos-exposed men in the Beta-Carotene and Retinol Efficacy Trial. Am J Epidemiol. 2005;162:868–

878.

17. Selikoff IJ, Hammond EC. Asbestos and smoking. JAMA. 1979;242:458–459.

18. Zhang YL, Wang PL. Gastric cancer associated with incomplete pyloric obstruction and belching 

combustible gas. Chin Med J (Engl). 1984;97:66.

19. Liddell FD, McDonald AD, McDonald JC. The 1891–1920 birth cohort of Quebec chrysotile miners and 

millers: development from 1904 and mortality to 1992. Ann Occup Hyg. 1997;41:13–36.

20. Pang ZC, Zhang Z, Wang Y, Zhang H. Mortality from a Chinese asbestos plant: overall cancer 

mortality. Am J Ind Med. 1997;32:442–444.

21. Wolff H, Vehmas T, Oksa P, Rantanen J, Vainio H. Asbestos, asbestosis, and cancer, the Helsinki 

criteria for diagnosis and attribution 2014: Recommendations. Scand J Work Environ Health. 2015 

Jan;41(1):5-15. doi: 10.5271/sjweh.3462. Epub 2014 Oct 9. PMID: 25299403.

22. Peng WJ, Jia XJ, Wei BG, Yang LS, Yu Y, Zhang L. Stomach cancer mortality among workers exposed to 

asbestos: a meta-analysis. J Cancer Res Clin Oncol. 2015 Jul;141(7):1141-9. doi: 10.1007/s00432-014-

1791-3. Epub 2014 Aug 13. PMID: 25115694.

23. Fortunato L, Rushton L. Stomach cancer and occupational exposure to asbestos: a meta-analysis of 

occupational cohort studies. Br J Cancer. 2015 May 26;112(11):1805-15. doi: 10.1038/bjc.2014.599. 

Epub 2015 Apr 30. PMID: 25928706; PMCID: PMC4647249.

24. Kwak K, Paek D, Zoh KE. Exposure to asbestos and the risk of colorectal cancer mortality: a systematic 

review and meta-analysis. Occup Environ Med. 2019 Nov;76(11):861-871. doi: 10.1136/oemed-2019-

105735. Epub 2019 Oct 8. PMID: 31594840.

25. Wu CW, Chuang HY, Tsai DL, Kuo TY, Yang CC, Chen HC, Kuo CH. Meta-Analysis of the Association 

between Asbestos Exposure and Esophageal Cancer. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021 Oct 

21;18(21):11088. doi: 10.3390/ijerph182111088. PMID: 34769609; PMCID: PMC8582795.

26. Lenters V, Vermeulen R, Dogger S, Stayner L, Portengen L, Burdorf A, Heederik D. A meta-analysis of 

asbestos and lung cancer: is better quality exposure assessment associated with steeper slopes of the 

exposure-response relationships? Environ Health Perspect. 2011 Nov;119(11):1547-55. doi: 10.1289/

ehp.1002879. Epub 2011 Jun 27. PMID: 21708512; PMCID: PMC3226488.

27. Smith T, Kriebel D. A Biologic Approach to Environmental Assessment and Epidemiology. New York: 

Oxford University Press; 2010.

28. Bero L, Chartres N, Diong, J. et al. The risk of bias in observational studies of exposures (ROBINS-E) 

tool: concerns arising from application to observational studies of exposures. Syst Rev 7, 242 (2018). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-018-0915-2.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-018-0915-2


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

100

29. University of Bristol. The ROBINS-E tool (Risk of Bias in Non-randomized Studies of Exposure). 

(Internet). Accessed May 27, 2021. Available from: http://www.bristol.ac.uk/population-health-

sciences/centres/cresyda/barr/riskofbias/robins-e/

30. Samet JM plus 35 co-authors including Straif K. Commentary: The IARC Monographs: Updated 

procedures for modern and transparent evidence synthesis in cancer hazard identification 

(Commentary). JNCI Natl Cancer Inst, 2020;112(1):dzj169. (Internet). Accessed May 27, 2021. 

Available from: https://academic.oup.com/jnci/article/112/1/30/5566248

31. Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 

statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. Systematic Reviews 2021;10:89.

32. Page MJ, Moher D, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. PRISMA 2020 

explanation and elaboration: updated guidance and exemplars for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 

2021;372:n160. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n160.

33. Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, Welch VA (editors). Cochrane 

Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions version 6.3 (updated February 2022). Date 

accessed 2022-1-16. Cochrane, 2022. Available from www.training.cochrane.org/handbook

34. Koehoorn M, Demers P, McLeod C, Straif K, Peters C, Arrandale V, Davies H, Pahwa M. Occupational 

Asbestos Exposure and Gastrointestinal Cancers: Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. PROSPERO 

2022 CRD42022282524 Available from: https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.

php?ID=CRD42022282524

35. National Institutes for Health Research. PROSPERO: International prospective register of systematic 

review (Internet). Date cited: 2022-10-16. Available from https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/

36. University of British Columbia. Ursula Ellis. Reference Librarian, Woodwood Library. (Internet). Date 

cited: 2022-10-16. Available from https://directory.library.ubc.ca/people/view/852

37. Covidence systematic review software, Veritas Health Innovation, Melbourne, Australia. Available at 

www.covidence.org

38. Shapiro AJ, Antoni S, Guyton KZ, Lunn RM, Loomis D, Rusyn I, Jahnke JD, Schwingl PJ, Mehta 

SS, Addington J, Guha N. Software tools to facilitate systematic review used for cancer hazard 

identification. Environmental Health Perspectives, 1028: 126:10 CID: 104501 https://doi.org/10.1289/

EHP4224.

39. StataCorp. 2021. Stata Statistical Software: Release 17. College Station, TX: StataCorp LLC.

40. UCLA Advanced Research Computing: Statistical Methods and Data Analyses. Introduction to Meta-

Analyses in Stata (Internet). Data accessed: 2022-10-16. Available from: https://stats.oarc.ucla.edu/

stata/seminars/introduction-to-meta-analysis-in-stata/

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/population-health-sciences/centres/cresyda/barr/riskofbias/robins-e/
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/population-health-sciences/centres/cresyda/barr/riskofbias/robins-e/
https://academic.oup.com/jnci/article/112/1/30/5566248
www.training.cochrane.org/handbook
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42022282524
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42022282524
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
https://directory.library.ubc.ca/people/view/852
www.covidence.org
https://doi.org/10.1289/EHP4224
https://doi.org/10.1289/EHP4224
https://stats.oarc.ucla.edu/stata/seminars/introduction-to-meta-analysis-in-stata/
https://stats.oarc.ucla.edu/stata/seminars/introduction-to-meta-analysis-in-stata/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

101

41. Higgins JPT, Li T, Deeks JJ (editors). Chapter 6: Choosing effect measures and computing estimates 

of effect. In: Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, Welch VA (editors). 

Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions version 6.3 (updated February 2022). 

Cochrane, 2022. Available from www.training.cochrane.org/handbook

42. Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P. T., and Rothstein, H. R. (2009). Introduction to Meta-

Analysis. Wiley: United Kingdom.

43. Borenstein, M. (2019). Common Mistakes in Meta-analysis and How to Avoid Them. Biostat, Inc.: 

Englewood, New Jersey.

44. Deeks JJ, Higgines JPT, Altman DG, Cochrane Statistical Methods Group. Chapter 10: Analysing data 

and undertaking meta-analyses. in Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, 

Welch VA (editors). Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions version 6.3 (updated 

February 2022). Date accessed 2022-1-16. Cochrane, 2022. Available from https://training.cochrane.

org/handbook/current/chapter-10#section-10-10-2

45. Axelson O. Negative and non-positive epidemiological studies. Human and Ecological Risk 

Assessment: An International Journal, 2005: 11:1, 159-167, DOI: 10.1080/10807030590919981.

46. Deeks JJ, Altman DG, Bradburn MJ. Statistical methods for examining heterogeneity and combining 

results from several studies in meta-analysis. In: Egger M, Smith GD, Altman DG, eds. Systematic 

reviews in healthcare: meta-analysis in context. London: BMJ Publishing Group,2001:285–312.

47. DeBono N, Warden H, Logar-Henderson C, Shakik S, Dakouo M, MacLeod J, Demers P. Incidence of 

mesothelioma and asbestosis by occupation in a diverse workforce. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine, 2021:64(3);76-487. DOI:10.1002/ajim.23245.

48. World Health Organization International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC). Arsenic, 

Metals, Fibres and Dusts: IARC Monographs on the Evaluation of Carcinogen Risk to Humans. 

2012:Volume100C. https://publications.iarc.fr/120.

49. World Health Organization International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC). List of classifications 

by cancer sites with sufficient or limited evidence in humans, IARC Monographs Volumes 1–132a. 

(Internet). Updated July 1, 2022. Data accessed 2022-10-16. Available from: https://monographs.iarc.

who.int/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Classifications_by_cancer_site.pdf

50. Kjaerheim K, Haldorsen T, Lynge E, Martinsen JI, Pukkala E, Weiderpass E, Grimsrud TK. Variation 

in Nordic Work-Related Cancer Risks after Adjustment for Alcohol and Tobacco. Int J Environ Res 

Public Health. 2018 Dec 6;15(12):2760. doi: 10.3390/ijerph15122760. PMID: 30563223; PMCID: 

PMC6313809.

51. Kreibel D, Zeka A, Eisen EA, Wegman DH. Quantitative evaluation of the effects of uncontrolled 

confounding by alcohol and tobacco in occupational cancer studies. International Journal of 

Epidemiology, 2004;33(5):1040-1045. doi:10.1093/ije/dyh15.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/
www.training.cochrane.org/handbook
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook/current/chapter-10#section-10-10-2
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook/current/chapter-10#section-10-10-2
https://publications.iarc.fr/120
https://monographs.iarc.who.int/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Classifications_by_cancer_site.pdf
https://monographs.iarc.who.int/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Classifications_by_cancer_site.pdf


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

102

52. Steenland K, Beaumont J, Halperin W. Methods of control for smoking in occupational cohort mortality 

studies. Scand J Work Environ Health 1984;10:143–49.

53. Axelson O, Steenland K. Indirect methods of assessing the effects of tobacco use in occupational 

studies. Am J Ind Med 1988;13:105–18.

54. Axelson O. Confounding from smoking in occupational epidemiology. Br J Ind Med 1989;46:505–07.

55. ‘t Mannetje A, Kogevinas M, Chang-Claude J et al. Smoking as a confounder in case-control studies of 

occupational bladder cancer in women. Am J Ind Med 1999;36:75–82.

56. Hooiveld M, Spee T, Burstyn I, Kromhout H, Heederik D. Lung cancer mortality in a Dutch cohort of 

asphalt workers: Evaluation of possible confounding by smoking. Am J Ind Med 2003;43:79–87.

57. Siemiatycki J, Wacholder S, Dewar R, Cardis E, Greenwood C, Richardson L. Degree of confounding 

bias related to smoking, ethnic group, and socioeconomic status in estimates of the associations 

between occupation and cancer. J Occup Med 1988;30:617–25.

58. Flanders WD, Khoury MJ. Indirect assessment of confounding: graphic description and limits on effect 

of adjusting for covariates. Epidemiology 1990;1:239–46.

59. Levin LI, Silverman DT, Hartge P, Fears TR, Hoover RN. Smoking patterns by occupation and duration of 

employment. Am J Ind Med 1990;17:711–25.

60. Nielsen LS, Bælum J, Rasmussen J, Dahl S, Olsen KE, Albin M, Hansen NC, Sherson D. Occupational 

asbestos exposure and lung cancer - a systematic review of the literature. Archives of Environmental & 

Occupational Health. 2014;69(4): 191-206, doi: 10.1080/19338244.2013.863752

61. Goodman M, Morgan RW, Ray R, Malloy CD, Zhao K. Cancer in asbestos-exposed occupational 

cohorts: a meta-analysis. Cancer Causes & Control. 1999 Aug;10(5):453-65.

62. Lash TL, Crouch EA, Green LC. A meta-analysis of the relation between cumulative exposure to 

asbestos and relative risk of lung cancer. Occupational and Environmental Medicine. 1997 Apr 

1;54(4):254-63.

63. Hodgson JT, Darnton A. The quantitative risks of mesothelioma and lung cancer in relation to asbestos 

exposure. Annals of occupational hygiene. 2000 Dec 1;44(8):565-601.

64. Lenters V, Vermeulen R, Dogger S, Stayner L, Portengen L, Burdorf A, Heederik D. A meta-analysis of 

asbestos and lung cancer: is better quality exposure assessment associated with steeper slopes of the 

exposure–response relationships?. Environmental Health Perspectives. 2011 Nov;119(11):1547-55.

65. van der Bij S, Koffijberg H, Lenters V, Portengen L, Moons KG, Heederik D, Vermeulen RC. Lung cancer 

risk at low cumulative asbestos exposure: meta-regression of the exposure–response relationship. 

Cancer Causes & Control. 2013 Jan;24(1):1-2.

66. Berman DW, Crump KS. A meta-analysis of asbestos-related cancer risk that addresses fiber size and 

mineral type. Critical reviews in toxicology. 2008 Jan 1;38(sup1):49-73.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


A S B E S TO S  E X P O S U R E  A N D  G A S T R O I N T E S T I N A L  C A N C E R S

PA R T N E R S H I P  F O R  W O R K ,  H E A LT H  A N D  S A F E T Y W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

103

67. Van der Bij S, Koffijberg H, Lenters V, Portengen L, Moons K, Heederik D, Vermeulen R. Lung cancer 

risk at low asbestos exposure: meta-regression of the exposure-response relationship. Occupational 

and Environmental Medicine. 2011 Sep 1;68(Suppl 1):A21.

68. Richardson DB, Cole SR, Chu H, Langholz B. Lagging exposure information in cumulative exposure-

response analyses. American Journal of Epidemiology. 2011 Jul 7;174(12):1416-1422;

69. McElvenny DM, Armstrong BG, Järup L, Higgins JP. Meta-analysis in occupational epidemiology: a 

review of practice. Occup Med (Lond). 2004 Aug;54(5):336-44. doi: 10.1093/occmed/kqh049. PMID: 

15289591.

70. Higgins JPT, Thompson SG, Deeks JJ, Altman DG. Measuring inconsistency in meta-analyses. BMJ 

2003; 327: 557-560.

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/


W W W. P W H S .U B C .C A

http://pwhs.ubc.ca/

	Appendix I | Search Strategy (March 4, 2022) 
	Appendix II | Summary Table of Included Studies in Meta-Risk Analyses by Cancer Site
	Esophageal Cancer Studies
	Stomach Cancer Studies
	Colorectal Cancer Studies

	Appendix III | Description of Exposure-Response Studies Included in High/Low Asbestos Exposure Sub-group Analyses by Exposure Characteristics, Esophageal Studies (Illustrative Example)
	Appendix IV | Leave-One-Out Sensitivity Analyses
	Esophageal Cancer Studies
	Stomach Cancer Studies
	Colorectal Cancer Studies

	Appendix V | Cumulative Meta-risk Analysis
	Esophageal Cancer Studies
	Stomach Cancer Studies
	Colorectal Cancer Studies

	Appendix VI | Summary of Evidence from Prior Evaluations
	Description of Review Publications
	Any Versus None Asbestos Exposure Evidence
	Highest Asbestos Exposure Evidence
	Asbestos-related Lung Risk Estimates >2.00 
	Exposure Due to Nature of Work (Industry/Occupation)
	Asbestos Fibre Type

	Executive Summary
	Lay Summary
	Background and Rationale
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Appendices
	References for Studies Included in Systematic Review/Meta Analyses
	Report References
	Table 1 | Evidence for other asbestos-related cancers, including gastrointestinal sites
	Figure 1 | Flow chart for inclusion of studies in the systematic review and meta-analyses on the association of occupational asbestos exposure and GI cancers
	Table 2 | Meta-risk estimates (mREs) for the association between occupational asbestos exposure and gastrointestinal cancers by site, overall and sub-group analyses defined by asbestos exposure
	Figure 2a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and esophageal cancer
	Figure 2b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and stomach cancer
	Figure 2c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure (any/none) and colorectal cancer
	Figure 3a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer by industry/occupation groups
	Figure 3b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and stomach cancer by industry/occupation groups
	Figure 3c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer by industry/occupation groups
	Figure 4a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer by asbestos-related lung cancer risks (studies are ordered by year within categories of risk)
	Figure 4b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and stomach cancer by asbestos-related lung cancer risks (studies are ordered by year within categories of risk)
	Figure 4c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer by asbestos-related lung cancer risks (studies are ordered by year within categories of risk)
	Figure 4d-f | Scatter plots of asbestos-related lung cancer relative risk estimates by esophageal, stomach and colorectal cancer relative risk estimates
	Figure 5a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer among highest exposed workers
	Figure 5c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer among highest exposed workers
	Figure 6a | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and esophageal cancer by asbestos fibre type characterization
	Figure 6b | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and stomach cancer by asbestos fibre type characterization
	Figure 6c | Forest plot for meta-risk analyses of occupational asbestos exposure and colorectal cancer by asbestos fibre type characterization
	Figure 7a-c | Funnel plots for studies investigating association of occupational asbestos exposure and risk of GI cancer by cancer site
	Table 3 | Meta-risk estimates (mREs) for the association between occupational asbestos exposure and gastrointestinal cancers, by sensitivity analyses

