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We thank Dr Aykan for his interest in our study1 and for his
comments. The p-values in Table 1 are p-values for the I2

statistic and describe potential heterogeneity of studies
included in the meta-analysis rather than heterogeneity
of studies from Europe and Asia (see column header of
Table 1). Apparently, the correspondent misinterpreted these
p-values.

In regards to potentially overlooking important details as
suggested by the correspondent, we reported subgroup analy-
ses restricted to colon and rectal cancer because most studies
differentiated between these anatomical subsites. Of course, if
more studies had been available with detailed subgroup anal-
yses, more detailed meta-analyses would have been feasible
further differentiating between proximal and distal colon or
between molecular subtypes.2

The aim of this systematic review and meta-analysis was
to summarize current and available evidence from observatio-
nal studies. We are aware that the amounts in the highest
versus lowest intake groups varied between the studies and
discuss this issue in the strengths and limitations section.
Also, we conducted regional analyses to address international
variation of meat consumption.

Finally, the correspondent addresses an important point.
The confidence limits reported for the studies by Norat
et al.3 and by Sato et al.4 were not transferred correctly into
Figure 3. We sincerely apologize to the authors of the two
studies for this unnecessary mistake. Regarding Norat’s study,
confidence limits should be 0.95–1.48 instead of 0.95–1.47
(colorectal cancer). Regarding Sato’s study, confidence limits
should be 0.79–1.74 instead of 0.76–1.68 for colorectal

cancer, 0.81–2.62 instead of 0.81–2.63 for colon cancer, and
0.39–1.42 instead of 0.39–1.41 for rectal cancer. However, the
analyses and results of our meta-analyses were not affected
by these minor typographical errors.

Yours sincerely,

Michael Hoffmeister,

Viola Walter,

Hermann Brenner,

Prudence R. Carr
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