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Other observational studies of breast cancer mortality
® The United States and the United Kingdom

® Denmark, Lynge’s 2005 study

® Denmark, our 2010 study

Overdiagnosis and overtreatment
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@ The 1986 UK Forrest report
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What have women been told?

® Website information on screening

® [nvitations to screening

® A scandalous revision of the Danish screening leaflet
® Our screening leaflet

® Breast screening: the facts, or maybe not

® American Cancer Society
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Appendix 1: Tabdr's explanations in the Cancer Letter and our replies

® Duffy's ‘funny numbers
® Exaggerating 25-fold
® The exaggerations finally backfire

® The ultimate exaggeration
Tabér threatens the BMJ with litigation

Falsehoods and perceived censorship in Sweden

Celebrating 20 years of breast screening in the United Kingdom

Can screening work?

® Plausible effect based on tumour sizes in the trials
® Lead time

® Plausible effect based on tumour stages in the trials

® No decrease in advanced cancers

Where is screening at today?

® Problems with reading mammograms
® Halse promises

® [mportant information is being ignored
® Beliefs warp evidence at conferences

® Does breast screening make women live longer?

Where next?

® s screening a religion?

® A press release from Radiology that wasn’t

® Has all my struggle achieved anything?

® Why has so much evidence about screening been distorted?
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Appendix 3: The press release Radiology withdrew at the last minute
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