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ABSTRACT

This scoping review was conducted to systematically search and chronicle scientific literature pertinent to poultry intake and human health.
The protocol (uploaded to Open Science Framework, https://osf.io/2k7bj/) was conducted in accordance with Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for scoping reviews guidelines. Articles with observational and experimental research, narrative
and systematic reviews, and meta-analyses were included. Among 13,141 articles identified, 525 met inclusion criteria. Among these 525 articles,
212 focused on cancer morbidity and mortality; 41 on cardiovascular disease (CVD) morbidity and mortality; 52 on CVD risk factors; 32 on type 2
diabetes mellitus (T2DM) morbidity and mortality; 33 on T2DM risk factors; and 42 on body weight and body composition. An “Other” category
(181 articles) included nutrient status, psychological well-being/mental health, cognition, microbiome, chronic kidney disease, nonalcoholic fatty
liver disease, skin disorders, and fertility, among others. Among the 525 included articles, 366 were observational, 64 were experimental, and 76
were reviews and meta-analyses. Eighty-three percent of articles focused on adults or older adults. A paucity of research exists to support poultry
as health-promoting foods, with most research only indirectly assessing poultry intake compared with other foods of interest (e.g., red meats or
plant-based protein foods). No randomized controlled trials and only 1% of OBS assessed the influence of processed poultry intake on human
health. In the future, the relative health effects of consuming poultry will be compared with a widening array of traditional and new protein-rich
food products, necessitating the need for research to assess poultry as foods of choice. Science and health professionals, the poultry industry, and
the public will benefit from new observational and experimental research to address cutting-edge scientific, public policy, and consumer topics
pertinent to poultry intake and human health. Adv Nutr 2022;13:2115–2124.

Statement of Significance: This systematically searched scoping review chronicles literature assessing the relation between poultry intake
and human health, highlights knowledge gaps, and provides future directions for poultry research.
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Introduction
The Dietary Guidelines for Americans, 2020–2025 (DGA)
define poultry as all forms of chicken, turkey, duck, geese,
guineas, and game birds (e.g., quail and pheasant) (1).
Chicken provides 13.9% of animal protein consumed in
the United States and 7.2% of total protein intake, whereas
turkey, duck, and other poultry provides 0.2% of animal
protein, and 0.1% of total protein (2). Chicken meat is
the most consumed meat in the United States per capita.
The amounts of chicken and total poultry consumed
in the United States have steadily increased, more than
tripling since 1960 according to reports in 2021 (3), and

poultry is the most consumed animal meat worldwide
(4).

The US public generally considers poultry meat as a
healthy food, because poultry provides high-quality protein
and other nutrients and is often lower in fat than meat
products from other animal sources. Additionally, poultry
meat is reasonably affordable and accessible, leading to
high rates of consumption globally. The DGA recommend
consuming protein foods, including poultry, as core foods
of healthy omnivorous eating patterns. The DGA specify
that poultry is a nutrient-dense food when prepared with
little added sugar, saturated fat, or sodium. The DGA also
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specify that most poultry intake should be fresh, frozen,
or canned, and should be lean cuts, like chicken breast or
ground turkey. Consumption of processed poultry products,
like cold cuts and sausages, should be kept to a minimum
(1).

The forms of poultry consumed by Americans, however,
are not necessarily in line with the guidance provided by the
DGA. According to NHANES results from 2007–2010, whole
pieces of chicken were the number 1 source of total protein
intake (7.2% of total protein intake), with no specification of
cooking method (2). Cold cuts and cured meats, including
poultry, accounted for 3.6% of an adult’s total protein intake.
NHANES results from 2015–2016 further underscore the
difference between the DGA poultry recommendations and
actual intakes of American adults: 19.2% of total poultry,
and 22.3% of chicken consumed in the United States were
purchased from fast-food restaurants (2).

Rigorous scientific assessments to bolster the claim that
poultry is “healthy” are not abundant. Although primary
research articles have included assessments of how poultry
consumption influences various facets of human health, a
systematic search of the literature designed to chronicle
the body of knowledge is lacking. Due to the discrepancy
between the DGA recommendations and actual poultry
intake, chronicling the types of poultry (including processing
and cooking methods) assessed in the literature is of great
interest. A scoping review compiling articles regarding the
relation between and effects of consuming various poultry
products on human health outcomes is warranted.

The purpose of this scoping review is to chronicle litera-
ture regarding poultry intake and human health outcomes,
to identify areas of poultry research that are lacking, and to
provide a research perspective on the current state of research
regarding poultry intake for human health. This review does
not present the article results, nor does it assess the quality of
included literature.

Methods
Protocol
The protocol for this scoping review was uploaded to
Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/2k7bj/) and was
conducted in accordance with PRISMA (Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) extension
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for scoping reviews (PRIMSA-ScR) recommended guidelines
for developing and reporting the evidence reviewed for this
article (5). This scoping review includes articles containing
results from observational (OBS) studies and randomized
control trials (RCTs). This review also includes review
articles (including narrative and literature reviews), and
systematic reviews and/or meta-analyses of OBSs or RCTs
that assessed associations between or effects of, respectively,
poultry intake on human health.

Identifying the research questions
� What scientific literature currently exists that is perti-

nent to poultry intake and human health?
� What are current knowledge gaps based on quantity of

articles?

Search strategy, article selection process, and data
extraction
For this scoping review, the term “article” refers to a
publication identified via the search process. Potentially
eligible articles were identified via a systematic search of
4 electronic health research databases [PubMed, Cochrane
Library, CINAHL (EBSCO), and Scopus] from inception
up to March 4, 2020. The search did not include ongoing
research. A health sciences librarian (JBR) in collaboration
with other review team members developed the database
search strategies (Supplemental Table 1). There were 4
total reviewers (AWB, CMC, GC, and REC); 2 reviewers
independently assessed eligibility of each abstract using
Rayyan (https://rayyan.qcri.org/). A fifth reviewer (WWC)
was consulted if the 4 primary reviewers could not reach
consensus on article inclusion or exclusion. The reference
lists of articles included were searched for additional articles
that might fulfill the inclusion criteria. The inclusion and
exclusion criteria are presented in Table 1.

The article selection and data extraction processes con-
sisted of the following 3 stages: 1) potential eligibility
based on information provided in the title and abstract, 2)
confirmation of eligibility based on information provided in
the purpose statement of the full text of qualified abstracts,
and 3) data extraction from full-text articles if deemed
qualified. The predetermined information extracted from all
qualified full-text articles is shown in Table 2. A given article
could fall within the parameters of multiple general health
outcomes.

The data from each article were independently extracted
by 2 reviewers and cross-checked to ensure accuracy.
Article authors were contacted for additional information
if required. Risk of bias for included articles was not
assessed, and strength of evidence was not graded because
the purpose of this scoping review was to systematically
search and chronicle the body of existing searchable literature
pertinent to poultry intake and human health and to identify
knowledge gaps. The extracted data from each included
article are presented in an Excel file in Supplemental Table
2. The data were then assessed to determine the number of
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Table 1 Inclusion and exclusion criteria used for article selection for this scoping review on poultry intake and human health outcomes

Included Excluded

Any article that used a qualitative or quantitative design that assessed
poultry intake and health outcomes in humans of all ages

Articles not pertaining to human health

Published in the English language Not published in the English language
Published up to March 2020 Gray literature
Both unprocessed and processed poultry products were within the

scope of this review
Articles assessing dietary patterns and health outcomes without assessing

poultry intake as an independent component
Articles assessing chicken essence intake and health outcomes were

within the scope of this review
Articles assessing trends in poultry purchase correlated with trends in health

outcomes. These were excluded because poultry purchasing is not
synonymous with poultry consumption

Articles assessing “white meat” intake without defining “white meat”
Articles with a definition of white meat that included rabbit or other

nonpoultry meats in the definition
Articles that could not be accessed after contacting the authors

articles pertaining to general and specific health outcomes,
stratified by study design.

Results
Information extracted from each article, including author
names, publication date, PubMed ID number, and all
predetermined data (see Table 2), is provided in an Excel file
in Supplemental Table 2. Five hundred twenty-five articles

met the inclusion criteria (Figure 1). Most articles (83.0%)
assessed poultry intake and health outcomes in adults and
older populations. Three percent were conducted in children,
adolescents, and adults, 8% were conducted in children or
adolescents, and 5% did not report the age of participants.
The types of article designs and general health outcomes
of the included articles are presented in Table 3. Of the
525 included articles, 70% of OBSs, 12% were RCTs, 7%

Table 2 Data extracted from the articles that met the inclusion criteria for this scoping review on poultry intake and human health
outcomes1

Data extracted Selections designated a priori to data extraction

Author N/A
Journal of publication N/A
Year of publication N/A
Geographical location of research North America, South America, Europe, Eastern Asia, Western Asia, Africa, and/or Australia/New

Zealand, or not reported
General health outcome Body composition, CVD, T2DM, cancer, and or/other, or not reported
Specific health outcome N/A
Purpose statement as reported by

authors at the end of the introduction
N/A

Article design Observational case-control, observational nested case-control, observational cohort, observational
cross-sectional, acute feeding RCT, chronic feeding RCT, narrative or literature review, systematic
review, meta-analysis without a systematic search (including data pooled from multiple articles),
or meta-analysis with systematic search

Age of participants Children, adults, and/or older adults (≥50 years of age), or not reported
Sex of participants Male, female, both, or not reported
Race of participants White, Asian, Black/African American, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian/other Pacific

Islander, not reported
Ethnicity of participants Hispanic/Latino, not Hispanic/Latino, not reported
Health status of participants Healthy, cancer, heart disease, brain disorders (including mental illness as well as cognitive health

problems), diabetic, and/or other, or not reported
BMI status of participants Underweight, normal weight, overweight, and/or obese, or not reported

Note: If the included range of BMIs of the population was not reported, the average BMI of the
population was extracted

Poultry intake as an a priori independent
variable or not

Yes, no

Description of type of poultry Poultry, chicken, turkey, and/or other, or not reported
Description of cooking method Baked, grilled, barbecued, fried, and/or other, or not reported
Skin on poultry Yes, no, or not reported
Comments Indicated whether processed poultry was assessed, other relevant comments

1Data were extracted in Microsoft Excel using predetermined selections for each category unless otherwise noted as N/A. N/A designates that data were extracted without
preset options. CVD, cardiovascular disease; RCT, randomized controlled trial; T2DM, type 2 diabetes mellitus.
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Records identified from:
Databases (n = 19,286)

PubMed (n = 8,320)
Scopus (n = 7,686)
Cochrane Library (n = 1,009)
CINAHL (n = 2,271)

Registers (n = 0)

Records removed before screening:
Duplicate records removed (n = 6,145)
Records marked as ineligible by automation 
tools (n = 0)
Records removed for other reasons (n = 0)

Records screened
(n = 13,141)

Records excluded
(n = 11,643)

Reports sought for retrieval
(n = 1,498)

Reports not retrieved
(n = 0)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n = 1,498)

Reports excluded
(n = 973)

Studies included in review
(n = 525)
Reports of included studies
(n = 0)

Identification of studies via databases and registers
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Figure 1 Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses flow diagram for this systematically searched scoping
review assessing effects of poultry consumption on all facets of human health.

were narrative reviews/literature reviews (NR/LRs), 4% were
other, 3% included both systematic reviews with meta-
analysis (SR/MAs), 3% were meta-analyses, and 1% were
systematic reviews.

Body composition
Forty-two articles contained assessments of relations be-
tween poultry intake and body composition indexes. The
specific outcomes for body composition were primarily
BMI and various anthropometric measurements. Ten articles
contained measures of skeletal muscle and/or bone. Thirty-
two articles were OBS (5 case-control, 8 cohort, 19 cross-
sectional) in design. Eight articles were chronic feeding
RCTs. One NR/LR described the relation between food

intake and BMI in various Hawaiian ethnic groups. One
meta-analysis examined associations between food and
beverage groups and a myriad of health outcomes, including
overweight and obesity.

Cancer morbidity and mortality
Two hundred twelve articles contained information on
relations between poultry intake and cancer morbidity and
mortality. All primary literature articles (n = 164) were
OBS, conducted exclusively in adult and older populations.
The majority (56.6%) were case-control in design (n = 94),
with 7 nested case-control, 56 cohort, and 9 cross-sectional
articles. Table 4 presents the number of primary articles
identified by cancer subtype.
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Table 3 The included articles as designated by experimental design and health outcomes from studies with humans of all ages1

Health outcomes

Experimental design
Body

composition
Cancer morbid-

ity/mortality
CVD risk
factors

CVD morbid-
ity/mortality

Diabetes risk
factors

Diabetes mor-
bidity/mortality Other

Total articles 42 212 52 41 33 32 181
OBS 32 164 27 31 16 25 111

Case-control 5 93 0 4 0 1 19
Nested case-control 0 7 1 2 0 1 1
Cohort 8 56 12 20 6 18 37
Cross-sectional 19 8 14 5 10 5 54

RCTs 8 0 18 0 13 0 37
Acute feeding 0 0 1 0 8 0 15
Chronic feeding 8 0 17 0 5 0 22

NR/LRs 1 18 4 8 2 5 13
SRs 0 4 0 0 0 1 1
MAs 1 13 0 1 0 1 0
SR/MAs 0 10 3 1 2 0 3
Other 0 3 0 0 0 0 16

1CVD, cardiovascular disease; MA, meta-analysis; NR/LR, narrative review/literature review; OBS, observational study; RCT, randomized controlled trial; SR, systematic review;
SR/MA, systematic review with meta-analysis.

Colorectal cancer was the most studied cancer subtype.
One systematic review conducted in 2000 (6) qualitatively
assessed poultry consumption and colorectal cancer. Three
meta-analyses were conducted—in 2009 (7), 2013 (8), and
2015 (9)—assessing poultry intake and colorectal cancer
morbidity and/or mortality. Three SR/MAs have been per-
formed, with the most recent in 2017 (10).

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses have been con-
ducted for several other cancer subtypes: endometrial cancer
[2007 (11)], ovarian cancer [2010 (12)], esophageal cancer
[2013 (13) and 2014 (14)], hematological cancers [2019
(15)], breast cancer [2016 (16)], and lung cancer [2012
(17)]. Meta-analyses exist for non-Hodgkin lymphoma [2006
(18)], renal cancer [2007 (19)], prostate cancer [2016 (20)],
esophageal cancer [2016 (21)], brain cancer [2019 (22)], pan-
creatic cancer [2012 (23)], and total cancer mortality [2018
(24)]. Systematic reviews were conducted assessing poultry
intake and esophageal cancer [2018 (25)] and prostate

cancer [2014 (26)]. A 2016 (27) systematic review critically
evaluated existing meta-analyses examining the relation
between meat consumption (including poultry) and cancer
risk.

Cardiovascular disease risk factors
Fifty-two articles contained information on relations
between poultry intake and cardiovascular disease
(CVD) risk factors. Notable risk factors assessed were
hypertension, metabolic syndrome, body composition, and
lipid profiles, among others. There were 27 OBS. There
was 1 acute feeding RCT assessing plasma homocysteine
concentrations and vascular endothelial function after
the consumption of sources of dietary protein, including
chicken. Seventeen chronic feeding RCTs were identified,
assessing fatty acid profiles, lipid concentrations, and
BMI, among other outcomes. A meta-analysis of RCTs
examining CVD risk factors was conducted in 2019 (28).

Table 4 Primary research articles categorized by cancer subtype assessed for this scoping review on
poultry intake and human health outcomes

Cancer subtype Number of articles Cancer subtype Number of articles

Colorectal 40 Lymphoma 2
Breast 29 Rectal 2
Prostate 11 Non-Hodgkin lymphoma 2
Pancreatic 10 Thyroid 2
Colon 9 Oral 2
Esophageal 9 Ovarian 2
Lung 9 Squamous cell carcinoma 1
Gastric 7 Unilateral retinoblastoma 1
Bladder 6 Upper-aerodigestive 1
Endometrial 4 Biliary tract 1
Leukemia 4 Brain 1
Liver 3 Head and neck 1
Renal 3 Hypopharyngeal 1
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Systematically searched meta-analyses were performed
assessing associations between meat consumption and
metabolic syndrome [2018 (29)] and hypertension [2018
(30)].

CVD morbidity and mortality
Forty-one articles contained information on relations be-
tween poultry intake and CVD morbidity and mortality.
Thirty-one OBS articles (4 case-control, 2 nested case-
control, 20 cohort, and 5 cross-sectional) assessed the impact
of poultry consumption on risk of stroke, heart failure,
acute myocardial infarction, ischemic heart disease, and
coronary heart disease, among others. The majority were
OBS cohort designs. Eight NR/LRs were identified pertaining
to poultry intake and CVD outcomes. A 2018 (31) meta-
analysis assessed the relation between poultry intake and
stroke.

Diabetes risk factors
Thirty-three articles contained information on relations
between poultry intake and diabetes risk factors. Sixteen
OBS articles were identified, 6 cohort and 10 cross-sectional
in design. OBS articles assessed BMI, plasma or serum C-
reactive protein concentrations, and advanced glycation end-
product concentrations. Five chronic feeding RCTs were
identified, assessing effects of diets containing poultry on
risk factors such as blood pressure and lipid profiles. The
8 identified acute feeding RCTs measured glycemic and
insulinemic responses to various foods, including poultry.

Diabetes morbidity and mortality
Thirty-two articles contained information on relations be-
tween poultry intake and diabetes morbidity and mortality.
The 25 primary articles were all OBS in design (1 case-
control, 18 cohort, 5 cross-sectional, and 1 nested case-
control). Twenty-two articles examined type 2 diabetes
mellitus (T2DM), and 3 assessed gestational diabetes. Four
NR/LRs assessed the link between various food groups and
T2DM, and 1 assessed high-protein diets and diabetic kidney
disease. A 2012 (32) systematic review assessed food groups
and the management of diabetes. A 2019 (33) dose–response
meta-analysis of prospective articles examined the relation
between dietary protein intake and diabetic morbidity but
did not assess poultry as an independent variable.

Other health outcomes
The Other category contained 181 articles. The health
outcomes examined in these articles included nutrient status,
psychological well-being/mental health, cognitive outcomes,
microbiome outcomes, chronic kidney disease, nonalcoholic
fatty liver disease, skin disorders, and fertility, among others.
Fifteen acute feeding RCTs were in this category, assessing
appetite and satiety, mood, and renal hemodynamics, among
others. Twenty-one chronic feeding RCTs were identified,
covering a broad range of health outcomes including cog-
nitive function, microbiome, and nutrient status. Sixteen
articles were classified as “other” in design, because they

did not fit the criteria for the other article design types.
These 16 articles were case articles or a summary of medical
treatments. Seven articles assessed poultry intake and food
protein–induced enterocolitis syndrome in infants. Thirteen
NR/LRs were identified. Three examined the link between
poultry consumption and food protein–induced enterocolitis
syndrome, and 2 assessed fertility (both male and female).
The other NR/LRs assessed the relation between poultry
consumption and BMI, nonalcoholic fatty liver disease,
chronic kidney disease, general health status, diabetic kidney
disease, diverticulitis, and health burden. Three SR/MAs
exist for chicken essence intake and cognitive function. One
systematic review was conducted assessing components of
diet and male fertility.

Poultry as an a priori independent variable
Of the 366 OBSs identified, 24% did not specify poultry
intake as an a priori variable of interest.

Assessments of processed poultry and health outcomes
Four OBS articles (of 366) assessed the influence of processed
poultry on health outcomes. These do not include articles
with a definition of poultry that might have included
processed poultry in the assessment of poultry and health
outcomes. Of 64 identified RCTs assessing poultry intake
and health outcomes, zero included assessments of processed
poultry intake.

Reporting of cooking methods
Of the 366 identified OBS articles, 52 reported on cooking
methods of the poultry. Fifty-five percent of RCT articles did
not report on cooking methods for poultry used in trials. Of
the 64 RCT articles, the proportion assessing chicken essence
(a chicken-based beverage) was 14% and 86% for poultry
meat and poultry products.

Discussion
To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first scoping review
to systematically search for and chronicle published liter-
ature pertinent to poultry intake and all facets of human
health. This scoping review followed a rigorous process and
conducted the search and review according to PRISMA-ScR
guidelines. By gathering searchable literature, this review
identifies areas where poultry research is apparently lacking
and where current knowledge gaps exist. The majority of
human nutrition and health research does not specifically
focus on chicken, but more broadly on poultry. Importantly,
a paucity of research exists to support poultry as a health-
promoting food, with most existing research indirectly
assessing poultry intake compared with other foods of
interest (e.g., red meats or plant-based protein foods). The
influences of processed poultry on human health require
investigation. The current literature review found no RCTs
assessing processed poultry intake and human health out-
comes. In addition, cooking methods of poultry should be
reported in both RCTs and OBS to understand the role of
poultry more completely in human health outcomes. This
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review also provides recommendations for potential areas
of future research that would help elucidate the effects of
consuming poultry on human health outcomes, such as body
composition, CVD, diabetes, and cancer. Given the high
rates of poultry consumption, with poultry being the most
consumed animal meat in the United States (3) and globally
(4), the scientific community and the public would benefit
from the establishment of strong, sustained, research-based
initiatives to address cutting-edge scientific, public policy,
and consumer topics.

Poultry products can be purchased as fresh unprocessed
cuts (no preservation techniques other than refrigeration
or freezing) (34) or as processed items (preserved by
smoking, curing, salting, and/or the addition of chemical
preservatives) (1). As such, processed poultry differs from
fresh poultry in sodium content, preservative addition, and
sometimes macronutrient composition if fats and carbohy-
drates are added (35). For example, the sodium and nitrate
content of processed meats can be ≤400% and ≤50% higher,
respectively, compared with unprocessed meats. These are
important considerations. The higher sodium content in
processed meats is attributable to more than two-thirds
of the associations shown between processed meats and
CVD, due to higher blood pressure (36, 37). Nitrates can
result in endothelial cell dysfunction, thereby increasing
coagulation, inflammatory cytokines, reactive oxygen species
(38), and insulin resistance (39). Accumulating evidence
shows associations and the potential for processed meat to
be detrimental for human health-related outcomes, such as
obesity, CVD, T2DM, and some cancers (1, 40–44).

In 2015, the International Agency for Research on
Cancer advised that processed meat should be considered
“carcinogenic to humans.” However, typically, studies assess
“processed meat” as a total of all types of meats that have
been processed or specify “processed red meat”; only 1% of
OBS articles identified assessed relations between processed
poultry consumption and human health-related parameters.
This is likely attributable to the extensive use of FFQs in
OBS (45), and assessment of broad food categories (46). As
such, the vast majority of published OBS lack the granularity
(46) to distinguish between processed and unprocessed
poultry intakes. The apparent lack of granularity also occurs
because information on commonly consumed animal muscle
food products does not indicate the degree and method of
processing, but is more broadly categorized as processed
and unprocessed (46). This lack of specification of degree
of processing or preservation method might contribute to
unclear or erroneous conclusions regarding poultry con-
sumption and human health (37, 47). It is recommended that
commonly consumed animal muscle foods be differentiated
by degree and type of preservation method (40, 48).

Importantly, broad and inconsistent classifications of
animal muscle foods exist in scientific literature, including
differences between and within observational and exper-
imental studies, and food categories and descriptions are
often inconsistent with regulatory definitions (46, 48). For
example, some studies classified “white meat” as including

poultry and fish, and/or rabbit. Rabbit meat, which is
defined as a red meat, is commonly included as poultry
due to similarities in nutrient profiles (49, 50). These broad
and inconsistent classifications make it problematic when
trying to determine the influence of such foods on health
outcomes. The commonly used classification of “white meat”
that includes fatty fish, lean fish, and poultry, can lead to
erroneous results such as the cardioprotective benefits of fatty
fish being attributed to lean fish and poultry products also, or
that the inclusion of fatty fish does not have a cardioprotective
benefit. Updated guidelines on muscle food categorization
and definitions, including poultry products, are needed to
support human health research (46, 48).

Cooking methods were inconsistently reported in both
RCTs and OBS articles. Fifty-one percent of RCTs did
not provide information regarding cooking methods of the
poultry consumed by participants. Moreover, only 14% of
OBS articles provided any information regarding the cooking
methods of poultry in their assessments. Cooking method
is an important consideration, because meats cooked at a
high temperature associate with adverse health outcomes,
such as CVD and T2DM, and most notably cancer. High-
heat cooking methods promote the formation of advanced
glycation end-products, which are linked to an increased
risk of cardiometabolic complications (39, 51, 52). Thus, it is
important to consider cooking method when assessing health
effects of consuming poultry.

We are mindful that this scoping review only contains
English language literature, and given the ubiquitous con-
sumption of poultry worldwide there could be additional
research published in non-English languages. As stated, the
purpose of this scoping review was to chronicle literature
regarding poultry intake and human health outcomes, and
therefore this review does not present the article results, nor
does it assess the quality of included literature.

Future research recommendations
Based on the available evidence and results from this compre-
hensive systematically searched scoping review pertaining to
poultry intake and all facets of human health, the following
suggestions can be considered for future research:

1) Chronic feeding RCTs are warranted assessing
unprocessed compared with processed poultry
products or vegetarian sources of protein, in-
cluding processed plant-based poultry alternatives,
on cardiometabolic health outcomes in humans
across the life course.
Rationale: Zero RCTs were identified that as-
sessed the relations between processed compared
with unprocessed poultry products or vegetarian
sources, including processed plant-based poultry
alternatives, on cardiometabolic health outcomes
in humans with poultry as the a priori food
of interest. The lower sodium content, as well
as potentially lower fat, carbohydrate, and en-
ergy contents, of fresh compared with processed
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poultry could have health-promoting effects on
cardiometabolic disease risk factors. Given the
current scientific and consumer interest in plant-
based meat alternatives, this type of research is
needed to assess the relative influence of consum-
ing these animal-based compared with plant-based
foods on health.

2) OBS are warranted assessing poultry as an a pri-
ori independent variable of interest, along with
processed poultry products and poultry cooking
methods on human health outcomes.
Rationale: Of the 373 OBS articles identified, 24.2%
did not specify poultry as an a priori independent
variable of interest. Only 1% of OBS articles
included an assessment of the relation between
processed poultry and a human health outcome.
This is important to note, because different pro-
cessing methods can influence both macronutrient
content (especially protein and fat contents) as
well as micronutrient content (especially sodium
content). In addition, only 14% of OBS articles re-
ported the cooking method of poultry consumed.
This is important information when considering
poultry consumption, because the cooking method
of poultry influences the formation of chemical
byproducts linked to adverse health outcomes.

3) The scientific community and poultry stakeholders
could benefit from systematic reviews on several
health outcomes, including body composition,
and CVD and T2DM-related morbidities and
mortality.
Rationale: The relation between poultry consump-
tion and body composition assessed in primary
literature (19 OBS articles with poultry as an a pri-
ori independent variable examine the relation be-
tween poultry intake and BMI, overweight/obesity,
and/or other anthropometric measurements in
adult populations, as well as 5 RCTs) has not
been systematically reviewed. This scoping review
found 31 OBS articles for CVD morbidities and
mortalities. A systematic review assessing the
impact of poultry intake on CVD morbidity and
mortality is notably absent; there is a meta-analysis
and an SR/MA assessing poultry intake and stroke,
but not for other CVD outcomes. Four OBS articles
assess poultry intake and risk of acute myocardial
infarction, 3 assess coronary heart disease, and
8 assess CVD mortality (all of which identify
poultry consumption as an a priori independent
variable). A systematic review of the relations
between poultry intake and T2DM morbidity and
mortality is merited. A 2019 meta-analysis exam-
ined only prospective articles and did not isolate
poultry as an independent variable. Additionally,
SR/MAs exist for hypertension and metabolic
syndrome, but a systematic review including all
T2DM risk factors does not exist. There are 7 acute

feeding RCTs assessing glycemic and insulinemic
responses to meals including poultry as well as 5
chronic feeding RCTs assessing the role of poultry
in other diabetic risk factors; these could be used
alongside OBS articles examining T2DM incidence
using the Bradford Hill causality model to assess
a causal role of poultry intake in development of
T2DM.

Conclusions
The prominence of poultry, especially chicken, as protein-
rich foods consumed in the United States and globally,
underscores the importance of knowing how it relates to
and affects human health. The main intention of this article
was to provide a scoping review to inform poultry industry
stakeholders, nutrition and health scientists and clinicians,
and policymakers about the scientific literature available,
and knowledge gaps requiring research attention. Main
findings from this project were: 1) historically, little research,
especially randomized diet-controlled feeding trials, has
been conducted to understand associations between and
effects of consuming poultry products on human health;
2) the majority of research is from OBS assessing relations
between poultry intake and risks of morbidity and mortality
from various types of cancer; 3) a paucity of research
exists to support chicken as a health-promoting food in
children; and 4) research taking into account poultry product
processing and cooking methods is needed. Hopefully, the
limitations and gaps in scientific evidence regarding poultry
consumption and health chronicled in this scoping review
will spur new research.
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