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Who Profits Who Pays 
Mars Petcare and the socialisation of harm 

Tom Lonsdale  |  The Pet Food Con  |  Evidence reviewed to 12 September 2026 

Mars is a private, family-owned enterprise. In 2026 it described the enlarged business as having annual 
sales of about US$65 billion. Its Petcare division says that more than 100,000 associates work across 
nutrition, veterinary health, diagnostics and technology, and that its veterinary network treats more than 
35 million animals each year in approximately 3,000 clinics. [1][2] 

That scale brings responsibility. Mars has not merely placed pet food on supermarket shelves. For 
decades it has helped promote pet ownership, investigate the emotional meaning of pets, supply public 
advice, influence professional institutions and cultivate political permission. It now participates on both 
sides of the clinical counter: selling industrial diets and owning a vast veterinary and diagnostic network. 

The profits are collected and counted within the enterprise. Many costs appear somewhere else: in 
animals' mouths and bodies; in household expenditure and grief; in hospital wards treating dog attacks; 
in overburdened shelters and council budgets; in the morale of veterinarians; and in land, water, 
emissions, packaging and waste. Because these losses arise in different places, they are easily treated 
as unrelated misfortunes. This article reconstructs the missing account. 

It does not claim that every downstream harm has already been proved in law against Mars or individual 
family members. It asks a prior public-interest question: how much of this system did Mars create, 
enlarge, legitimise or profit from, what harms were foreseeable, what was investigated, and what was 
kept outside the company's celebrated account of the benefits of pets? 

The missing account 

The Petcare Information and Advisory Service, or PIAS, said that it was established in Australia in 1966 
with Mars funding. Its work extended well beyond answering questions about pet food. It commissioned 
research, promoted pet acquisition and responsible ownership, supplied newspapers and broadcasters, 
developed public information systems and helped fund the school programme later adopted nationally 
by the Australian Veterinary Association. [3][4] 

This was market creation presented as public service. The benefits were made visible and memorable: 
companionship, childhood development, social connection, exercise and emotional wellbeing. Mars 
continues that tradition through large international studies of the human-animal bond and campaigns 
that frame pets as contributors to mental health. [5] 

The harms were not gathered into the same ledger. Animal disease was divided among veterinary 
specialties. Dog attacks belonged to hospitals and councils. Abandonment belonged to pounds and 
charities. Veterinary despair became a workforce problem. Packaging and emissions became 
environmental policy. Consumer loss was treated as a succession of private transactions. Once divided 
in this way, the costs ceased to challenge the system that generated them. 

The profit and loss ledger 

A proper account compares the commercial return with the costs transferred beyond the enterprise. 
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System activity Benefit retained by Mars Costs carried by others 

Pet acquisition A larger and repeatedly renewed market for 
food, services and medicines 

Bites, nuisance, surrender, sheltering, 
euthanasia and household expense 

Industrial feeding Recurring sales of branded diets 
throughout an animal's life 

Pain, disease, treatment costs and grief where 
products or advice fail 

Veterinary integration Revenue from clinics, diagnostics and 
therapeutic products 

Professional conflicts, client pressure, 
workforce strain and possible moral injury 

Public narrative Trust, social licence and resistance to 
adverse scrutiny 

Independent research and public debate 
displaced by sponsored information 

Political access Favourable policy relationships, grants and 
regulatory influence 

Taxpayer expenditure and weakened negative 
feedback where oversight becomes deferential 

Physical production Scale, efficiency and private capital growth Land, water, emissions, packaging, transport 
and waste 

Animal suffering is the first liability 

The first entry in the account is not financial. It is the preventable suffering of animals encouraged into 
human homes and then fed according to an industrial formula. The Pet Food Con case is that biologically 
inappropriate, pulverised diets fail to provide the cleansing and conditioning functions of natural food, 
trigger periodontal disease and contribute through chronic oral infection and immune disturbance to 
disease elsewhere in the body. The Cybernetic Hypothesis of Periodontal Disease, first advanced in 
1992, describes the non-linear feedback connecting diet, dental plaque, damaged tissues, microbial 
change and systemic disease. [6][7] 

Mars is entitled to contest that case. It is not entitled to have the case disappear. The appropriate 
response from a company claiming scientific authority would have been sustained, independent and 
transparent investigation. That investigation should have included the prevalence and severity of oral 
disease under different feeding regimes; the systemic consequences of chronic periodontal infection; 
the lifetime burden of veterinary treatment; and the capacity of whole raw meaty bones and other 
biologically appropriate foods to prevent disease. 

The moral issue becomes acute because Mars combined food manufacture with research, public 
information and professional influence. It now owns veterinary and diagnostic businesses on an 
extraordinary scale. That does not prove that any particular diagnosis or treatment was corrupt. It 
creates a structural question that cannot be answered by corporate assurances: did the system reward 
prevention of diet-induced disease, or did it reward the continuing sale and treatment of disease within 
the same commercial ecosystem? 

Legal responsibility would require closer proof. Investigators would need to identify the product, 
representation, scientific knowledge, responsible company, injured animal and causal pathway. But the 
absence of a completed legal case is not evidence that the suffering is acceptable. It may instead show 
how effectively mass, distributed injury escapes laws designed around isolated incidents. 
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The consumer account 

Pet owners were not purchasing calories alone. They were purchasing reassurance. Labels, 
advertisements, veterinary recommendations and institutional advice conveyed that industrial products 
were complete, balanced, scientific and conducive to health. If material risks were known, suspected or 
deliberately left unexamined, those assurances demand legal scrutiny. 

Australian Consumer Law prohibits misleading or deceptive conduct and false representations. Goods 
must also satisfy consumer guarantees, including acceptable quality and fitness for disclosed purposes. 
Consumers can seek compensation for foreseeable loss caused by defective or unsafe goods. [8][9] 

The strongest legal investigation would therefore assemble exact historical claims and compare them 
with the knowledge held at the same date. It would ask who approved the words, which studies were 
available, which qualifications were omitted, whether contrary findings were circulated internally, and 
how veterinary endorsement affected an ordinary purchaser. It would then connect those 
representations to purchases, disease and expenditure. 

The claimed benefits of pet ownership do not excuse misleading product claims. Companionship cannot 
convert a false representation into a true one. A pleasant relationship with an animal does not cancel the 
animal's pain or the owner's financial loss. Benefits and harms must both be measured; they cannot be 
netted off by corporate declaration. 

The dog bite account 

In 2024-25, Australian hospitals recorded 9,920 admissions caused by dog bites, a rate of 36.2 per 
100,000 people. The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare reports that dog-bite hospitalisations 
have risen steadily over the past decade. [10] Behind those figures are damaged faces and hands, 
frightened children, reconstructive surgery, lost work, insurance claims and sometimes death. 

Mars did not breed, train or supervise every biting dog. It would be unsound to attribute each attack to a 
food manufacturer. But PIAS and allied programmes did help normalise pet acquisition and close 
cohabitation between children and modified wolves. A corporation that promotes the benefits of placing 
dogs in family homes assumes a moral obligation to count the injuries as well as the companionship. 

"What price canned dog food?" 
Raw Meaty Bones, 2001, page 255 

That question followed an account of a 1998 children's hospital injury-prevention symposium at which 
Petcare and pet-food-sponsored interests appeared alongside bite-prevention experts. Raw Meaty 
Bones also recorded a 1986 Waltham symposium presentation by animal behaviourist Roger Mugford 
concerning aggressive Golden Retrievers whose behaviour reportedly improved after commercial food 
was replaced by home-cooked meals. [6] 

Those historical reports justify investigation, not a concluded claim that Mars food caused the dog-bite 
crisis. The outstanding records matter: the Waltham paper and data; subsequent diet-behaviour 
research; PIAS files on aggression and bite prevention; correspondence with paediatric surgeons, 
behaviourists and councils; and any corporate assessment of whether pet-population growth increased 
community risk. 

The present attribution is therefore graduated. Mars's promotion of pet ownership is documented. The 
inference that a larger dog population increases human exposure is reasonable. The claim that 
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particular Mars diets caused a material proportion of attacks remains unproved. If internal records show 
knowledge of a diet-aggression risk followed by public minimisation or silence, the legal position would 
change materially. 

The veterinary mental health account 

The Australian Veterinary Association acknowledges that veterinarians experience higher levels of 
distress, anxiety, depression and burnout than the general public. It identifies demanding work, poor 
support, client pressure and other workplace conditions as threats to wellbeing and patient care. [11] 

"We get depressed when pets with chronic diseases return time and time again." 
Multi-Billion-Dollar Pet Food Fraud, 2023, page 285 

That earlier observation points to a neglected research question. What happens to clinicians required to 
manage an endless stream of itchy dogs, diseased mouths, recurrent bowel disorders, obesity, arthritis 
and chronic metabolic illness while the profession refuses to examine whether its dominant feeding 
advice triggers part of the caseload? Repeated therapeutic failure can produce frustration, self-doubt 
and moral distress. It may also turn potentially satisfying preventive work into repetitive crisis 
management. 

This is a serious hypothesis, not proof that Mars caused veterinary suicide. A credible investigation 
would compare mental-health outcomes with practice ownership, staffing, consultation time, caseload, 
treatment targets, product-selling expectations, professional autonomy, preventive success and 
exposure to chronic disease. It would ask veterinarians whether conflict between commercial practice 
and animal welfare contributes to their distress. 

Within Mars-owned veterinary businesses, the legal connection is more direct. Mars says that 
approximately 70,000 veterinary-health associates work in about 3,000 clinics. Employers must identify 
and control psychosocial hazards, and corporate officers must exercise due diligence to ensure that 
health and safety duties are met. [2][12][13] Internal workload data, staff surveys, complaints, turnover, 
sickness absence and responses to warnings would therefore be highly relevant. 

The industry's usual answer is to provide resilience training, counselling and crisis support. Those 
services may help individuals, but they do not answer whether the commercial and clinical system 
manufactures part of the distress. Treating the worker while leaving the work design untouched is 
another failure of negative feedback. 

The shelter and public account 

Every campaign encouraging pet acquisition creates obligations extending beyond the day of purchase 
or adoption. Animals become inconvenient, unaffordable, aggressive, chronically sick or incompatible 
with changing households. Some are surrendered. Others are abandoned, impounded or euthanased. 
Councils, charities, volunteers and taxpayers inherit the consequences. 

PIAS promoted responsible ownership, but responsibility cannot be assessed only by distributing advice 
after increasing demand. The proper measure is the whole population pathway: acquisition, lifetime 
care, illness, behaviour, relinquishment, rehoming and death. It should also include the animals never 
acquired because prospective owners received balanced advice about costs and risks. 
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At present, attributing shelter expenditure or euthanasia legally to Mars would be difficult. Owner 
decisions, housing rules, breeding, poverty and local policy intervene. The moral and policy attribution is 
nevertheless substantial if corporate programmes encouraged pet acquisition without publishing a full 
account of predictable failure and disposal. The PetNet archive may reveal what PIAS knew about 
surrender, unwanted animals and the limits of responsible-ownership messaging. 

The environmental account 

The pet economy consumes agricultural commodities, meat and fish, energy, water, metals, plastics, 
transport, pharmaceuticals and clinical resources. It produces emissions, packaging, biological waste 
and chemical residues. Peer-reviewed lifecycle studies confirm that dog and cat diets impose material 
burdens through greenhouse-gas emissions, land use, freshwater abstraction, acidification and 
eutrophication. The results vary greatly according to ingredients, product form and methodology. 
[14][15] 

Mars reports reductions in its full value-chain greenhouse-gas emissions and a goal of net zero by 2050. 
Its 2025 reporting says that emissions had fallen 16.9 per cent from the 2015 baseline while the 
company grew by about 75 per cent. [16] Those reductions are relevant and should be acknowledged. 
They do not constitute a complete environmental account of the pet-owning system Mars helped 
expand. 

Nor should the issue be reduced to a crude contest in which dry kibble is declared environmentally 
virtuous because it produces fewer measured emissions than some wet or meat-rich diets. A sound 
assessment must include biological appropriateness, animal health, food quantity, use of low-demand 
carcass components, competing human uses, longevity, packaging, veterinary interventions and waste. 
A low-carbon product that triggers additional disease is not sustainable merely because the illness 
appears in another ledger. 

Public subsidy sharpens the accounting question. In 2024 the Australian Renewable Energy Agency 
announced up to A$17.2 million for a solar-thermal project serving the Mars Wodonga pet-food factory. 
The project may produce genuine public climate benefits. The grant is not evidence of misconduct. It 
does show the asymmetry: taxpayers help finance environmental improvement while the economic 
return from expanded production remains private. [17] 

Environmental claims are also representations to consumers. The Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission warns that a claim, or the omission of qualifying information, may be 
greenwashing if it makes a product or business appear less harmful than it is. [18] Mars's sustainability 
statements should therefore be tested against complete boundaries, baselines, offsets, product growth 
and the environmental consequences of the wider system. 

The benefits defence 

Mars and its associated organisations have invested heavily in the proposition that pets benefit people. 
Some benefits are real. Animals provide affection, routine, exercise and companionship. The problem 
lies in converting selected benefits into a licence for unlimited promotion while leaving the costs 
fragmented and uncounted. 

Mars's current pet-wellbeing programme describes decades of human-animal interaction research, a 
35,000-person research programme and a survey of more than 30,000 pet owners. [5] That 
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demonstrates scientific capacity. It also makes the missing comparison harder to explain. Where is the 
equivalent long-term programme integrating animal disease, bite injuries, abandonment, veterinary 
distress, household loss and environmental costs? 

A defensible benefit-harm comparison would require independent governance, preregistered methods, 
publication of negative results and access to underlying data. It would compare households with and 
without pets, different species and numbers of animals, different feeding systems, and the full life of the 
animal. It would count benefits and harms in the same population and over the same period. 

Until that work exists, the claim that benefits outweigh harms remains advocacy. It does not satisfy the 
rules of consumer protection, animal welfare, workplace safety or environmental law. Each regime asks 
whether a particular duty was breached. None gives a multinational corporation a general exemption 
because pet ownership sometimes makes people happy. 

What can be attributed to Mars 

The current record supports four different levels of attribution. They must not be confused. 

Documented corporate conduct. Mars funded PIAS; promotes pet ownership and human-animal 
attachment; manufactures and markets pet food; operates scientific programmes; participates in public 
policy and trade associations; owns veterinary and diagnostic businesses; and publishes environmental 
claims. These matters can be stated as facts, subject to the scope and date of each source. 
[2][3][4][5][19] 

Systemic contribution. It is a strong inference that fifty years of pet-ownership promotion, professional 
integration and repeated reassurance helped enlarge the market and normalise industrial feeding. It is 
also reasonable to infer that Mars acquired economic and political benefit from being perceived as a 
scientific authority and responsible corporate citizen. 

Downstream causation. It has not yet been established that Mars legally caused every diseased animal, 
dog attack, abandoned pet, distressed veterinarian or tonne of environmental damage. These harms 
have multiple causes. A legal case must identify the defendant, act or omission, duty, knowledge, causal 
pathway and recoverable loss. 

Family responsibility. Mars is proudly family-owned and the family ultimately benefits from the growth of 
the enterprise. Ownership and benefit support the moral and political case for accountability. They do 
not, without more, establish personal civil or criminal liability. A company is ordinarily a legal entity 
separate from its owners. Personal liability would require evidence of participation, authorisation, 
knowing involvement, control or another recognised legal basis. [1][20] 

This distinction does not provide a moral escape. A private family cannot advertise the advantages of 
generational control and long-term freedom, then insist that the family's stewardship is irrelevant when 
the long-term harms are examined. It does mean that public accusations should name individual family 
members only where documents establish their decisions and knowledge. 

The legal fault lines 

Consumer law offers the clearest immediate route. Exact health, nutrition, dental, safety and 
sustainability representations can be tested against contemporaneous knowledge. The crucial evidence 
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will be product claims, commissioning briefs, adverse findings, internal reviews, legal advice and 
decisions about qualification or disclosure. 

Product liability and negligence may apply where a product was defective, unsafe or supplied without 
adequate warning and the defect caused loss. These claims require product-specific veterinary and 
epidemiological evidence. Australian negligence law also requires factual causation and an appropriate 
scope of liability; contribution to a culture is not enough by itself. [8][21] 

Animal-cruelty laws express the correct moral concern but may fit the commercial system poorly. In 
New South Wales the offences apply to persons who commit or authorise cruelty and impose particular 
duties on a person in charge of an animal. Corporations can be prosecuted, but a remote manufacturer 
will argue that the owner, not the manufacturer, controlled the animal. [22] That gap deserves legislative 
attention. 

Work health and safety law provides a more direct route for employees of Mars-controlled veterinary 
businesses. Environmental statutes may apply to particular facilities, emissions, waste or licence 
breaches. Consumer law can apply to misleading environmental claims. Public nuisance or other broad 
civil claims would face difficult questions of standing, causation and remoteness. 

Criminal conspiracy should not be declared as an established fact on the present public record. It 
ordinarily requires proof of an agreement to commit an identifiable offence and the necessary intention. 
Coordinated promotion, shared interests, lobbying and institutional silence can justify investigation, but 
they do not by themselves prove a criminal agreement. The evidence may support allegations of 
systemic misconduct more readily than a concluded accusation against named individuals. 

Regulatory permission is not immunity. A regulator may have accepted an industry standard, failed to 
investigate or relied upon sponsored expertise. None of those facts necessarily answers whether 
representations were misleading, professional duties were breached or material evidence was withheld. 
Regulatory capture, if proved, explains why a harmful system persisted; it does not cleanse the 
underlying conduct. 

The records that would decide the case 

The PetNet recovery gives the investigation a rare opportunity. The archive should be indexed and 
searched for material concerning: 

• dog bites, aggression, dangerous dogs, paediatric injury and household risk 
• pet surrender, abandonment, euthanasia, shelters, pounds and council costs 
• periodontal disease, gingivitis, dental calculus, oral-systemic disease and food form 
• veterinary stress, burnout, suicide, moral distress, workforce retention and practice economics 
• environmental impact, packaging, waste, water, emissions, transport and sustainability 
• commissioned research, unpublished results, research refusals and adverse findings 
• government meetings, public grants, lobbying, trade associations and regulatory submissions 
• governance, Mars reporting lines, budgets, advisers, psychologists and record custody 

The archive is only one part of the required record. A public inquiry should obtain Mars and PIAS board 
papers, research files, correspondence, contracts, public-relations briefs, legal reviews and document-
retention instructions. It should seek the records of the AVA, veterinary schools, regulators, hospitals, 
councils, shelters and government departments that worked with, funded or relied upon the system. 
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The inquiry should not begin by asking whether critics can prove the entire case from outside. Mars and 
the participating institutions hold much of the evidence. The proper question is whether the scale, 
duration and seriousness of the documented programme justify compulsory disclosure. They do. 

The account must be made 

The Mars story is commonly told as a family business success: patient capital, scientific investment, 
loved brands, responsible ownership, regional employment and a better world for pets. That account 
records the assets and omits too many liabilities. 

The moral responsibility is already substantial. Mars helped build demand for pets, industrial feeding 
and professional reassurance. It derived commercial advantage while animals suffered, consumers 
paid, children were bitten, veterinarians struggled, shelters absorbed unwanted animals and the 
environment carried the residue. The precise legal responsibility must be established company by 
company, representation by representation and injury by injury. That disciplined work will make the 
accusation stronger, not weaker. 

The decisive question is no longer whether pets sometimes benefit people. It is whether a private 
enterprise was permitted to count those benefits, capitalise the profits and leave everyone else to carry 
the costs. Until the missing ledger is independently compiled and the underlying records disclosed, 
Mars's claim to be creating a better world for pets remains an assertion made by the principal 
beneficiary of the system. 
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