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ABSTRACT 

 

Background: Diets high in ultra-processed food and beverage products contribute 

significantly to global mortality and morbidity from non-communicable diseases (NCDs). 

Effective responses including regulation are needed to address the commercial drivers which 

promote the consumption of these products, however, attempts to introduce such policies are 

commonly faced with vigorous industry opposition. Drawing primarily on the Policy Dystopia 

Model, a conceptual taxonomy of corporate political activity from tobacco industry research, this 

thesis explores how ultra-processed food industry (UPFI) actors have attempted to block, delay, 

or weaken dietary public health policies at various levels of governance. Specifically, I address 

corporate political activity in the following settings: (1) World Health Organization (WHO) 

policy recommendations for obesity and dietary NCDs, (2) sugar-sweetened beverage taxation in 

WHO European Region Member States, and (3) unhealthy food and beverage advertising 

restrictions across Transport for London 

Methods: First, to map UPFI political activity in the context of the WHO, I conducted 

three separate analyses: a framing analysis of 45 industry responses to five recent WHO 

consultations to explore discursive (argument-based) strategies; a content and verification-

oriented cross-documentary analysis of 26 industry responses to four recent WHO consultations 

to explore how evidence was used; and a qualitative analysis of key informant interviews, 

literature, and internal industry documents to investigate instrumental (action-based) strategies. 

Second, a qualitative survey was conducted with key stakeholders in WHO/Europe Member 

States to collect information on corporate political activity in the context of sugar-sweetened 

beverage taxation. Third, I explored commercial opposition to the Transport for London 

advertising restrictions using consultation documents and correspondence obtained via Freedom 

of Information Act requests. 

Findings: (1) In the context of the WHO, most formal interactions took place via business 

associations that organise a range of UPFI actors, rather than individual corporations, owing to 

the UN agency’s policies on private sector engagement. Discursively, industry actors emphasised 

potential negative effects of regulatory approaches, arguing that the WHO should recommend 

voluntary or partnership approaches instead. Alongside arguments regarding specific policy 

approaches, industry groups positioned themselves as legitimate actors in public health 

policymaking and their participation as a condition for ‘good governance’ in line with the 

Sustainable Development Goals. Although factual claims on NCD policies were made in 18 of 

26 industry consultation responses, only ten referenced any evidence, the majority of which was 

not independent and peer-reviewed. Moreover, we identified three main instrumental strategies 
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used by UPFI actors in attempts to shape WHO policy recommendations: coalition management, 

involvement in policy formulation, and information management. Alongside working through 

business associations, coalition management includes more covert science- and policy-focused 

intermediaries, hiring former WHO staff, and co-opting civil society organisations. Industry 

involvement in policy formulation manifested largely as efforts to gain Member State support for 

industry positions, and participation in formal consultations. Information management involves 

the financing and dissemination of research favourable to commercial interests, alongside the 

undermining of unfavourable evidence.  (2) In all WHO European Region Member States which 

had implemented a sugar-sweetened beverage tax or attempted to do so, key informants reported 

industry pushback, which tended to shift from outright opposition to attempts to weaken the 

policy by raising tax thresholds or exempting certain products. Opposition most commonly 

manifested in the form of direct lobbying and anti-tax campaigns, with the most prominent 

arguments focusing on potential negative economic impacts.  (3) The Transport for London 

advertising restrictions were subject to strong opposition by food and advertising industry actors 

who – directly and via third parties – had significant access to the policy process and officials. 

Discursively, opposition primarily manifested in claims that the policy would fail to have the 

intended public health impact and cause economic harms. 

Conclusions: UPFI political activity resembles that of the tobacco industry, suggesting 

that increased coherence in the way we govern interactions with these actors may be appropriate. 

I further propose that by encouraging a largely uncritical approach to collaboration with the 

private sector, the ideal of multistakeholder governance may undermine urgently needed efforts 

to address dietary NCDs. 
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Chapter 1:  General introduction and 

background 
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1.1 General introduction 

Non-communicable diseases (NCDs) are the leading global cause of mortality, with over 

70% of deaths attributable to illnesses such as cancer, cardiovascular disease, and diabetes (Roth 

et al., 2018). NCDs also have a devastating impact on economies (Bloom, 2011) and their burden 

is disproportionately carried by the most disadvantaged in society (Allen, Cobiac and Townsend, 

2017; Marmot and Bell, 2019). Preventable risk factors such as tobacco use, the harmful use of 

alcohol, and unhealthy diets contribute significantly to the NCD toll. What these factors have in 

common is that they are commercially driven and the corporations manufacturing the implicated 

products have a significant interest in maintaining high levels of consumption (Moodie et al., 

2013). In this thesis, I will examine how this tension manifests in the context of policymaking 

aimed at addressing obesity and dietary NCDs. 

1.1.1 Obesity and dietary NCDs 

Unhealthy diets in all forms are now the leading cause of NCDs, with an increasing 

number of countries, communities, and individuals experiencing a double burden of 

undernutrition and obesity or dietary NCDs (Afshin et al., 2019; World Health Organization, 

2019). While rates of undernutrition are declining slowly, the global prevalence of obesity has 

been rising rapidly since the early 1980s, starting as a problem of high-income countries but 

spreading ever more in low- and middle-income countries (Swinburn et al., 2019). A high body 

mass index (>25 kg/m2), now the fourth leading global risk factor for mortality, has been linked 

to a range of NCDs such as cardiovascular disease, kidney disease, certain cancers, and type 2 

diabetes (Stanaway et al., 2018). Beyond body weight, diets low in healthy foods such as whole 

grains, fruits, and vegetables, and high in sodium, sugar-sweetened beverages (SSBs), and 

processed red meat were implicated in nearly 11 million deaths in 2017 (Stanaway et al., 2018). 

The causal pathways underlying obesity and related NCDs are complex (Blüher, 2019). 

Although popular discourse often frames obesity as a failure of individual responsibility, the steep 

increase of obesity rates over just a few decades rules out a collective decline of willpower as the 

primary cause (Rodgers et al., 2018). Instead, turning to changes in our broader food environment, 

and the political and economic shifts which have shaped how we govern markets, provides some 

of the answers: in what has been described as “a sign of commercial success, but a market failure” 

(Moodie et al., 2006), rising availability and promotion of more processed foods, alongside 

increasing motorisation, gave rise to an “obesity epidemic” which started in the 1970s in most 

high-income countries (Swinburn et al., 2011). The following section will explore the health 

impacts of ultra-processed products specifically, before I move on to discuss ways of addressing 

dietary NCDs. 
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1.1.1.1 The health impacts of ultra-processing  

Over recent years, the concepts of ultra-processing, and ultra-processed food and 

beverage products (UPFs) as a category, have emerged as an alternative to nutrient-focused 

approaches to describe dietary contributors to ill health. It was first proposed by researchers at 

the University of São Paulo in 2010 (Monteiro et al., 2010), alongside the NOVA system which 

classifies foods and beverages into four categories based on their level of processing (Table 1.1). 

 

Table 1.1 The NOVA system (Monteiro et al., 2019). 

Group name Description Examples 

Group 1: 

Unprocessed/ 

minimally 

processed foods 

Foods which are either unaltered or only altered by 

drying, cooking, grinding, removing inedible parts, 

pasteurising, freezing, or fermentation, with the aim of 

increasing the stability of food or facilitating 

preparation. Group 1 foods do not contain added 

substances. 

Fruits, vegetables, 

and pulses 

(fresh/frozen/dried), 

flours, milk, meat 

(chilled/frozen) 

Group 2: Processed 

culinary ingredients 

Ingredients derived from Group 1 foods or else from 

nature via processes such as refining, pressing, 

centrifuging, mining, or extracting to be used in the 

preparation, seasoning, and cooking of Group 1 foods. 

Vegetable oils, 

butter, sugar, honey, 

salt 

Group 3: Processed 

foods 

Processed foods are made by adding substances from 

Group 2 to Group 1 foods using methods such as 

fermentation, bottling, and canning. They are modified 

versions of Group 1 foods and often consumed as part 

of a meal. 

Tinned fruit and 

vegetables (e.g., in 

brine or syrup), ham, 

bacon, fresh bread 

and cheese 

Group 4: Ultra-

processed foods 

Ultra-processed food and beverage products are 

formulations of ingredients, mostly for exclusive 

industrial use, made by a series of industrial processes 

which often require sophisticated equipment and 

technology, with the crucial characteristic that they 

include ingredients which would never or very rarely be 

used in home cooking. 

Soft drinks, candies, 

packaged snacks, 

ready-to-eat dishes, 

instant soups, infant 

formula 

 

Although it is important to acknowledge that UPFs have a role to play in our food system 

due to their long shelf life and the time and resources required to prepare fresh meals (Adams et 

al., 2020; White et al., 2020), growing evidence links them to obesity and related NCDs “beyond 

reasonable doubt” (Monteiro et al., 2021, p.1) and indicates that concerted action on UPFs is 

overdue. UPF intake is connected to poor diet quality (Louzada et al., 2018; Rauber et al., 2018; 

Machado et al., 2019; Lauria et al., 2021) as well as higher energy intake (Hall et al., 2019), 

obesity (Nardocci et al., 2019; Rauber et al., 2020; Konieczna et al., 2021), and metabolic 

syndrome (Martínez Steele et al., 2019; Lane et al., 2021). UPFs have also been linked to a 

growing range of long-term negative health outcomes such as cardiovascular disease (Srour et al., 
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2019; Juul et al., 2021), diabetes (Srour et al., 2020), some cancers (Fiolet et al., 2018; Lane et 

al., 2021), and overall increased mortality (Blanco-Rojo et al., 2019; Rico-Campà et al., 2019; 

Lane et al., 2021). 

The causal pathways underlying the negative health impacts of UPFs remain unclear, but 

existing evidence suggests that they extend beyond nutritional composition. One factor linking 

UPFs and overconsumption (Hall et al., 2019; Forde, Mars and de Graaf, 2020), for instance, 

appears to be the texture of UPFs which contributes to their hyper-palatability and decreases their 

satiety potential (Fardet, 2016): compared to less processed foods which require longer chewing, 

the eating pace for UPFs tends to be higher (Forde, Mars and de Graaf, 2020). Moreover, there is 

emerging evidence that endocrine disruptors from packaging materials and additives which have 

pro-inflammatory effects on the microbiome may also play a role in explaining the negative health 

impacts of UPFs (Askari et al., 2020; Lane et al., 2021; Pagliai et al., 2021). Another important 

factor is the displacement of less processed, healthier foods (Hall et al., 2019; Monteiro et al., 

2019) which compromises overall diet quality. 

UPFs now account for approximately half of total dietary energy intake in highly 

developed market economies – including in children (Chang et al., 2021) – and their consumption 

is rapidly increasing in the rest of the world (Monteiro et al., 2019). While UPF sales in many 

high-income countries are stagnating, middle-income countries in particular represent major 

markets for the expansion of UPF sales. Seeing as an inherent problem underlying the 

proliferation of UPFs is that they are cheap to produce and profitable, this trend is unlikely to 

decline without intervention: Moodie et al (2021) project that the sales in middle-income 

countries are likely to outweigh those in high-income countries by 2024.  

In summary, action to address the market failures which gave rise to current levels of 

dietary ill health is long overdue. The next section will discuss how this can and should be done.  

1.1.2 Tackling obesity and dietary NCDs 

Prevention is fundamental to addressing dietary ill health. As Buse et al (2017, p.3) state: 

“we cannot treat our way out of the NCD epidemic”. However, as with other NCD risk factors, 

there is no silver bullet for obesity and the diseases linked to it (Rutter, 2012): this problem cannot 

be solved by a single intervention and requires both research and policy to shift towards an 

approach that embraces complexity (Baker et al., 2017; Rutter et al., 2017). Up to this point, 

efforts to address obesity have been skewed in favour of downstream interventions and non-

statutory population-level measures such as mass media campaigns, whereas upstream measures 

which target the macro-level root causes of the problem at hand remain rare (Obesity Health 

Alliance, 2021). This bias is mirrored in the evidence base, where studies on individual-level, 
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short-term interventions and health outcomes vastly outnumber those on upstream factors (Rutter 

et al., 2017; Nobles et al., 2021). As awareness of the upstream determinants of health is slowly 

increasing, discussions have started to turn towards measures which target the whole population 

by intervening in the market environment, such as fiscal measures, advertising restrictions, and 

zoning laws (Brambila-Macias et al., 2011). Overall, there is a broad consensus that to prevent 

obesity and related NCDs, healthy foods must become more available, affordable, and acceptable, 

while unhealthy foods should become less available, affordable, and acceptable (Hawkes, Jewell 

and Allen, 2013) – achieving this requires a drastic re-shaping of the food environment. 

Dietary risks, like other NCD risk factors, can be governed through different mechanisms: 

statutory regulation, co-regulation in partnership with the private sector, or self-regulatory 

initiatives led by the latter (Buse, Tanaka and Hawkes, 2017). Although each of these approaches 

has strengths and disadvantages, we illustrate below that evidence points towards significant 

differences in their effectiveness. 

1.1.2.1 Self- and co-regulation 

Corporations may establish their own regulatory codes to address public health issues, or 

enter co-regulatory agreements with public institutions (Buse, Mays and Walt, 2012). 

Self-regulation generally consists of businesses setting principles in response to public 

health concerns, often proactively responding to, and attempting to avert or delay, a threat of 

regulation (Global Food Research Program, 2020; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2020). While 

such voluntary approaches are often promoted as less costly than statutory regulation and can 

compel others in the industry to adopt similar standards (Buse, Mays and Walt, 2012), functions 

of the industry’s preferred approach may be of a more opportunistic nature: voluntary initiatives 

can equip businesses with a competitive advantage, increase sales by responding to consumer 

concerns, or use such demonstrations of “corporate social responsibility” (CSR) to negotiate a 

seat at the table in policy debates (Buse, Tanaka and Hawkes, 2017). Although some progress has 

been made in the area of salt reduction (He, Brinsden and MacGregor, 2014), independent 

evaluations of self-regulatory initiatives, for example advertising codes of practice (Potvin Kent, 

Dubois and Wanless, 2011; Huizinga and Kruse, 2016), voluntary reformulation (Knai et al., 

2015; Knai et al., 2017; Bandy et al., 2021a; Bandy et al., 2021b), and voluntary front-of-pack 

labelling (Shahid, Neal and Jones, 2020) increasingly indicate that self-regulation is not sufficient 

to meet public health objectives. Buse, Tanaka, and Hawkes (2017) argue that pre-emptive 

voluntary commitments by commercial actors, alongside the overarching willingness of the 

public health community to work with these actors, may undermine and delay the introduction of 

regulatory frameworks. 
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Based on the idea that public and private entities can negotiate a set of principles which 

are then implemented by the private sector, co-regulation presents an ostensible “third way” 

between statutory regulation and self-regulation (Buse, Mays and Walt, 2012). Yet, a prominent 

example, the European Union (EU) Platform on Diet, Physical Activity and Health, launched in 

2005, was boycotted by public health NGOs in 2019 due to a distinct lack of progress (Goyens et 

al., 2019). So-called public-private initiatives (PPIs) (Hawkes and Buse, 2011) at the national 

level often focus on issues such as food supply and food safety. However, a sub-set specifically 

focuses on tackling NCDs, such as the United Kingdom (UK) Public Health Responsibility Deal, 

a PPI with voluntary industry pledges at its core (Knai et al., 2015). At the global level, PPIs have 

been gaining popularity over the last decades, with the UN system increasingly embracing 

partnerships with the private sector and even enshrining a target to “encourage and promote 

effective public, public-private and civil society partnerships” in the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) (United Nations, 2015). This can, in part, be attributed to the relative complexity 

and diversity of diet-related disease which renders a global treaty equivalent to the WHO 

Framework Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) politically challenging. Examples of global-

level PPIs include the Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition (GAIN) which brings the public 

and private sector together to promote food fortification (Kraak et al., 2012), and Scaling Up 

Nutrition (SUN) which aims to end child malnutrition but is said to have “opened the space for 

private sector influence in global nutrition governance” (Lie, 2019, p.297). 

1.1.2.2 Statutory regulation 

Considering the inherent limitations of self- and co-regulation, many experts stress that 

only public sector regulation of the private sector will change industry behaviour substantially 

and in favour of public health (Buse, Tanaka and Hawkes, 2017). With evaluations of innovative 

regulatory policies worldwide delivering more and more crucial evidence (Table 1.2), regulating 

the availability, affordability, and promotion of unhealthy foods and beverages is increasingly 

considered the most effective way to prevent diet-related disease (Hawkes, Jewell and Allen, 

2013). Moreover, population-level interventions which require a lower level of individual agency 

are also likely to be more equitable and effective (Adams et al., 2016). 

Statutory regulation may include but is not limited to the taxation of unhealthy products 

or ingredients, marketing restrictions, and mandatory front-of-pack labelling (Marten et al., 2018; 

Briggs, 2019; Dodd et al., 2020b). Table 1.2 outlines some of the key regulatory levers in this 

context and contrasts evidence on statutory versus voluntary approaches. 
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Table 1.2 Key policy levers and summaries of evidence of effectiveness for regulatory vs 

voluntary approaches. 

Regulatory 

lever 

Detail and examples Summary of evidence on 

statutory regulation 

Summary of evidence on 

voluntary alternatives 

Taxation* Taxation of foods and/or 

beverages deemed unhealthy. 

Policy design can vary 

widely, for instance between 

tiered and non-tiered tax 

structures, and taxes targeting 

only beverages, individual 

ingredients, or specific foods. 

Examples: 

UK Soft Drinks Industry Levy 

(HM Revenue & Customs, 

2018) 

Hungarian Public Health 

Products Tax (Giles et al., 

2019) 

Systematic reviews support 

the effectiveness of SSB 

taxes to curb sugar intake by 

reducing SSB consumption 

and encouraging 

reformulation (Backholer et 

al., 2016; Redondo, 

Hernández-Aguado and 

Lumbreras, 2018; Teng et al., 

2019), and indicate that they 

do not have negative 

macroeconomic impacts 

(Mounsey et al., 2020). 

Evidence on food taxes is less 

clear due higher complexity 

and a lack of real-world 

evaluations (Hagenaars, 

Jeurissen and Klazinga, 

2017), but taxing foods based 

on their salt or sugar content 

appears promising in 

combination with subsidies 

for healthy foods (Niebylski 

et al., 2015; Dodd et al., 

2020a). 

Voluntary reformulation to 

reduce nutrients of concern is 

often positioned as an 

alternative to statutory 

regulation (Scott, Hawkins and 

Knai, 2017; Douglas et al., 

2018). Independent evaluations 

suggest that adherence to 

voluntary reformulation targets 

is insufficient (Bandy et al., 

2020; Global Food Research 

Program, 2020; Bandy et al., 

2021a; Bandy et al., 2021b). 

Although evidence suggests that 

reformulating food to reduce 

trans-fat content is likely to 

improve cardiovascular risk 

factors, this remains unclear for 

other nutrients (Gressier et al., 

2021). Where mandatory 

reformulation has been 

implemented (trans-fat 

reduction only), it was more 

effective than voluntary 

approaches (Gressier et al., 

2021). 

Marketing 

restrictions 

Restrictions on the marketing 

and promotion of unhealthy 

foods and beverages, rooted 

in clear evidence that 

advertising influences 

children’s food habits and 

preferences. This approach is 

gaining traction over recent 

years.  

Examples: 

Chile’s law on food labelling 

and advertising restricts 

child-directed marketing for 

products high in saturated fat, 

sugar, sodium, or calories 

(Corvalán et al., 2019) 

The Greater London 

Authority’s healthier food 

advertising policy restricts 

HFSS advertising across 

Transport for London (2019). 

Independent reviews suggest 

that statutory regulation of 

advertising can successfully 

reduce exposure to unhealthy 

adverts (Commission on 

Ending Childhood Obesity, 

2016; Boyland and Tatlow-

Golden, 2017; World Cancer 

Research Fund International, 

2019a), however, 

effectiveness depends on 

policy design: robust 

restrictions are likely to a) be 

mandatory (government-led), 

b) cover children up to 18 

years of age, c) use a nutrient 

profile model to define scope, 

and d) include marketing 

across media and settings 

(World Health Organization, 

2012; United Nations 

Children’s Fund, 2018; WHO 

Regional Office for Europe, 

2018). 

Voluntary marketing pledges 

tend to apply weaker nutritional 

criteria and adopt narrow 

criteria, e.g., defining children 

only up to age 12 (Global Food 

Research Program, 2020). 

Overall, independent 

assessments of voluntary 

marketing initiatives indicate 

they are unlikely to be effective 

enough in reducing children’s 

exposure to unhealthy 

marketing (Potvin Kent, Dubois 

and Wanless, 2011; Galbraith-

Emami and Lobstein, 2013; 

Powell, Schermbeck and 

Chaloupka, 2013; Ronit and 

Jensen, 2014; Jensen and Ronit, 

2015; WHO Regional Office for 

Europe, 2018; Kraak, Rincón-

Gallardo Patiño and Sacks, 

2019; Landwehr and Hartmann, 

2020; Rincón-Gallardo Patiño et 

al., 2020). 

Front-of-

pack 

nutrition 

labelling 

(FOPL) 

FOPL displays information on 

nutritional quality in simple 

form on the primary display 

panel of products. Labelling 

formats vary widely and 

evidence suggests that labels 

should be interpretive colour-

Mandatory, government-led 

FOPL is recommended by the 

WHO (Commission on 

Ending Childhood Obesity, 

2016). Where such measures 

have been implemented, early 

evidence suggests that they 

Uptake of voluntary labels has 

been suboptimal (Jones et al., 

2019; World Cancer Research 

Fund, 2019; Shahid, Neal and 

Jones, 2020) and industry-

proposed labels tend to 

encompass less impactful 
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coded labels perform better in 

promoting healthier 

purchases, whereas warning 

labels work better to 

discourage unhealthy 

purchases (Jones et al., 2019; 

Song et al., 2021). 

Examples: 

Chile’s law on food labelling 

and advertising mandates 

front-of-pack warning labels 

for foods high in saturated fat, 

sugar, sodium, or calories 

(Corvalán et al., 2019) 

Sri Lanka traffic lights on 

beverages (WHO South-East 

Asia, 2019) 

are effective in supporting 

healthier purchasing as well 

as encouraging reformulation 

(Kelly and Jewell, 2018; 

Correa et al., 2019; Smith 

Taillie et al., 2020). Yet, it is 

important to note that FOPL 

is a downstream measure 

which requires high 

individual agency; this likely 

makes it less equitable and 

effective than low-agency 

interventions (Adams et al., 

2016). 

formats (Global Food Research 

Program, 2021). 

* The evidence underlying the taxation of SSBs is discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. 

 

Policy applications of the NOVA system 

Over the past decade, the NOVA system (alongside the concept of ultra-processing) has 

gained legitimacy in research, advocacy, and policymaking. However, most regulatory policies 

such as marketing restrictions and taxes are currently based on nutrient profiling models which 

do not consider the degree of processing. Those models, however, vary significantly and 

reformulation, often an intended result of policies targeting specific nutrients (i.e., salt, sugar, 

unhealthy fats) is unlikely to turn UPFs into healthy products (Scrinis and Monteiro, 2018) or 

decrease their level of processing (Adams et al., 2020). A leaked presentation from the world’s 

largest food company, Nestlé, highlights the limits of reformulation as encouraged by nutrient 

profiling models, admitting that “some of our categories and products will never be ‘healthy’, no 

matter how much we reformulate” (Evans, 2021). A food-based classification based on the 

NOVA system may be simpler to communicate than nutrient-based classifications, and is 

increasingly justified by the mounting evidence of links between UPFs and NCDs described 

above. The WHO/Pan American Health Organization, several Latino-American countries as well 

as France, Belgium, and Israel have integrated advice to reduce UPF consumption in favour of 

more fresh or minimally processed foods into their dietary guidelines (Monteiro et al., 2021). 

Depending on the success of these programmes, it may be time to move beyond nutrient 

composition and towards UPFs as a policy target (Adams et al., 2020). However, the sheer 

economic – and thus political – power of the corporations involved in the manufacture and sale 

of UPFs poses a major barrier to the regulation of these products. 
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1.1.3 The politics of dietary NCD policy 

Public health and the policies that shape it are inevitably political; both action and 

inaction can have profound effects on the health of populations. As policy processes take place 

within a complex ecosystem of actors, institutions, and governance spaces, central questions of 

power and politics inevitably shape their outcomes. Despite long-standing calls for regulatory 

action, no country has yet achieved a reduction in obesity prevalence (Roberto et al., 2015). One 

important explanation for this is that while measures addressing the upstream drivers of obesity 

are likely to have the largest population effect, they also come with political difficulty (Figure 

1.1). Even though generally supported by the public (de Morais Sato et al., 2019; Pell et al., 2019), 

government regulation of private sector activity is politically more challenging than voluntary 

approaches in the current neoliberal economic climate. Political barriers to the introduction of 

effective public health regulation include perceived short-term costs related to policy 

implementation, the unwillingness of governments to constrain economic activity (or to be seen 

to do so), the absence or lack of civil society pressure, and opposition by commercial actors 

(Moodie et al., 2013; Roberto et al., 2015; Baker et al., 2018; Swinburn et al., 2019). 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Drivers of obesity. (Source: Swinburn et al., 2019) 

 

Specifically, and beyond the content of dietary public health policies, the role of 

commercial actors in the policy development process is a key point of contention (Collin et al., 

2017; Lee and Smith, 2020). In their report on the global syndemic of obesity, undernutrition, and 

climate change, Swinburn et al (2019, p.2) conclude that we must “[r]educe the influence of large 
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commercial interests in the public policy development process to enable governments to 

implement policies in the public interest to benefit the health of current and future generations, 

the environment, and the planet”. Conversely, the “multistakeholder” approach which involves 

stakeholders from different parts of society – including civil society and the private sector – 

remains pervasive in the governance of dietary public health (Marks, 2019). Often defined and 

promoted in vague terms, the concept is distinct from “multi-sectoral” approaches which tend to 

capture the collaboration between different sectors of government (Carriedo et al., 2021b; Suzuki, 

Webb and Small, 2021). To help establish a basis for measures which reduce commercial 

influence in dietary public health policy, in this thesis I seek to map how the corporations which 

have contributed to our so-called obesogenic environment (Swinburn, Egger and Raza, 1999) 

have sought to influence the policies aimed at regulating that environment. 

Policy actors also operate across multiple levels of governance which span jurisdictions 

and norm-setting institutions: sub-national, national, regional, and global. The concept of 

multilevel governance, originally conceived in the context of European integration (Marks, 1993), 

has been widely applied to analyse and explain EU policymaking, and more recently has emerged 

as relevant to other governance settings, networks, and non-governmental actors (Stephenson, 

2013; Tortola, 2017; Hawkins, Holden and Mackinder, 2018). Eising (2004) highlights the role 

of multilevel players against the backdrop of multilevel governance – business actors which 

readily shift between and represent their interests at multiple levels of governance, characterised 

by higher negotiation capacities and resources compared to their nationally focused counterparts. 

Research on tobacco industry political activity indicates that transnational tobacco companies 

strategically pursued such multilevel interest representation to obstruct standardised cigarette 

packaging legislation (Hawkins, Holden and Mackinder, 2018). As such, and considering that the 

majority of research on the role of corporations in dietary NCD policy focuses on the national 

level (see section 1.2.3), research across sub- and supra-national levels of governance is needed 

to more fully understand the political strategies of actors operating within these systems 

(Hawkins, Holden and Mackinder, 2018). In this thesis I seek to contribute to addressing this gap. 

1.1.4 Scope of this thesis 

Commercial sector opposition is a major barrier to effective NCD policy and a likely 

factor in the slow progress towards tackling this complex issue (Moodie et al., 2013; Freudenberg, 

2015). There is evidence from research on the tobacco industry that the systematic documentation 

and analysis of corporate political activity (CPA) can successfully support public health 

policymaking (Bero, 2003; Hurt et al., 2009). Hence, this thesis investigates the political activities 

of the UPF industry (UPFI) across multiple levels of governance, with the ultimate aim of 

facilitating the development of good dietary public health policy. Although the nomenclature and 
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scope of the latter varies globally (e.g., “dietary NCD policy”, “obesity policy”), I am specifically 

interested in regulatory policies aimed at addressing the over-consumption of food products 

deemed harmful to health. 

Aims, objectives, and research questions 

The overarching aim of this thesis is to explore how the UPFI seeks to influence dietary 

public health regulation at different levels of governance. To do so, I pursue three objectives: 

A. To investigate UPFI political activity at the global level via the WHO’s NCD policy 

agenda (Chapter 3) 

B. To investigate CPA at the national level in the context of a specific policy – SSB taxation 

– across different countries in the WHO European Region (Chapter 4) 

C. To analyse if and how commercial opposition manifested in the case of the Transport for 

London junk food advertising ban, a sub-national policy (Chapter 5) 

The address the above objectives, the research presented in this thesis will be guided by 

the following questions: 

1. What are the arguments used by UPFI actors in dietary public health policy debates, and 

how is evidence used to support these? 

2. What are the instrumental (action-based) strategies used by UPFI actors in engagement 

with dietary public health policy? 

3. How does UPFI political activity differ across levels of governance?  

4. What are the implications of the above for public health policy and governance? 

The next section discusses the tension between health and commercial incentives in more 

detail, before narrowing in on the food system and the UPF market which has emerged as a 

particular problem for public health. I will then introduce the concept of the “commercial 

determinants of health” and end with a summary of the evidence on UPFI political activity to 

date.  
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1.2 General background: corporations and dietary public health 

“In a global economy that focuses relentlessly on profit, enhancing the bottom 

line of a few hundred corporations and the income of their investors has 

become more important than realizing the potential for good health that the 

world’s growing wealth and the advances in science, technology, and 

medicine have enabled. This tension between private accumulation and public 

well-being is not new. But in the twenty-first century, it has come to shape our 

economy and politics in ways that profoundly threaten democracy, human 

well-being, and the environment that supports life” (Freudenberg, 2015, 

p.viii). 

Over recent decades, the proliferation of transnational corporations has had profound 

impacts on human and environmental health (Wiist, 2010; Freudenberg, 2015). The predominant 

shareholder primacy (Clarke, 2020) model of corporate governance means that the nature of the 

corporation as a legal device is interpreted as committing it to a primary purpose of generating 

the largest possible financial return for its shareholders in many jurisdictions (Wiist, 2010; 

Meagher, 2020). One possible consequence of this pursuit is negative externalities, costs to 

society (or parts of it) resulting as an indirect consequence of production or consumption (Wiist, 

2010). The price of products, primarily set in relation to costs of production and ingredients, does 

not account for consequences to individual and public health which are not borne by corporations. 

Fast food companies, for example, are able to promote cheap burgers because society carries the 

externalities from the impacts such products have, not only on human health through their 

contribution to unhealthy diets but also on environmental health, for instance, through carbon 

emissions and litter which is likely to be dealt with by public services. Consequently, some 

corporations, by doing what they are designed to do – generate profit – are incurring damage to 

public and environmental health. Among them are the multinational producers behind the global 

proliferation of UPFs, which I will turn to in the section that follows. 

1.2.1 The multinational ultra-processed food industry 

“[T]he main driving force now shaping the global food system is 

transnational food manufacturing, retailing and fast food service 

corporations whose businesses are based on very profitable, heavily 

promoted ultra-processed products” (Monteiro et al., 2013). 

In contrast to other unhealthy commodity industries such as tobacco, the food industry is 

highly heterogenous. As a broad category, it encompasses economic operators involved in the 

supply of products beneficial to health, products harmful to health, and everything in between, 

sometimes within the same company. In fact, the majority of the businesses which form part of 

the global food system are small or medium-sized and involved in the production and supply of 
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fresh foods (Monteiro et al., 2021). As such, criticism of the food industry as a single entity is 

unhelpful. Below I will describe the market structure and global supply chain underlying the 

global rise in UPF consumption to delineate which actors I focus on in this thesis, and why. 

The ultra-processed food market and supply chain 

The UN’s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) defines agri-food chains as “the 

linked events in the agricultural production of food – the process being a chain of events from 

production to processing, trading, distribution and consumption”. Literally “from field to fork” 

(FAO, 2019). For the purposes of this thesis, I primarily focus on corporations involved from the 

secondary processing of post-harvest agricultural commodities onwards (Wood et al., 2021b).1 

Primary processing encompasses the transformation of raw commodities to add value, for 

instance, refrigeration, milling, or canning—resulting in processed culinary ingredients (NOVA 

group 2, see Table 1.1) (Hawkes, 2009; Monteiro et al., 2019). Secondary processors, on the other 

hand, primarily transform processed ingredients, such as flour and refined sugars, into processed 

or ultra-processed foods (NOVA groups 3 and 4, see Table 1.1) (Hawkes, 2009; Monteiro et al., 

2019). Although it is important to note that the distinction between primary and secondary 

processors is not clear-cut and many are involved in both, the latter often include corporations 

primarily associated with brands such as The Coca-Cola Company (Coca-Cola hereafter) and 

Mondelez. After processing, products are distributed and transported before they go on to be sold 

by retailers. In parallel, products are promoted, for example, through branding, packaging design, 

and point-of-sale promotions (Hawkes, 2009). 

Diversification and links with other unhealthy commodity industries 

It is important to note that the diverse portfolios of market leaders in the UPF sector also 

comprise a wide selection of non-UPF (or non-food/drink) products. Many of the leading SSB 

producers, for instance, also own bottled water or juice brands, while the leading manufacturers 

of confectionery and snacks have acquired or developed “healthier” brands or expanded into the 

“functional foods” market (Clapp and Scrinis, 2017). Furthermore, links between food companies 

 

 

1 The agrochemical sector is linked to a very distinct set of policy issues, for example human health 

aspects of pesticides, genetically modified crops, but most importantly environmental issues such as 

biodiversity. Despite the overlap with public health, I argue that these should be viewed separate policy 

areas for the purpose of researching CPA. This thesis focuses on the narrower area of dietary public health 

policy and existing research supports a separation between these two sectors as agrochemical corporations 

have been documented as politically active in debates around, for example seed patenting and genetic 

modification in agriculture (Kneen, 1999; Peekhaus, 2010). 
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and alcohol companies – with some UPF companies selling both alcoholic and soft drinks or 

sharing bottling operations with an alcohol company – as well as links of both to the tobacco 

industry, have given rise to the notion of “one unhealthy commodities industry” (Collin, 

Plotnikova and Hill, 2018). Adding to the blurred lines between food and other industries is the 

proliferation of food delivery services which tend to position themselves as technology firms, and 

sectors such as advertising and retail which are involved in, but not restricted to the promotion 

and sale of UPFs. 

Market concentration as a source of political power 

Despite the heterogenous nature of the food industry, it is evident a large proportion of 

UPFs consumed globally are supplied by a small group of transnational corporations that have 

successfully pursued strategies to increase market power (Moodie et al., 2021; Wood et al., 

2021b). Between 1970 and 2002, for instance, the proportion of processed food sales accounted 

for by the fifty largest corporations rose by 39 percent (Martinez, 2007). The iconic image in 

Figure 1.2 represents the outcome of market consolidation that has manifested as a result of 

decades-long strategic expansion by the corporations concerned.



 

 

 

Figure 1.2 Top global food and beverage brands, by corporations. (Source: Hoffman, 2013)
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With profits in the billions of US$ and turnovers which exceed the revenue of some 

countries (Monteiro et al., 2021), these corporations hold enormous economic power which is 

likely to increase without intervention. In what Freudenberg (2015) describes as a problem-

amplifying positive feedback loop, increased market concentration pools resources for marketing, 

technology, and product development in the hands of a small group of corporations, which in turn 

provides these with a competitive advantage, driving smaller competitors out with lower prices. 

The cases of tobacco and alcohol also indicate that the increased control market concentration has 

enabled individual corporations to exert over pricing has been a crucial instrument for maintaining 

profitability among increasing restrictions on branding and decreasing sales (Holden and Lee, 

2009; Hawkins et al., 2018). Discussing the increasing corporate concentration in the broader 

global food system, Clapp (2021) argues that this threatens efforts to govern this system in a way 

that is sustainable, fair, and equitable. To address this problem, she proposes that governments 

and international organisations must urgently move towards supporting diverse food systems, 

strengthening and widening competition policies, and curbing corporate influence on 

policymaking. 

To summarise the above sections, a large part of the UPFI is dominated by a small (and 

shrinking) handful of corporations, which translates into significant market power. Their ability 

to render UPFs omnipresent by shaping retail environments and supply chains in ways which 

promote the consumption and production of UPFs (Wood et al., 2021b) is one part of the issue 

for public health. The other part, and the primary focus of this thesis, is that market power readily 

translates into political power, with vast financial resources enabling activities to undermine 

policies aimed at reducing the consumption of products which are detrimental to health (Wiist, 

2010; Holden and Farnsworth, 2016; Moodie et al., 2021). Drawing on a broad conceptualisation 

of market power (Meagher, 2020), I adopt the assumption that market and political power are 

rooted in the same social structures, meaning that the concentration of financial resources in the 

metaphorical hands of a few corporations not only renders them able to shape market conditions 

but also puts these firms in a position where they are able to shape policy and governance in their 

favour (Wood et al., 2021a). This is why, in this thesis, I primarily examine the role of 

transnational corporations which are involved in the manufacture and sale of UPFs, sometimes 

referred to as “Big Food” (Moodie et al., 2021). 

1.2.2 The commercial determinants of health 

The term “commercial determinants of health” (CDoH) describes an increasingly 

influential concept popularised by Kickbusch et al (2016) and defined by Freudenberg et al as 

“social, political, and economic structures, norms, rules, and practices by which business 

activities designed to generate profits and increase market share influence patterns of health, 
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disease, injury, disability, and death within and across populations” (2021). There are a number 

of definitions of CDoH (de Lacy-Vawdon and Livingstone, 2020), however I chose to adopt the 

above because it acknowledges that the health impacts of commercial actors can, in principle, be 

positive or negative. Existing models of the CDoH commonly differentiate between practices 

such as supply chain optimisation, market concentration, labour practices, and the marketing of 

products, and political practices aimed at shaping the policy environment in ways favourable to 

industry (Kickbusch, Allen and Franz, 2016; Eastmure, Cummins and Sparks, 2020). These 

political practices form the focus of this thesis and will be discussed in more detail in section 

1.2.3. 

Beyond specific mechanisms and practices, the concept of CDoH also acknowledges 

broader societal and economic drivers that may enable or stymie commercial practices. This 

reflects what has also been termed the “neoliberal core” (Lee and Crosbie, 2020) which promotes 

trade liberalisation and individual agency as ideals and fosters a “consumptagenic system” (Friel, 

2020a) with conditions that discourage government intervention.  

The intersection of trade and health 

Trade liberalisation has been linked to greater market penetration by food and beverage 

multinationals (Clark et al., 2012; Stuckler and Nestle, 2012), and subsequently the increased 

consumption of UPFs (Hawkes et al., 2009; Barlow et al., 2017; Garde, 2018). As such, 

international trade and investment represent concrete policy areas with enormous potential to 

support public health, but also pose threats to the ability of governments to introduce public health 

regulation. International trade and investment agreements commonly form the basis of legal 

threats or challenges to public health regulation (Friel, Hattersley and Townsend, 2015; Thow et 

al., 2015; Barlow et al., 2018). While disputes via the World Trade Organisation are settled 

between Member States and recognise the protection of public health as a legitimate goal (Collin, 

2012), some bilateral investment agreements open up a window for transnational corporations to 

sue governments for seeking to introduce public health regulation. A particularly controversial 

element of bilateral investment treaties is investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS), provisions 

which allow foreign investors – including corporations – to seek arbitration where they allege that 

host government policy has reduced real or potential profits. ISDS processes have been criticised 

for their lack in transparency (Holden and Farnsworth, 2016; Schrecker, 2020), and the concrete 

risk they pose to health is exemplified by the disputes transnational tobacco companies raised 

against the Australian government’s plain packaging legislation. After unsuccessfully challenging 

plain packaging laws in a domestic lawsuit, the tobacco corporation Philip Morris moved its 

Australian operations to Hong Kong and brought an ISDS dispute under the Australia – Hong 

Kong Bilateral Investment Treaty. Even though Australia won the dispute on the grounds that 
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Philip Morris’ move to Hong Kong was an abuse of process, the country was left with costs of 

A$24 million in addition to internal government costs (Ranald, 2019). It is notable that this ISDS 

dispute via Hong Kong was accompanied by a suit through the World Trade Organization system 

which only allows disputes to be lodged by Member States (Holden and Farnsworth, 2016). In a 

similar case, Philip Morris challenged tobacco packaging regulations initiated by Uruguay on the 

basis of the Switzerland – Uruguay Bilateral Investment Treaty (Investment Policy Hub, 2010). 

In the space of dietary public health regulation, the only known ISDS cases revolve around 

Mexico’s 2002 tax on SSBs which targeted products containing high-fructose corn syrup while 

protecting the domestic cane sugar market. Brought by Cargill, Archer Daniels Midland and Tate 

and Lyle Ingredients Americas, and Corn Products International under the North American Free 

Trade Agreement, all disputes were decided in favour of the investors and Mexico’s tax was 

withdrawn (Investment Policy Hub, 2004a, b, 2005). 

There is a growing body of scholarship which discusses the health implications of trade 

policy in more detail (Hawkes et al., 2009; Friel et al., 2016; Barlow et al., 2017; Barlow et al., 

2018; Walls et al., 2019; Barlow and Thow, 2021; Milsom et al., 2021a; Milsom et al., 2021b). 

In this thesis, however, I will touch on tensions between trade and health policy only insofar these 

are sometimes exploited by corporations in efforts to prevent, delay, or weaken dietary public 

health regulation. The existing evidence on such efforts will be examined in the next section. 

1.2.3 Corporate political activity as a commercial determinant of health 

This thesis inspects UPFI political practices as one pillar of the wider CDoH (Kickbusch, 

Allen and Franz, 2016; Madureira Lima and Galea, 2018; Freudenberg et al., 2021). While 

lobbying and political activity more broadly are legitimate parts of the democratic political 

process, the abovementioned concentration of power which arises from increasing market 

concentration represent a major problem. The sheer amount unhealthy commodity companies are 

able to spend on efforts to shape policy and politics in their favour fosters a power imbalance by 

allowing corporations to exert disproportionate influence in decision-making spaces which 

individual citizens, public interest organisations, and smaller businesses have less or no access to 

(Fuchs and Lederer, 2007; Wiist, 2010; Madureira Lima and Galea, 2018). With transnational 

UPF companies now seeming to follow in the footsteps of the tobacco industry and pledging their 

commitment to public health in the face of increasing public mistrust, Brownell and Warner 

(2009) argue that, despite differences in their products, understanding the well-documented 

historical behaviour of the tobacco industry enables important insights into the mechanisms 

underlying contemporary public health challenges. 
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For this thesis, I adopt a definition based on the business literature of CPA as activities 

undertaken by a corporation to affect the political and legislative environment in its favour 

(Baysinger, 1984; Hillman, 2003). To conceptualise CPA in the specific context of public health 

policy, I draw on the Policy Dystopia Model (PDM) (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016), an 

evidence-based model based on 65 papers from two systematic reviews of tobacco industry 

political activity (Smith, Savell and Gilmore, 2013; Savell, Gilmore and Fooks, 2014). The PDM 

provided novel and detailed insights into corporate behaviour and, alongside the original 

systematic reviews, has since formed the basis of models in the food policy space (Mialon, 

Swinburn and Sacks, 2015; Mialon, Julia and Hercberg, 2018b). The PDM, displayed in Figure 

1.3, consists of two separate taxonomies; one of instrumental (action-based) strategies and one of 

discursive (argument- based) strategies. This distinction between what is said and what is done, 

is valuable in that it allows researchers to disentangle ideas from actions, which caters to increased 

methodological sophistication while explicitly acknowledging that, firstly, discursive power plays 

a significant role in the ways in which businesses seek to shape politics and, secondly, discourse 

and action are intertwined.  

 

 

Figure 1.3 The Policy Dystopia Model. (Source: Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016) 

 

In the section below, I summarise the existing evidence on UPFI attempts to influence 

dietary public health policy, based on a scoping review of the literature and structured using the 
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PDM (see Appendix 1.1, p. 280 for details). The vast majority of identified publications (as of 

April 2021; excluding the papers presented in this thesis; including wider policy analyses which 

address CPA) contain information on CPA in a national context (n = 46), while a significantly 

lower number focus on sub-national (n = 9) or supra-national (n = 8) policymaking. The vast 

majority of the relevant studies were based on qualitative analyses of publicly available 

information (i.e., policy documents, news reports, websites) and/or interviews, while a small 

proportion employ quantitative analysis, for example, using lobby spending (Aaron and Siegel, 

2017) or innovative methods such as quantitative text analysis (Stuckler et al., 2016). 

Although there is some important research examining industry efforts to position 

voluntary industry actions as a legitimate approach to tackling obesity and related NCDs (Nixon 

et al., 2015b; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019, 2020), longer-term discursive strategies 

which go beyond acute policy windows or concern wider governance dynamics remain under-

researched. Due to the nature of existing research on UPFI political activity, argument-based 

strategies are generally well-documented in the context of specific policies in national policy 

settings. Across policy types, taxation is significantly better researched than marketing 

restrictions and labelling policies, however, this is heavily driven by the well-documented case 

of the Mexican SSB tax (Gomez, 2019; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; Fuster et al., 2020; 

Ojeda et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a). 

Instrumental strategies 

The PDM identifies five instrumental strategies based on the literature on tobacco 

industry conduct. The reviewed literature on UPFI political activity indicates that the latter 

engages in four of these: coalition management, information management, direct involvement and 

influence in policy, and litigation. The fifth instrumental strategy, illicit trade, has not appeared 

as a prevalent issue in dietary NCD policy spaces, although it has been used as an argument in 

the context of SSB taxation (see, e.g., Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Campbell et al., 

2020). Table 1.3 outlines the existing evidence on these instrumental strategies and their sub-

categories – practices – across levels of governance and policy settings. 
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Table 1.3 Summary of evidence on UPFI instrumental strategies in the context of dietary public health policy across levels of governance. The latter refer to 

the setting which the relevant techniques were targeting. Sources are sorted into key regulatory policy areas discussed in section 1.1.2.2, and general/other 

which covers instrumental strategies in the context of other policies or spanning multiple areas, or non-policy specific behaviour. FOPL = front-of-pack nutrition 

labelling. 

Instrumental 

strategy 

Technique Level of governance 

Sub-national National Supra-national 

Coalition 

management 

Constituency recruitment 

Recruitment of existing actors as allies 

(internally within industry or externally 

with other parts of society). 

Tax: (Nixon et al., 2015a; Hagenaars et 

al., 2020; Crosbie et al., 2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Nixon et al., 2015a; 

Payán et al., 2017) 

Tax: (Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 

2020) (Bødker et al., 2015; Williams, 2015; Gomez, 2019; Ojeda et al., 2020; 

Carriedo et al., 2021a) 

Marketing: (Field and Gauld, 2011; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019) 

FOPL: (Kumar, Gleeson and Barraclough, 2018; Mialon et al., 2020a; Ojeda 

et al., 2020; Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

General/ other: (Field and Gauld, 2011; Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 

2016a; Aaron and Siegel, 2017; Anaf et al., 2017; Scott, Hawkins and Knai, 

2017; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; Greenhalgh, 2019; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and 

Carey, 2019; Hunt, 2020; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 

2020; Mialon et al., 2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Kumar, Gleeson 

and Barraclough, 2018) 

General/ other: (Maani 

Hessari et al., 2019; 

Mialon et al., 2021a) 

Constituency fabrication 

Manufacture of allies to support industry 

positions, often via financial or in-kind 

support.  

Tax: (Nixon et al., 2015a; Kelly et al., 

2016; Hagenaars et al., 2020; Crosbie et 

al., 2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Kelly et al., 2016) 

Tax: (Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Jaichuen et al., 2018) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Constituency fragmentation 

Attempts to weaken or fragment opposing 

coalitions. 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a  

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Production Tax: (Crosbie et al., 2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Tax: (Bødker et al., 2015; Burlandy et al., 2016; Gomez, 2019; Abdool Karim, 

Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; Mialon et al., 

2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020; Sainsbury et al., 2020) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Mialon 

et al., 2021a) 
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Information 

management 

Creation or funding of information and 

evidence in support of industry positions. 

General/ other: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 2016a; Scott, Hawkins 

and Knai, 2017; Jaichuen et al., 2018; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; Greenhalgh, 

2019; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019; Maani Hessari et al., 2019; 

Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon et al., 2020b; Potvin Kent et al., 2020; 

Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

Amplification 

Dissemination of favourable information 

and evidence, e.g., via engagement with the 

media. 

Tax: (Nixon et al., 2015a) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Payán et al., 2017) 

General/ other: (Kelly et al., 2016; 

Shelton et al., 2017) 

Tax: (Bødker et al., 2015; Burlandy et al., 2016; Fooks et al., 2019; Gomez, 

2019; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Carriedo, Lock and 

Hawkins, 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020; Campbell et al., 2021; Carriedo et al., 

2021a; Mariath and Martins, 2021) 

Marketing: (Field and Gauld, 2011; Razavi, Adams and White, 2019) 

FOPL: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Douglas et al., 2018; Mialon et al., 2020a; 

Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

General/ other: (Nixon et al., 2015b; Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 

2016a; Mialon et al., 2016b; Scott, Hawkins and Knai, 2017; Douglas et al., 

2018; Jaichuen et al., 2018; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; Greenhalgh, 2019; 

Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019; Maani Hessari et al., 2019; Wood, 

Ruskin and Sacks, 2019; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon et al., 2020b; 

Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Mialon 

et al., 2021a) 

Suppression 

Contesting or suppressing unfavourable 

public health evidence or silencing 

advocates of regulation. 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Tax: (Bødker et al., 2015; Fooks et al., 2019; Gomez, 2019; Abdool Karim, 

Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; Sainsbury et 

al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a; Mariath and Martins, 2021) 

Marketing: (Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 2016b; Stuckler et al., 

2016; Scott, Hawkins and Knai, 2017; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019; 

Maani Hessari et al., 2019; Wood, Ruskin and Sacks, 2019; Hunt, 2020; 

Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon et al., 2020b) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Credibility 

Fronting – concealing industry links to 

information. 

Tax: (Nixon et al., 2015a; Crosbie et al., 

2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: 

General/ other: n/a 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: 

General/ other: (Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019) 

 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Kumar, Gleeson 

and Barraclough, 2018) 

General/ other: n/a 

Reputation management 

Rehabilitating/ improving industry 

reputation or discrediting public health 

reputation. 

Tax: (Nixon et al., 2015a; Williams, 

2015) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Potvin Kent et al., 2020) 

Tax: (Hunt, 2020) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Mialon and Mialon, 2018) 

General/ other: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 2016a; Mialon et al., 

2016b; Anaf et al., 2017; Jaichuen et al., 2018; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; 

Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019; Wood, Ruskin and Sacks, 2019; Hunt, 

2020; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Mialon et al., 

2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020; Potvin Kent et al., 2020; Vandenbrink, Pauze and 

Potvin Kent, 2020) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Direct 

involvement and 

Access 

Establishing and using routes into 

policymaking spaces. 

Tax: (Williams, 2015; Crosbie et al., 

2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Tax: (Bødker et al., 2015; Mialon et al., 2016b; Aaron and Siegel, 2017; 

Gomez, 2019; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Fuster et al., 2020; 

Mialon et al., 2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020; Sainsbury et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 

2021a) 

Marketing: (Field and Gauld, 2011; Phulkerd et al., 2016) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Thow et al., 

2019) 

General/ other: n/a 
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influence in 

policy 

FOPL: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Phulkerd et al., 2016; Aaron and Siegel, 2017; 

Jaichuen et al., 2018; Kumar, Gleeson and Barraclough, 2018; Mialon et al., 

2020a; Ojeda et al., 2020) 

General/ other: (Williams, 2015; Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 2016a; 

Mialon et al., 2016b; Aaron and Siegel, 2017; Anaf et al., 2017; Scott, 

Hawkins and Knai, 2017; Jaichuen et al., 2018; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; 

Greenhalgh, 2019; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019; Maani Hessari et 

al., 2019; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Mialon et al., 2020b; Ojeda et al., 

2020) 

Incentives and threats 

Offering financial incentives to political 

actors or issuing threats with potential 

economic consequences, e.g., 

disinvestment. 

Tax: (Crosbie et al., 2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Payán et al., 2017) 

Tax: (Gomez, 2019; Le Bodo et al., 2019; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 

2020; Sainsbury et al., 2020) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Mialon et al., 2016a; Mialon et al., 

2016b; Mialon et al., 2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Actor in government decision-

making or legislative processes1 

Participating in decision-making around 

public health policy, e.g., via membership 

on relevant committees. 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Shelton et al., 2017; 

Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019) 

Tax: (Bødker et al., 2015; Gomez, 2019; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; 

Fuster et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a; Mariath and Martins, 2021) 

Marketing: (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2012) 

FOPL: (Burlandy et al., 2016; Kumar, Gleeson and Barraclough, 2018; Mialon 

et al., 2020a) 

General/ other: (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2012; Scott, Hawkins and Knai, 

2017; Jaichuen et al., 2018; Greenhalgh, 2019; Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and 

Carey, 2019; Mialon et al., 2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Kumar, Gleeson 

and Barraclough, 2018; 

Thow et al., 2019; 

Mialon et al., 2020a) 

General/ other: n/a 

Litigation2 Legal action 

Issuing legal challenges to contest/ obstruct 

legislation/ regulation 

Tax: (Crosbie et al., 2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Payán et al., 2017) 

Tax: (Le Bodo et al., 2019; Fuster et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a) 

Marketing: (Burlandy et al., 2016) 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: (Mialon et al., 2020b) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

Legal threats 

Issuing legal threats to contest/ obstruct 

legislation/ regulation 

Tax: (Crosbie et al., 2021) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Mialon et al., 2020a) 

General/ other: n/a 

Tax: (Bødker et al., 2015; Hilton et al., 2019; Le Bodo et al., 2019; Abdool 

Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020) 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: (Fernandes Davies et al., 2018; Jaichuen et al., 2018) 

General/ other: (Mialon et al., 2016b; Fernandes Davies et al., 2018) 

Tax: n/a 

Marketing: n/a 

FOPL: n/a 

General/ other: n/a 

1 Modified from original PDM: combined two practices for simplicity. 

2 Modified from original PDM: added legal threats. 
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Discursive strategies 

Closely intertwined with instrumental strategies, influence over the policy discourse, or 

discursive power, is a core pillar of corporate strategy. The PDM posits that corporations employ 

arguments to expand or create negative effects, and contain or deny its benefits. Closely linked to 

the instrumental strategy coalition management (see Table 1.3), corporations are known to use a 

variety of different channels, or voices, to convey their arguments – for example, a scientist, group 

of concerned citizens, or a small business owner – in order to distance themselves from 

arguments, thereby increasing the credibility of their messages. Table 1.4 illustrates discursive 

strategies which have been documented across the three regulatory policy types discussed in 

section 1.1.2.2.  

 

Table 1.4 Industry discursive strategies, adapted from Ulucanlar et al (2016). Sources indicate 

where strategies have been documented in the context of key dietary public health policies. 

Discursive strategy Policy type1 Sources 

Expand/ create: Unanticipated costs 

to economy and society 
 

Negative impacts on the overall 

economy or societal good such as 

social justice and individual 

freedom. Often grounded in the 

notion that industry makes positive 

contributions to society. 

Taxation (Bødker et al., 2015; Nixon et al., 2015b; Williams, 2015; Douglas et al., 

2018; Fooks et al., 2019; Gomez, 2019; Hilton et al., 2019; Abdool 

Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Bridge, Flint and Tench, 2020; 

Campbell et al., 2020; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; Fuster et al., 

2020; Hunt, 2020; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; 

Ojeda et al., 2020; Sainsbury et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a; Crosbie 

et al., 2021; Mariath and Martins, 2021) 

Marketing 

restrictions 

(Field and Gauld, 2011; Razavi, Adams and White, 2019) 

FOPL (Mialon et al., 2016b; Fernandes Davies and Jaime, 2017; Mialon et al., 

2020a; Mialon et al., 2021b) 

Expand/ create: Unintended costs to 

public health 

 

Negative public health impacts via 

“side effects” of regulation. 

Taxation (Fooks et al., 2019; Hilton et al., 2019; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; 

Mialon et al., 2020b) 

Marketing 

restrictions 

(Razavi, Adams and White, 2019; Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 

2020) 

FOPL (Mialon and Mialon, 2018; Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

Expand/ create: expected industry 

costs 
 

Negative impacts on businesses or 

jobs, disproportionate 

administrative costs 

Taxation (Bødker et al., 2015; Jaichuen et al., 2018; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; 

Fooks et al., 2019; Hilton et al., 2019; Abdool Karim, Kruger and 

Hofman, 2020; Bridge, Flint and Tench, 2020; Campbell et al., 2020; 

Fuster et al., 2020; Hagenaars et al., 2020; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon, 

Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020; Sainsbury et al., 2020; 

Mariath and Martins, 2021) 

Marketing 

restrictions 

(Razavi, Adams and White, 2019) 

FOPL (Fernandes Davies and Jaime, 2017; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon et al., 

2021b) 

Contain/ deny: Intended public 

health benefits 

 

Policy will not have the intended 

benefit for public health, or there is 

no (/not enough) evidence to support 

this. 

Taxation (Bødker et al., 2015; Nixon et al., 2015b; Williams, 2015; Petticrew et al., 

2017; Fooks et al., 2019; Hilton et al., 2019; Le Bodo et al., 2019; Abdool 

Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Bridge, Flint and Tench, 2020; 

Campbell et al., 2020; Carriedo, Lock and Hawkins, 2020; Hunt, 2020; 

Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 

2021a; Mariath and Martins, 2021) 

Marketing 

restrictions 

(Field and Gauld, 2011; Razavi, Adams and White, 2019; Vandenbrink, 

Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020) 

FOPL (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2012; Mialon and Mialon, 2018; Mialon et 

al., 2020a) 
1 FOPL = front-of-pack nutrition labelling 

 



 

 

37 

 

1.3 Summary 

The way modern corporations function means that commercial interests often prevail 

over the public interest – where these do not align, the implications for public health can be grave. 

The CDoH concept has emerged in recent years to describe and investigate the ways in which 

such commercial actors and market structures shape health. Concentrating on political activity as 

a sub-category of the CDoH, this thesis will examine how a specific set of corporate actors – those 

involved in the production and sale of UPFs – seek to shape dietary NCD policy. 

Policy interference by UPFI actors poses a major barrier to the introduction of public 

health regulation. Transnational companies in particular have a history of contesting regulation, 

for example, across the areas of taxation (Tselengidis and Östergren, 2018; Abdool Karim, Kruger 

and Hofman, 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a), marketing restrictions (Razavi, Adams and White, 

2019; Vandenbrink, Pauze and Potvin Kent, 2020), and labelling (Julia and Hercberg, 2016; 

Crosbie, Carriedo and Schmidt, 2020). Although there is significantly more research on tobacco 

industry political activity, the emerging research on the behaviour of UPF companies suggests 

that there are considerable similarities in the strategies employed by both industries. Thus, the 

PDM emerges as a suitable tool to structure systematic research into UPFI political activity. I will 

employ this model in several studies within this thesis as a lens to investigate UPFI political 

activity and contextualise the latter within established evidence on tobacco and wider unhealthy 

commodity industry conduct. What follows is an outline of the upcoming chapters within this 

thesis: 

Chapter 2: General methodology 

Chapter 3: Ultra-processed food industry political activity in global-level non-communicable 

disease policy 

• Paper I:  “Non-communicable disease governance in the era of the sustainable 

development goals: a qualitative analysis of food industry framing in WHO 

consultations” 

• Paper II:  “Commercial use of evidence in public health policy: a critical assessment of 

food industry submissions to global-level consultations on non-communicable disease 

prevention” 

• Paper III: “Big Food and the World Health Organization: A qualitative study of corporate 

political activity in global-level non-communicable disease policy” 
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Chapter 4: Corporate political activity in opposition to sugar-sweetened beverage taxation in the 

WHO European Region 

• Paper IV: “Corporate political activity in the context of sugar-sweetened beverage tax 

policy in the WHO European Region” 

Chapter 5: Corporate political activity in the context of the Transport for London healthier 

advertising policy 

• Paper V: “Corporate political activity in the context of unhealthy food advertising 

restrictions across Transport for London: A qualitative case study” 

Chapter 6: General discussion 
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Chapter 2:  General methodology 
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The purpose of this chapter is to outline the considerations underlying the overall research 

approach and choice of methods within this thesis. I draw on interviews, surveys, and policy 

documents as the core data sources and employ qualitative framing and content analyses to 

explore corporate political activity, as set out for each paper in the summary below (although ‘I’ 

is used for simplicity, please note that all papers include co-authors):  

Paper I: “Non-communicable disease governance in the era of the Sustainable Development 

Goals: a qualitative analysis of food industry framing in WHO consultations” 

• I conducted a qualitative framing analysis of responses by food industry actors to 

consultations held by the WHO on NCD policy. After locating all relevant responses via 

the UN agency’s website, industry actors’ positions on a range of policy and governance 

approaches as well as arguments and frames were identified. 

Paper II: “Commercial use of evidence in public health policy: a critical assessment of food 

industry submissions to global-level consultations on non-communicable disease prevention” 

• For this study, I conducted a mixed methods content analysis and verification-oriented 

cross-documentary analysis of policy consultation responses. Drawing on the same set of 

consultation responses as paper I, this separate analysis combined the coding of quality 

markers (independence, nature, publication route) for each item of evidence cited to 

support key arguments, as well as a more in-depth investigation into whether peer-

reviewed research was represented accurately. 

Paper III:  “Big food and the World Health Organization: a qualitative study of industry attempts 

to influence global-level non-communicable disease policy” 

• Due to the relative difficulty of obtaining sufficient, high-quality data from a single 

source, this study combined academic literature, key informant interviews, and document 

data to explore instrumental strategies used by UPFI actors in the context of NCD 

policymaking at the WHO. These different types of data were analysed using inductive 

and deductive thematic coding (drawing on the PDM) and triangulated with additional 

online searches. 

Paper IV: “Corporate political activity in the context of sugar-sweetened beverage tax policy in 

the WHO European Region” 
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• For this study, I adopted a survey design to obtain information on CPA from key 

informants who were involved in SSB tax policy processes within European Region 

countries. The resulting data were analysed qualitatively, with the PDM serving as an 

overarching framework. Additional web searches and brief follow-up calls with 

participants were used to triangulate initial findings. 

Paper V:  “Corporate political activity in the context of unhealthy food advertising restrictions 

across Transport for London: A qualitative case study” 

• To gain insights into whether and how CPA manifested in the context of this policy, I 

submitted several Freedom of Information requests to relevant authorities. The resulting 

data – consultation responses, information on meetings, and correspondence between 

industry and officials – were analysed qualitatively, drawing on the PDM as an 

overarching framework. 

The detailed methodology for each individual study is discussed in the methods sections 

of papers I to V. In this chapter, I will outline my ontological and epistemological position before 

I move on to discuss theoretical considerations and explain my approach to researching CPA. 

2.1 Epistemology, ontology, and research paradigm 

The following section sets out the overarching paradigm within which I situate my 

research and how this informs my approach to qualitative research. In drawing on constructivist 

epistemology, I approach my research with a view of humans as constantly engaged in 

interpretation and the social construction of parallel versions of social reality. I work with the 

assumption that facts, including scientific facts, are socially constructed and open to alternative 

interpretations, and the institutions and processes which underlie policy decisions are part of a 

constructed social reality in which ideas, norms, and argument wield significant power 

(Finnemore and Sikkink, 2001). 

Seeking understanding rather than testing specific hypotheses or providing causal 

explanations for complex phenomena, I predominantly align myself with an approach to 

qualitative research which views knowledge production as a subjective, interpretive process and 

analysis as flexible rather than fixed and mechanical. Labelling this approach “big Q” qualitative 

research, Braun and Clarke (2013) contrast it with “small q” approaches which tend to borrow 

principles and quality markers from quantitative research. Within the studies included in this 

thesis, second coding is only employed as a means of facilitating discussion between researchers 

and refining analyses rather than determining inter-rater reliability (Morse, 1997). While I employ 
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some traditionally positivist concepts such as triangulation, I do so with the aim of preventing 

factual errors with regard to specific examples that interview or survey participants provide, rather 

than with the intention of getting closer to an “objective reality” (Varpio et al., 2017).  

2.2 Contextualising corporate political activity within wider policy 

processes 

There is a large body of literature theorising how policy is made, and why it changes. As 

it is beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss such theories in detail (see Sabatier and Weible 

(2014) or Smith (2013) for an overview), this section will focus on outlining the overarching 

approach taken within this thesis. 

Grounded in the constructivist assumption that a societal issue can be viewed and 

portrayed in a multitude of ways, I approach policies as a result of a complex, multi-directional 

interplay of the socially constructed ideas which underpin them (Smith, 2013). In doing so, I seek 

to complement rather than refute non-ideational approaches, adding to our understanding of the 

complex interaction between ideas, vested interests, and institutions throughout policy processes 

(Béland, 2005). Although the studies included within this thesis focus on corporate attempts to 

influence public health policy, rather than the broader factors which shape policy, it is important 

to consider that these elements cannot and should not be fully disentangled. Using Walt and 

Gilson’s (1994) health policy analysis triangle, I briefly discuss some of these contextual factors 

and complex relationships within which CPA may take place. 
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Figure 2.1 Walt and Gilson’s policy triangle, adapted from Buse, Mays, and Walt (2012). 

 

Grounded in a political economy perspective, the framework goes beyond the content of 

policy, further emphasising the importance of and interrelations between context, process, and 

actors. Obesity policy, for instance, may be shaped by contextual factors such as the cultural 

importance of certain foods, the political orientation of a country’s governing party, technological 

innovation which shapes how products are marketed, and situational factors such as the COVID-

19 pandemic. Actors involved in policy debates around obesity may include people living with 

the condition, civil society organisations focused on health or stigma, groups promoting minimal 

state intervention in individual freedom, and commercial actors involved in the sale or promotion 

of obesogenic foods. Policy processes vary widely, depending, for instance, on which level of 

governance decision-making takes place at and which legal or regulatory mechanisms an 

authority uses. Crucially, the governance of policymaking – in other words, how policy is 

designed and implemented – also shapes whether and how different stakeholders, including 

industry, can formally participate. 

This context is relevant to the study of CPA insofar it is likely to shape not only corporate 

political behaviour but also its outcomes. A company or industry’s unfavourable reputation with 
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the public or provisions safeguarding policy processes against CoI, for instance, may make CPA 

less likely to succeed, whereas a political leader’s unwillingness to be seen as representing a 

“nanny state” may do the opposite. Throughout this thesis, I will also draw on the “policy cycle”, 

the notion that policymaking takes place in a number of linked phases: agenda-setting, policy 

development, implementation of agreed action, and evaluation (Smith and Katikireddi, 2013). 

While this is a simplified view, the stages heuristic is a useful tool to delineate different points in 

the policymaking process. 

Although it lies beyond the scope of this thesis to systematically assess the impact of 

CPA, documenting how it manifests on different levels of governance and across different types 

of policies may help develop theoretical understandings of the way in which CPA varies. 

2.3 Researching corporate political activity 

As noted in Chapter 1, within this thesis and specifically in papers III to V, I use the PDM 

(Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016) as a starting point for investigations into CPA. Previous 

research applying the PDM to map food industry political activity has established that it can be 

applied beyond tobacco (e.g., Mialon, Julia and Hercberg, 2018a; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 

2020). However, to map CPA in the context of dietary public health policy in a more nuanced 

way, the studies underlying papers III, IV, and V only draw on the higher-level strategies of the 

PDM: discursive strategies, and the four instrumental strategies: coalition management, 

information management, direct access and influence, and legal strategies. I do not adopt the 

lower-level techniques and arguments in my analyses so as to support a more flexible, data-driven 

analysis of CPA. 

More generally, the emergent field of research on the CDoH has been approached from 

a range of academic disciplines including, but not restricted to, public health, social policy, 

anthropology, political science, and media studies (Lee and Hawkins, 2016). As discussed in 

Chapter 1, the strategies corporations are known to use when seeking to shape public health policy 

span various spheres of society; government, science, civil society, and the public. Research on 

CPA thus benefits from the use of a diverse range of sources. In the following section, I will 

introduce some of the data sources and analytical approaches which can be employed to analyse 

CPA, and set out the rationale behind my methodological choices. 

2.3.1 Documents as data 

Owing to the sometimes-controversial nature of research on CPA, documents and other 

written evidence form an important pillar, standing alone or in combination with key informant 
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methods which offer additional depth (discussed in section 2.3.2). The Master Settlement 

Agreement in 1998 forced tobacco companies to release close to 13 million internal documents, 

sparking a wave of research which unveiled novel insights into corporate strategy (UCSF Industry 

Documents Library, 2021). However, at the time of writing, the scale of internal documents 

available from the UPFI is not comparable, despite efforts by researchers and advocates to obtain 

and archive relevant documentation (University of California San Francisco, 2021). Moreover, 

the case of tobacco is likely to act as a warning to other sectors, and growing calls for transparency 

have created an awareness that anything on record can become public. This is illustrated by 

remarks from a senior employee of the PR firm Burson-Marsteller, who explains that it is a “basic 

assumption that everything you do is on the public record. That you should never again, ever, go 

into a meeting and assume that anything you write, anything you say, anything you do is between 

you and whoever you’re doing it with” (Project Reconnect, 2015). The continuing adjustment of 

corporations to a changing regulatory environment, along with the differences in available data 

between industries, calls for innovation in the data collection and analytical approaches used to 

study CPA (Lee and Hawkins, 2016; Maani et al., 2020). 

The nature and origins of documents used to study CPA should be considered carefully 

(Table 2.1). MacKenzie and Holden (2016, p.195) emphasise that, although “communications 

intended for an external audience cannot be used alone, and uncritically, to construct an objective 

account of corporate activity over time”, they can be triangulated with other types of data or used 

in analyses of corporate communication with the public or policymakers. 

 

Table 2.1 Example types of document or web data for CPA analysis. 

Public-facing 

information (aimed at 

the general public or 

specific groups) 

Government-

mandated 

transparency 

information 

Private information 

(between industry and third 

parties, not intended for 

publication)  

Internal 

information (within/ 

between companies, 

not intended for 

publication) 

Corporate Social 

Responsibility initiatives  

Tax returns Correspondence with 

policymakers, scientists, or 

other third parties (e.g., civil 

society) 

Internal industry 

correspondence (e.g., 

emails, contracts, 

staff training 

documents) 
Funding and sponsorship information 

Declarations of lobbying activity (e.g., lobbyists 

employed, officials lobbied, spending, topics 

discussed) 

Documents relating to public policy processes 
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Public relations activities 

(e.g., media engagement, 

press releases) 

 Employment data/ revolving 

door (elements may be 

public) 

Internal strategy 

reports (e.g., 

government relations) 

Strategy documents (e.g., 

annual/ investor/ 

sustainability reports) 

Internal research 

reports 

Research publications 

Potentially accessible via: 

Public authority 

websites1, industry 

websites2, third party 

websites3, news outlets4, 

trade press5 

Transparency 

registers6, 

government 

websites1 

Industry monitoring 

databases7, government 

websites1, third party 

websites3 

Transparency 

registers6, industry 

monitoring 

databases7 

Examples or tips for each category: 
1 The UK government website can be found under www.gov.uk.  
2 The Coca-Cola Company’s website, for instance, can be found under www.coca-colacompany.com, however it is 

important to note that investor relations and subsidiaries may be located elsewhere. The Wayback Machine is a 

useful resource for accessing earlier versions of web pages or archiving current versions (The Internet Archive, 

2021). 
3 Potentially useful third party websites or platforms include LinkedIn or Twitter, as well as websites of industry-

allied organisations and individuals. 
4 News reporting can be accessed via databases such as LexisNexis. 
5 UK-centric trade press outlets include The Grocer and Retail Newsagent. 
6 Lobby activities and spending may be accessible via official registers such as the EU Transparency Register 

(Commission, 2021). 
7 Previously internal documents may be available via archives such as the Industry Documents Archive 

(University of California San Francisco, 2021), while other platforms, such as Tobacco Tactics (Tobacco Control 

Research Group, 2021), offer synthesised information on industry activities. 

 

It is important to be aware of the origins and status of the data, for instance; who authored 

it, for which purpose, and which audience is this directed at? Reflecting on questions such as 

these can be helpful in identifying, for example, whether a written statement is a corporation’s 

attempt to influence public opinion, a response submitted as part of a stakeholder consultation to 

shape a policy outcome, a private email to a civil servant circumventing formal procedure, or an 

internal communication detailing a corporation’s strategic aims. In brief, it is essential to be 

mindful of whether one may be looking at public relations materials or the inner workings of the 

industry. Both can yield useful insights but serve different analytical purposes. Much stronger 

conclusions can be drawn from internal documents, particularly compared to documents intended 

for the public or policymakers which may only reveal a well-curated tip of the iceberg. Yet, as 

the former remain rare, and where available, other sources are essential for the study of UPFI 

political activity. 

Transparency provisions as data collection tools 

Where transparency provisions such as transparency registers or Freedom of Information 

laws are in place, these tools can be important pathways for collecting relevant document data. 

http://www.gov.uk/
http://www.coca-colacompany.com/
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However, this varies strongly across jurisdictions. The UK Register of Consultant Lobbyists, for 

instance, does not provide information on lobby spending or details regarding who was lobbied 

on which policy area (Office of the Registrar of Consultant Lobbyists, 2021). More 

comprehensive examples of lobby registers include, for instance, the US, Canadian, and Irish 

registers, and the EU Transparency register (Commission, 2021; Office of the Commissioner of 

Lobbying of Canada, 2021; Senate, 2021; Standards in Public Office Commission, 2021). 

2.3.2 Learning from key informants 

Similar to documents, key informant interviews and other methods which draw on expert 

knowledge are subject to several potential pitfalls (Goldstein, 2002; Baker, 2013; Jenkin et al., 

2016). Access, for instance, may be challenging to gain, particularly for early career researchers 

without an established network. Jenkin et al (2016) advise that a combination of existing points 

of access such as civil society organisations, purposive “cold calling”, and snowball sampling 

may help to open doors to policymakers. In contrast to other types of interviews, key informant 

interviews tend to involve a mutually beneficial process with an expectation of “giving back”. 

While this is an incentive for interviewees to participate and a channel to disseminate findings, 

researchers should consider how to manage expectations accordingly. As with documentary data, 

when interviewing key informants, it is important to take into account individuals’ interests and 

experiences which may shape what kind of information they are willing and able to provide. 

A key purpose of informant interviews in this thesis is to guide further work that uses 

document-based data sources (e.g., web searches) and assist the sense-making process via 

triangulation. I made the decision not to interview industry representatives as part of the research 

presented in this thesis for several reasons. First, interviews with industry representatives are less 

likely to provide insights into instrumental strategies but may be helpful to identify framing and 

arguments (MacKenzie and Holden, 2016). I draw on documentary sources for the latter. Second, 

discussions with colleagues in the field indicated that, as a member of a research group which has 

long engaged in critical work on corporate conduct, industry actors would be unlikely to agree to 

an interview, or interviewees would represent the PR arm of the business. 

2.4 Summary 

While the studies within this thesis vary in their methodological approaches, this chapter 

sets out the overarching approach I have taken to researching CPA. In summary, I consider 

policymaking, and influences which shape it, socially constructed; this means that elements such 

as ideas, arguments, and power play a crucial role. A range of sources can be used to study CPA, 

however, they vary in accessibility, thus it is important to consider feasibility when making 
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methodological decisions and combine different types of data to address the limitations of each. 

When analysing documents as data, a vast range of analytical approaches can be appropriate. 

Similarly, key informant statements obtained via interviews or surveys can be analysed using 

various frameworks and methods. As noted above, I adopt a predominantly qualitative approach 

throughout this thesis, however, analytical methods vary across the studies and will be discussed 

in detail in papers I to V. What follows are three chapters which present the empirical research 

conducted as part of this PhD.  
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Chapter 3:  Ultra-processed food industry 

political activity in global-level non-

communicable disease policy 

  



 

 

50 

 

Commentary 

In this chapter, I explore CPA in the context of the WHO, the primary UN agency 

responsible for public health. The idea for this research originated when I attended the third UN 

high-level meeting on NCDs in September 2018. During the week I spent in New York, it 

emerged in discussions with policymakers, advocates, and academics who had worked in this 

space for decades that corporate interference was a well-known problem which, in the case of 

food, did not appear to be on a path to improve. However, as compared to tobacco, there was a 

lack of in-depth, empirical research documenting corporate interference with NCD policy as it 

relates to healthy diets. Thus, the three studies included in this chapter focus on global-level 

efforts to address NCDs which are led by WHO Headquarters. What happens at the WHO is 

highly significant, even in the absence of binding agreements regarding dietary NCDs. The 

various strategies and guidance documents developed by the agency function as important norm-

setting devices. Although they do not bind Member States to a certain course of action, norms are 

channels for policy diffusion (Dobbin, Simmons and Garrett, 2007). In other words, once a policy 

is recommended by the WHO, it is likely to become politically more feasible at other levels of 

governance. This may, in turn, facilitate efforts to counter industry interference. It is important to 

note that, although the scope of this chapter is largely limited to the activities related to WHO 

Headquarters, many relevant initiatives are headed by other UN agencies, such as UNICEF, or 

non-governmental organisations, and the WHO’s regional and country offices also play a crucial 

role in advancing public health. 

This chapter contains three papers which present a separate study each, preceded by a 

statement of authorship which sets out specific contributions by myself and my co-authors: 

• Paper I – “Non-communicable disease governance in the era of the Sustainable 

Development Goals: a qualitative analysis of food industry framing in WHO 

consultations” explores how UPFI actors frame NCD policy and governance in 

consultations at the global level; 

• Paper II – “Commercial use of evidence in public health policy: a critical assessment 

of food industry submissions to global-level consultations on non-communicable 

disease prevention” draws on the same consultation responses to assess the quality 

of evidence and used to support key arguments; 

• Paper III – “Big food and the World Health Organization: a qualitative study of 

industry attempts to influence global-level non-communicable disease policy” maps 

wider instrumental strategies employed by UPFI actors in the context of the WHO.  
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Paper I 

 

Non-communicable disease governance in the era of the 

Sustainable Development Goals: a qualitative analysis of food 

industry framing in WHO consultations 

Kathrin Lauber1,2, Rob Ralston3, Mélissa Mialon4, Angela Carriedo5, Anna B Gilmore1,2 

1: Tobacco Control Research Group, University of Bath, Bath, UK 

2: SPECTRUM Consortium, Edinburgh, UK 

3: Global Health Policy Unit, School of Social and Political Science, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK 

4: School of Public Health, University of São Paulo, São Paulo, Brazil 

5: World Public Health Nutrition Association, London, UK 

 

Abstract 

Background: The UN system's shift towards multistakeholder governance, now 

embedded in the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), invites a broad range of actors, 

including the private sector, to the policymaking table. Although the tobacco industry is formally 

excluded from engagement, this approach provides opportunities for other unhealthy commodity 

industries to influence the World Health Organization’s (WHO’s) non-communicable disease 

(NCD) agenda. Focusing on the food industry, this research maps which actors engaged with 

WHO consultations, and critically examines actors' policy and governance preferences as well as 

the framing they employ to promote these preferences in the global context. 

Methods: All written responses from food industry actors to publicly available NCD-

relevant WHO consultations held between September 2015 and September 2018 were identified, 

totalling 45 responses across five consultations. A qualitative frame analysis was conducted to 

identify policy positions expressed by respondents, as well as arguments and frames used to do 

so. 

Results: Though no individual companies responded to the consultations, the majority of 

participating business associations had some of the largest multinational food corporations as 

members. Respondents overarchingly promoted non-statutory approaches and opposed statutory 
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regulation and conflict of interest safeguards. To this purpose, they framed the food industry as a 

legitimate and necessary partner in policymaking, differentiating themselves from the tobacco 

industry and referencing a history of successful collaboration, while also invoking 

multistakeholder norms and good governance principles to portray collaboration as required. 

Respondents contrasted this with the limits of WHO’s mandate, portraying it as out of step with 

the SDGs and framing NCD decision-making as a matter of national sovereignty. 

Conclusion: We observed that the UN’s call for partnerships to support the SDGs is 

invoked to defend corporate access to NCD policy. This highlights the need for more cautious 

approaches which are mindful of the commercial determinants of health. Systematic opposition 

to regulation and to governance approaches which may compromise commercial actors’ insider 

role in global health by food industry actors shown here, and the strategic use of the Sustainable 

Development agenda to this purpose, raises questions about the value of collaboration from the 

perspective of international health agencies such as WHO.  
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Introduction 

Non-communicable diseases (NCDs) have become the leading cause of global morbidity 

and mortality, causing over 73% of deaths in 2017 (Roth et al., 2018). Unhealthy diets are a major 

driver of NCDs (Swinburn et al., 2019) and the proliferation of ultra-processed food and beverage 

products (‘ultra-processed foods’ hereafter) (Monteiro et al.) plays a key role in this epidemic 

(Stuckler et al., 2012; Hall et al., 2019; Rico-Campà et al., 2019; Srour et al., 2019). Ultra-

processed foods are highly profitable, and predominantly produced and marketed by transnational 

corporations (Stuckler and Nestle, 2012). Attempts to introduce policies aimed at decreasing the 

consumption of ultra-processed foods have encountered strong pushback from these corporations 

(summarised under ‘food industry’ for simplicity) (Bødker et al., 2015; Mialon, Swinburn and 

Sacks, 2015; Mialon et al., 2017; Tselengidis and Östergren, 2018; UK Health Forum, 2018; 

Buckton et al., 2019; Hilton et al., 2019). The WHO has published a range of recommendations 

and strategies which address dietary NCD policy. With an initial focus on individual-level, or 

downstream recommendations such as the majority of the 2004 Global Strategy on Diet, Physical 

Activity and Health (World Health Organization, 2004), these have gradually incorporated 

population-level, or upstream approaches, for example in the Global Action Plan for the 

Prevention and Control of NCDs 2013-2020 (World Health Organization, 2013). Nonetheless, 

prominent political documents such as Time to Deliver (Nishtar et al., 2018) have stopped short 

of recommending fiscal measures (Hanefeld and Hawkins, 2018). Within global health 

governance, such soft regulation fulfils an important normative role (Toebes, 2018), particularly 

in the absence of legally binding mechanisms. Therefore, despite being non-binding in the dietary 

NCD space, WHO guidance has prompted a major industry response, as illustrated by the Sugar 

Association’s aggressive counter-campaign to the 2004 proposal to limit free sugar intake to 

under ten percent of daily caloric intake (Boseley, 2003).  

Overall, growing evidence that the political activity of unhealthy commodity industry 

actors poses a major barrier to addressing NCDs has led to calls for clear, transparent, and 

accountable governance mechanisms to safeguard policymaking from corporate influence 

(Moodie et al., 2013; Kadandale, Marten and Smith, 2018; Swinburn et al., 2019). Yet, global 

health governance, traditionally constrained to “institutions and processes of governance which 

are related to an explicit health mandate,” (Kickbusch and Szabo, 2014) has seen an increasing 

move towards more networked (Lencucha, Kothari and Labonté, 2012) governance which 

involves non-governmental actors such as civil society and the private sector (Sørensen and 

Torfing, 2007). With the exception of the tobacco industry, which has been formally excluded 

from participation in public health policymaking through Article 5.3 of the Framework 

Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) (World Health Organization, 2003), the 
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multistakeholder governance model actively invites private sector actors to participate (Casswell 

and Thamarangsi, 2009; Collin, 2012; Sethi and Schepers, 2014). While the beginning of this 

partnership-oriented era pre-dates the year 2000 (Richter, 2012), it was formalised with the 

introduction in 2015 of the UN (SDGs) (United Nations, 2015), specifically SDG 17 which calls 

on Member States to “[e]ncourage and promote effective public, public-private and civil society 

partnerships” (United Nations, 2015). However, there are concerns that there may be an inherent 

conflict between SDG 17 and SDG 3, which includes a target to reduce premature mortality from 

NCDs by one-third (United Nations, 2015), by lending legitimacy to partnerships with the private 

sector without acknowledging the well-established notion that these can undermine public health 

goals when they involve industries dependent upon the sale of unhealthy commodities (Richter, 

2017; Di Ruggiero et al., 2018). 

Public health policy and governance are not determined purely by the translation of 

scientific evidence through value- and interest-free analysis: central questions of authority and 

power highlight their inherently political nature (Shiffman, 2014). Drawing on the notion that 

such power may be employed in instrumental or discursive ways, meaning it can be exerted 

through actions or arguments (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016), this study focuses primarily 

on the latter. We aim to gain insights into how food industry actors attempt to shape debates 

around NCDs at the global level, using submissions to WHO consultations on NCD policy and 

governance held after the adoption of the SDGs. In so doing, it addresses a key gap in the literature 

on food industry influence which hitherto has focused on sub-national (Watts et al., 2014; Nixon 

et al., 2015) and national (Bødker et al., 2015; Mialon, Swinburn and Sacks, 2015; Mialon et al., 

2017; UK Health Forum, 2018; Buckton et al., 2019; Hilton et al., 2019) levels of governance, 

with the global level neglected. Specifically, we address three key questions:  

1. Which food industry actors participated in recent WHO consultations on NCD policy and 

governance? 

2. What are their positions on policy and governance tools? 

3. How are these positions justified? 

To explore the latter we use frame analysis, adopting a constructivist view of framing 

which is rooted in the notion that there are multiple ways we can make sense of the social world 

(Koon, Hawkins and Mayhew, 2016). Policy actors may understand an issue in differing ways, 

with frames as “structures of belief, perception and appreciation” underlying distinct policy 

positions (Schön and Rein, 1994). Policy frames, described as “weapons of advocacy” (Weiss, 

1989, p.117), have the potential to shape policy processes and outcomes (Rein and Schön, 1996, 
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p.91). Framing an issue and its solutions in a certain way provides an “ordering logic” (Hawkins 

and Holden, 2013) and allows actors to set the terms of the debate and legitimise certain solutions 

while precluding others (Rein and Schön, 1996; McInnes et al., 2012; Hawkins and Holden, 

2013). This has implications not only for how these matters are addressed but may also affect 

governance structures by defining who is, and who is not, a legitimate stakeholder (McInnes et 

al., 2012; Bovens and ‘t Hart, 2016). 

Methods 

Data sources 

We undertook a two-step process to identify food industry submissions to relevant WHO 

consultations on NCD policy and governance. First, in January 2019, we systematically searched 

the WHO website for consultations which met the following criteria: (a) they were global in 

scope, (b) covered diet-related NCD policy and/or governance, (c) responses were published in 

full on the WHO website, and (d) they were held in the three-year window after the SDGs were 

ratified (September 2015–September 2018). Second, we identified submissions representing food 

industry interests by first selecting all private sector responses (separate from public sector, 

academia, and civil society; categorised as such by WHO in all but one consultation) and then, 

from these, selecting responses made directly by a food corporation or a business association 

(BA) overtly representing food industry interests (see Box below for definitions). BA submissions 

were only included if the organisation explicitly stated that they represented the food industry, or 

parts of it, in their consultation submission. We did consider the inclusion of BAs with food 

industry members who did not explicitly mention this but decided against it as their responses did 

not address dietary NCDs sufficiently. No submissions were excluded based on language as all 

were either in English or Spanish. 

Analysis 

Submitting organisations  

BAs were classified as either food industry BAs or cross-industry BAs (see Box below 

for definitions). To gain an insight into the companies represented by the included BAs, and given 

our time constraints, we searched BAs’ websites to identify which of the four largest ultra-

processed food corporations were members (using global packaged food and soft drinks market 

shares as a proxy (Euromonitor International, 2019a, b)): Coca-Cola, Mondelez, PepsiCo, and 

Nestlé. We used the most recent membership information as of March 2020. Where previous 

membership lists were available, changes during the study timeframe (starting September 2015) 
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were noted. A list of all organisations in our sample with membership details can be found in 

Appendix 3.1 (p. 280). 

Box: Definitions. 

 

Policy positions and frames 

Policy positions 

After initial familiarisation with the data, the lead author (KL) identified the positions 

taken by each submitting organisation on a range of issues (the coding framework can be found 

in Appendix 3.2). They were coded in an Excel spreadsheet for whether a specific policy (e.g., 

taxation, advertising restrictions) or governance tool (e.g. conflict of interest (COI) safeguards, 

business impact assessments) was discussed and, if so, whether the organisation supported or 

opposed it. 

Frames 

We conducted a frame analysis (Hawkins and Holden, 2013; Koon, Hawkins and 

Mayhew, 2016) to explore food industry attempts to shape the discourse around NCDs in support 

of their policy positions and preferred governance approaches. Upon reading of a set of sample 

documents from each consultation, members of the research team (KL, RR, MM) agreed on an 

Food industry: Food corporations and their representative bodies. This includes corporations 

manufacturing foods and soft drinks (focus on ultra-processed foods but not exclusive), or 

forming a key part of their supply chain, and holding a financial interest in the sale of foods and 

soft drinks, including ingredient supply and processing, retail, and fast food restaurant 

organisations. 

Business association (BA): A not-for profit entity which represents the interests of its members 

which are commercial enterprises and/or national or other business associations. 

Cross-industry BA: A business association representing a range of industries, often with 

a national or regional focus (e.g., US Council for International Business). 

Food industry BA: A business association which, according to its own information, 

predominantly represents the food industry (see above for definitions). Sub-classified as 

food, beverage, retail, or supply chain where specified. 
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initial list of relevant frames as overarching categories. This list was refined and added to 

throughout the iterative analytical process. Arguments were coded inductively as the smallest unit 

of analysis and grouped under overarching frames. KL coded all submissions in English (n = 36) 

and AC coded those in Spanish (n = 7). Moreover, twenty per cent of the consultation submissions 

were double-coded by a second member of the research team (AC) and discussions with the wider 

team followed to reach agreement on the findings (agreement was not quantified) and to refine 

them. This analysis was conducted using NVivo 12 (QSR International, 2018). 

Results 

Sample 

Five relevant consultations were identified (see Table 1), attracting a total of 437 

submissions, 20.8 percent (91) thereof from private sector actors and 10.3 percent (45) explicitly 

representing the food industry (Table 1). These forty-five submissions comprise our sample. The 

remaining private sector responses included submissions from other unhealthy commodity 

industries (e.g., alcohol), a range of other commercial actors, and think-tanks. Of the included 

consultations, four focused on providing NCD policy recommendations, including but not limited 

to dietary interventions, and the fifth focused on developing a tool to help Member States manage 

COI. Of the five consultations, the WHO Independent High-level Commission on NCDs was the 

largest in terms of responses and the Zero Draft Shanghai Declaration on Health Promotion the 

smallest. One submission by Alimentos y Bebidas de Chile (AB Chile, 2018) was excluded from 

the qualitative analysis as it only contained the draft consultation document without comments. 

Another submission by the US Council for International Business (USCIB, 2017b) merely 

expressed support for another organisation’s statement and was therefore interpreted as identical. 



 

 

 

Table 3.1 Included WHO consultations and a breakdown of total responses showing private sector submissions and the overt food/beverage submissions 

included within these. 

Consultation title Dates Details Total number 

of responses 

Private sector 

responses 

Responses 

representing food 

industry 

Web-based consultation of 

the WHO Independent 

High-level Commission on 

NCDs 

10–16 May 2018 Held following a technical consultation in 

March 2018 (WHO Independent High-

level Commission on NCDs, 2018) to 

inform the WHO Independent High-level 

Commission’s report to the UN High-

Level Meeting on NCDs in September 

2018. Outcome: Time to deliver (Nishtar 

et al., 2018) 

215 47 19 

Consultation on the 

Member State-led draft 
outcome document for 

WHO Global Conference 

on NCDs (Montevideo 

Roadmap) 

11–25 August 

2017 

Consultation linked to the WHO Global 

Conference on enhancing policy 

coherence to prevent and control NCDs in 

October 2017. Outcome: Montevideo 

Roadmap 2018-2030 on NCDs as a 

sustainable development priority (World 

Health Organization, 2017a) 

97 17 8 

Safeguarding against 

possible conflicts of 
interest in nutrition 

programmes 

11–29 

September 2017 

Consultation on an approach for the 

prevention and management of COI in the 

policy development and implementation 

of nutrition programmes at country level, 

following a technical consultation (World 

Health Organization, 2015). Outcome: 

Safeguarding against possible conflicts of 
interest in nutrition programmes (World 

Health Organization, 2017b). 

44 14 12 



 

 

 

Updating Appendix 3 of 
the WHO Global NCD 

Action Plan 2013-2020 

25 July–1 

September 2016 

As requested at the 69th WHA, Appendix 

3 of the WHO Global NCD Action Plan 

2013-2020, a menu of policy options and 

cost-effective interventions for NCD 

prevention and control, was updated. This 

formed the basis of the WHO Best Buys 

(World Health Organization, 2017d). 

64 9 4 

Zero draft Shanghai 
Declaration on Health 

Promotion 

20 May–15 

October 2016 

Consultation on a draft considered at the 

9th Global Conference on Health 

Promotion in November 2016 which 

aimed to position health promotion as 

fundamental to Sustainable Development. 

Outcome: Shanghai Declaration on 
promoting health in the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development (World Health 

Organization, 2016). 

17 

 

4 2 

Total numbers   437 91 (20.8%) 45 (10.3%) 
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Submitting food industry organisations 

No individual food companies submitted responses to any of the consultations; all 

twenty-two food industry actors represented across the forty-five submissions were BAs. 

Nineteen specifically represented food and/or beverage companies, and three were cross-industry 

BAs representing a range of sectors including food companies. Figure 1 below shows that, 

through these BAs, some of the largest multinational food corporations were represented multiple 

times in every consultation in our sample. The vast majority of BAs had at least one of the four 

selected food corporations as members. As a number of BAs within our sample only represented 

other BAs rather than individual corporations, we also traced such indirect links (dashed lines in 

Figure 1). The International Food and Beverage Alliance (IFBA) was the only BA to respond to 

all consultations, followed by a group of similarly active BAs which responded to four out of the 

five consultations identified: the International Council of Beverages Associations (ICBA), the 

Grocery Manufacturers Association (GMA, now Consumer Brands Association (CBA, 2019)), 

USCIB, and Food Industry Asia (FIA).



 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Food industry business associations and their membership links to the four largest, multinational ultra-processed food corporations. 

This figure shows food industry BAs who participated in the included consultations and their links to the four largest packaged food and soft drinks corporations (based on Euromonitor data for packaged food (Euromonitor International, 

2019a) and soft drinks (Euromonitor International, 2019b)). Dashed lines between companies and BAs indicate an indirect link through a member organisation (* = ‘umbrella’ BA without direct corporate members). † indicates that a 

company was a member for at least part of the study period (Sept 2015 – Sept 2018) but has since left. More information in Appendix 3.1. This visualisation was created using PowerPoint (2020).
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Positions on NCD policy and preferred governance approaches 

Though expressing support for public health aims, food industry respondents did not 

support the idea of introducing new policies where they took a position on regulatory 

interventions such as taxation, marketing restrictions, or mandatory labelling, with sugar-

sweetened beverage (SSB) taxation receiving the staunchest opposition. Instead, respondents 

expressed support for existing policies or alternative approaches such as education and self- or 

co-regulation of advertising and labelling, in particular positioning voluntary reformulation as 

key to tackling NCDs. In the context of proposed regulation, several respondents advocated for 

strong consideration of cost to businesses when assessing policies, with two explicitly calling for 

business impact assessments (FIA, 2017a; GMA, 2017a). The latter have raised concern in public 

health circles for identifying a clear role for industry and its evidence in policymaking (Smith et 

al., 2015). Every single organisation supported a multistakeholder governance approach, with 

four respondents additionally calling for the private sector to be included in WHO’s reporting on 

NCD progress. Moreover, COI safeguards proposed in the ‘safeguarding against possible COI in 

nutrition’ consultation were opposed consistently by the food industry (summary positions for 

each policy can be found in Appendix 3.3). 

Not only did food industry respondents express similar policy positions but several 

submissions contained sections which were identical apart from minor edits. Substantial overlap 

between submissions of the following BAs was noted: 1.) GMA (2018) and USCIB (2018), 2.) 

Federalimentare (2017) and the UN Committee on World Food Security’s Private Sector 

Mechanism (PSM-CFS) (2017), 3.) FIA (2017b) and IFBA (2017b), 4.) Global Dairy Platform 

(GDP) (2017) and International Dairy Federation (IDF, 2017), and 5.) FoodDrinkEurope (2018) 

and ICBA (2018). 

Framing 

In exploring how the policy positions and preferred governance approaches above were 

justified, we identified seven key frames (Table 3.2). The interlinking frames and arguments are 

mutually supportive and promote the positions on interventions and preferred governance 

approaches discussed above. Maintaining the food industry’s reputation as a necessary and 

legitimate actor in public health emerged as an overarching ambition distinguishable across actors 

and consultations. 
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Table 3.2 Policy and governance frames and arguments. The ‘NCD interventions’ category refers 

to arguments about what should be done to tackle NCDs. For simplicity, NCD interventions were 

grouped into two categories: (a) regulation and (b) self- and co-regulation (SR/CR). The former 

comprises regulatory interventions such as taxation, marketing restrictions and bans, and 

mandatory labelling. The latter comprises non-statutory or voluntary initiatives and public-private 

partnerships to address NCDs. ‘Broader governance’ encompasses issues pertaining to how 

decisions are made, who governs, and who is governed. This includes, for example, broader 

questions about the role of industry in policymaking. 

Key arguments in the context of: 

FRAME 

 

NCD interventions Broader governance 

Complexity Regulation is too simplistic for the 

complex issue of NCDs 

The complexity of NCDs necessitates 

collaboration with industry 

Regulatory 

redundancy 

Enough regulation is already in 

place 

Conflict of interest is sufficiently managed 

(through FENSA) 

Industry is already regulating itself 

NCDs can be sufficiently addressed 

through non-statutory interventions 

Partnership 

 

 

 

Successful past collaboration 

justifies a partnership approach to 

NCD policy 

Industry is a necessary partner in addressing 

NCDs 

Industry is a 

legitimate actor 

in NCD policy 

Food industry is 

different to tobacco (or 

alcohol) industry 

Food industry is an 

important stakeholder 

Risk of engagement 

does not justify 

exclusion 

Unintended 

consequences 

 

Regulation may not have the 

intended health benefit (or may be 

counterproductive) 

Restricting industry engagement in 

policymaking risks undermining the fight 

against NCDs 

Regulation may have unanticipated 

negative consequences 

 

Evidence 

 

There is insufficient (good) 

evidence in support of regulation 

Industry supports evidence-based 

policymaking 

The existing evidence does not 

support regulation 

Evidence-based policymaking requires the 

inclusion of all available evidence (including 

from industry) 

Good 

Governance 

 Good governance requires working with 

industry 

Achieving policy coherence requires private 

sector input and alignment of health with 

economic agendas 

Limited WHO 

mandate 

 WHO is overstepping its mandate 

Restricting industry engagement is 

incoherent with the multistakeholder 

approach (and the SDGs) 



 

 

65 

 

National 

sovereignty 

National governments 

hold the primary 

responsibility for 

addressing NCDs 

Policy may infringe on 

national sovereignty 

Policy may be 

incoherent with national 

legal obligations 

 

Complexity 

The complex nature of obesity and related NCDs was invoked to dismiss regulatory 

approaches as too simplistic. The German Food Federation (BLL), for example, expressed the 

view that “regulatory measures like marketing restrictions are not suitable to solve the complex 

issue of NCDs” (BLL, 2018). Diet was framed as too complex for the regulation of specific 

products such as SSBs to be effective or appropriate, drawing attention to non-dietary factors such 

as a lack of physical activity. Promoting a “holistic” (GMA, 2016; ICBA, 2016; ISDI, 2017; CRA, 

2018; Federalimentare, 2018) approach to dietary public health policy instead, such arguments 

were employed to make the case that all products, including those considered unhealthy, play a 

role in people’s diets. This placed the blame for unhealthy diets as well as the responsibility for a 

“balanced” (GMA, 2016; IFBA, 2017a; FIA, 2018) lifestyle on the individual, justifying the food 

industry’s promotion of individual- rather than population-level interventions. In framing the 

issue as complex, respondents also fed into the narrative of partnership approaches as the way 

forward, USCIB, for example, claims that “[g]iven the complex nature of nutrition and health, 

making progress on NCDs will require partnerships to be formed between policymakers and non-

state actors with lines of communication remaining open” (USCIB, 2018). 

Regulatory redundancy 

In opposing regulatory approaches, respondents framed regulation as inappropriate or 

unnecessary by arguing that existing (regulatory or other) measures were sufficient, the current 

voluntary actions have achieved positive results; and where an intervention was necessary, non-

statutory, self- or co-regulation would be preferable or should at least have “its place in the policy 

mix” (IFBA, 2016b). FIA and IFBA, for example, highlight self-regulation as “cost-effective”, 

“measurable”, “flexible”, and able to “quickly respond to societal concerns” (FIA, 2016; IFBA, 

2016a). The legitimacy of non-statutory approaches was emphasised by invoking WHO’s 

previous guidance, with FIA for example pointing out that “self-regulation has formally been 

recognised as a means of implementing the policy objective of reducing the impact on children 
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of the marketing of foods high in fat, sugar and salt in the 2010 WHO recommendations” (FIA, 

2016, 2017a). Further marketing restrictions were also opposed by one German (BLL, 2017, 

2018) and one Brazilian (ABIA, 2018) respondent on the basis that sufficient regulation was 

already in place at country level. In a similar vein, a frequent argument against COI safeguards 

maintained that sufficient protections existed, often directly invoking the WHO’s Framework of 

Engagement with Non-State Actors (FENSA) (World Health Organization, 2016a) 

(Federalimentare, 2017; FIA, 2017b; PSM-CFS, 2017), even though the proposed safeguards 

focused on Member State management of COI whereas FENSA is an internal WHO guide (World 

Health Organization, 2015). 

Partnership 

Respondents employed a partnership framing to convey a need for industry participation 

to adequately tackle NCDs and maintain that food industry actors have a right to participate. 

Portraying themselves as a part of the solution, food industry actors invoked the urgency of 

collaboration in order to tackle the NCD challenge. Highlighting the imbalance between available 

and required public resources to prevent and treat NCDs, respondents argued that the food 

industry is needed to fill such gaps: “[g]iven the importance of tackling NCDs and the limited 

technical expertise and resources available in many countries, public-private engagement will be 

extremely important to better address the challenges of NCDs” (EAGL, 2018).  

A partnership framing and the use of language around ‘multistakeholder’ and 

‘multisectoral’ approaches were also used to position the food industry as a legitimate policy actor 

with the right to participate. The idea of a shared purpose between industry and the public sector 

was employed to paint a picture of the industry as a partner, rather than an opponent or a 

bystander, in NCD policy. To highlight the food industry as a vital stakeholder, respondents 

emphasised its economic importance (USCIB, 2016; GMA, 2017a; USCIB, 2018) and positioned 

it as a bridge between government and consumers, arguing that “businesses in the food sector 

have the closest direct relationships with consumers through their day to day food and diet 

choices” (AFGC, 2018). Ostensibly successful previous collaboration with governments and 

international organisations, as well as ongoing voluntary commitments, were cited to demonstrate 

that the food industry deserves a strong role going forward. Invoking the food industry’s “long 

and successful history of engaging on nutrition and health issues at national, regional, and global 

levels”, GMA added that “key public health initiatives, such as the development of salt reduction 

strategies, could not have been achieved without constructive engagement between health 

authorities and our industry” (GMA, 2017a). Respondents also explicitly differentiated the food 
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industry from other sectors whose products are perceived as more harmful, such as alcohol and 

tobacco. In particular, food industry actors heavily protested any comparison or association with 

the widely denormalised tobacco industry, considering it “inappropriate for the WHO to compare 

the food and beverage industry to industries excluded from engagement with the WHO” 

(Federalimentare, 2017; PSM-CFS, 2017). In a similar vein, respondents opposed the use of the 

term ‘health-harming’ on the basis that it would inappropriately equate their products with alcohol 

and tobacco. One respondent stated that although “high-fat, sugar and salt products should be 

consumed in a balanced manner, it would not be appropriate to classify such products as "health-

harming", presumably in the same category as tobacco products or alcohol beverages” (ABIA, 

2018). While acknowledging a perceived risk from private sector engagement in some cases, COI 

was widely downplayed as manageable through disclosure and the notion of excluding actors due 

to COI was dismissed as “unfair” (Federalimentare, 2017; PSM-CFS, 2017). 

Unintended consequences 

Respondents questioned whether regulatory policies would have the intended benefit for 

public health and argued that they may have unintended negative effects. Food industry actors 

claimed that regulatory policies would not work, either because they are too narrowly focused 

(see ‘Complexity’) or because, as seen particularly in the context of SSB taxation, they would not 

have the desired effect of decreasing consumption of the target product or nutrient (ICBA, 2016). 

Conversely, the same respondents also warned against devastating impacts of SSB taxation on 

businesses, employment, the economy, or low-income groups. ICBA, for example, justified its 

opposition to SSB taxation by maintaining that “history has also shown that these types of tax 

initiatives are regressive, and are unlikely to actually affect obesity rates and thus non-

communicable diseases” (ICBA, 2016). Closely linked to the partnership framing discussed 

above, food industry actors argued that the proposed COI safeguards may undermine efforts to 

reduce NCDs by, for example, depriving “member states of the knowledge, expertise, and 

resources of the private sector and put at risk programs that are helping member states achieve 

their own public health objectives” (Federalimentare, 2017). A number of respondents, for 

example GMA and USCIB in two near-identical submissions, explicitly presented non-

engagement with industry as a threat to NCD policy, arguing that “it is essential that WHO 

support government engagement with private sector, including by helping governments 

understand missed opportunities and assess risk of not engaging” (GMA, 2017a; USCIB, 2018). 

Evidence 
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A central element to commercial actors’ arguments was evidence, including the principle 

of evidence-based policymaking. Regulatory policies were contested with claims that the 

evidence base is either insufficient in quantity or quality, or contraindicative (closely linked to 

‘Unintended consequences’). Respondents questioned the evidence base underlying regulation, 

BLL for example asserted that “[a]dvertising plays – if it all – a minor role in influencing food 

choices (…). This has been shown in practice and scientific studies” (BLL, 2018) and ICBA 

questioned the link between SSBs and obesity, stating that “the overall weight of the scientific 

evidence on sugar and/or sugar-sweetened beverages show [sic] that they do not have a unique 

effect on body weight beyond their contribution to total calorie intake” (ICBA, 2016). An 

apparent lack of evidence was often put forward to justify delaying policy action. IFBA, for 

example, claimed that “further work is needed to assess the impact as well as the implementation 

approaches of fiscal measures before these are recommended” (IFBA, 2017a) and GMA argued 

that “there are significant evidence gaps in understanding how label format impacts consumer 

behaviour” (GMA, 2016). The distinction between healthy and unhealthy foods itself, and the use 

of associated terms such as processed and health-harming was contested with claims that there is 

a lack of evidence supporting them. Widely pledging their support for evidence-based 

policymaking in principle, food industry actors also portrayed industry engagement as an 

important part of it, arguing, for example, that “[p]rivate sector engagement is, and has been, a 

key contributor to evidence-based policymaking at the WHO” (EAGL, 2018). More specifically, 

multiple submissions argued that evidence-based policymaking demands the consideration and 

inclusion of all evidence, including the industry’s own. 

Good Governance 

The concept of good governance was invoked throughout the consultation responses, 

using the indeterminate but ubiquitous term to advocate a very specific approach to decision-

making – a significant role for the private sector and emphasis on minimising the economic 

impact of health policies. Despite rhetorical alignment with accountable and transparent 

policymaking, respondents framed COI safeguards as incoherent with, or even “antithetical” 

(Federalimentare, 2017) to, good governance. A number of US-based BAs explicitly made 

reference to “good regulatory practice”, which, according to USCIB, includes “transparent 

stakeholder consultation, cost/benefit analysis, and assessment of alternatives to regulation” 

(USCIB, 2017a). Such arguments were closely tied to the promotion of economic impact 

assessment.  
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Furthermore, policy coherence, within the WHO and with the wider UN system, was 

emphasised by respondents in support of their positions and preferred governance approaches. 

The SDGs as well as the WHO’s own FENSA and publications on NCD policy were invoked to 

oppose COI safeguards in nutrition policy. FIA, for example, expressed its concern that the 

proposed safeguards “perhaps contradict the spirit of FENSA, as well as the WHO’s Global 

Strategy for the prevention and control of non-communicable diseases 2013-2020, the 2011 UN 

Political Declaration on NCDS, and the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, specifically SDG 

17” (FIA, 2017b). Correspondingly, industry engagement was positioned as essential for 

increasing policy coherence. The concept, often invoked with the aim of improving the alignment 

of other policy agendas with health, was reframed by Engaging America’s Global Leadership 

(EAGL, 2017) as going “in both directions”, meaning that health ministries should also align their 

approaches with other policy areas such as “economic growth and development”. 

Limited WHO mandate 

Submissions questioned the political legitimacy of the WHO regarding its role within the 

UN system, its internal coherence, and issues of national sovereignty. Closely related to 

arguments around policy coherence mentioned above but instead conveying a sense of the WHO’s 

NCD agenda being subordinate to the wider UN’s Sustainable Development Agenda, the WHO’s 

restricted room for action was highlighted. The WHO Department of Nutrition’s attempts at 

developing guidance for addressing and managing COI in nutrition policy were framed as out of 

step with other WHO policies, the SDGs and the overall multistakeholder approach prominent 

within the UN system. Citing SDG 17 directly in several cases, respondents interpreted the 

Sustainable Development agenda as an imperative for partnership, suggesting that the WHO must 

comply with this approach. Similarly, the WHO was portrayed as an agency with a narrow focus 

and capability. For example, its expertise and authority on issues such as fiscal policy was 

questioned by actors opposing SSB taxation: “Offering such policy advice in a field – economics 

and fiscal policy – far from WHO’s expertise is not in our opinion a prudent course of action” 

(ICBA, 2017a, 2018).  

Respondents also emphasised national primacy in decision-making, arguing that 

questions such as whether to engage with industry in policymaking should not be answered by 

the WHO, but left to Member States. Correspondingly, and despite their non-binding nature, 

proposed COI safeguards were portrayed as potentially infringing on national sovereignty, and 

contravening Member States’ legal obligations: “Member States must observe their own legal and 

normative obligations to free and open governance to deliver regulations that meet public policy 
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objectives” (IDF, 2017). The US-based ICBA (2017b) and GMA (2017b) explicitly referred to 

protections for commercial speech as the potentially conflicting policy area. Furthermore, the 

primary responsibility and authority for tackling NCDs was attributed to national governments, 

implying that the WHO has a limited role to play. Emphasising that NCD policy should be driven 

by national priorities, respondents advocated flexible and non-restrictive, namely weaker, 

recommendations.  

Discussion 

This study offers new insights into the ways in which food industry actors engage with 

WHO consultations. Firstly, it shows that this formal type of engagement takes place though BAs 

at this level, the vast majority of which represent the largest ultra-processed food manufacturers. 

Identical sections in submissions from different BAs indicate a degree of coordination even 

though these industry actors are competitors in their respective markets. Secondly, our research 

confirms existing evidence that food industry actors support non-statutory measures and largely 

oppose further statutory regulation. In terms of preferred governance approaches, respondents 

strongly backed a multistakeholder approach and, while acknowledging that COI needs to be 

managed, opposed the safeguards proposed by the WHO’s Nutrition department (World Health 

Organization, 2017c). Third, we explored how industry actors framed the issue at hand to support 

their preferences. In addition to using a range of arguments common in national public health 

policy contexts, they invoked a range of malleable concepts, echoing language commonly used 

by commercial actors globally to oppose regulation and emphasise an ostensible need for the 

public sector to engage with the private sector in policy development. 

Previous research using framing as a lens to explore food industry rhetoric in public 

health has focused mostly on obesity as an issue (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2011; Nixon et 

al., 2015) or specific policies such as SSB taxation (Watts et al., 2014; Carriedo Lutzenkirchen, 

2018) and public-private initiatives (Douglas et al., 2018). Our research adds to this by exploring 

and connecting a broad spectrum from specific NCD interventions to questions around broader 

public health governance. In the context of interventions, our findings echo arguments which have 

been documented in the context of country-level public health policy debates, both by food 

companies and other unhealthy commodity actors. We confirm existing research from the national 

context which demonstrates that industry framing portrays public health issues as individual or 

lifestyle choices, and consequently interventions addressing individual responsibility, such as 

education, as the solution (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2011; Mialon, Swinburn and Sacks, 

2015; Scott, Hawkins and Knai, 2017). This framing also rules out policy solutions which target 

the environment rather than the individual, for example regulatory measures such as taxation and 
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advertising restrictions (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2011). Principles such as market justice, 

individual responsibility, and personal freedom are common across industry framing in dietary 

public health debates (Jenkin, Signal and Thomson, 2011; Weishaar et al., 2016) as well as other 

issues such as tobacco (Weishaar et al., 2012; Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016; Weishaar, 

Amos and Collin, 2016) and alcohol (Hawkins and Holden, 2013; McCambridge, Mialon and 

Hawkins, 2018). Despite rhetorically aligning themselves with evidence-based policymaking, 

respondents overarchingly opposed regulatory in favour of non-regulatory policy options which 

independent research suggests are less effective (Ronit and Jensen, 2014; Knai et al., 2015). 

Complexity framing of public health issues has also been documented across unhealthy 

commodity industries (Petticrew, 2017). Similarly, calls for the enforcement of existing policies 

or voluntary measures as opposed to the introduction of new policies are commonly observed 

across unhealthy commodity industries (McCambridge, Mialon and Hawkins, 2018; Mialon et 

al., 2019), with the term ‘regulatory redundancy’ first introduced by tobacco control researchers 

(Savell, Gilmore and Fooks, 2014). Due to tobacco companies’ role as involuntary outsiders to 

public health policymaking, being likened to this industry appears to prompt heavy opposition in 

other commercial actors, a finding previously noted in the context of the alcohol industry 

(McCambridge, Mialon and Hawkins, 2018). 

Narratives which question the WHO’s legitimacy link into a broader discussion about its 

place within the UN system. Food industry organisations challenged the agency’s legitimacy and 

mandate, firstly by framing proposed restrictions on industry engagement as incoherent with good 

governance principles, the SDGs, and the internationally dominant multistakeholder approach, 

and secondly by questioning the WHO’s mandate on NCD policy in the context of regulation. 

This closely mirrors tobacco industry rhetoric in opposition to the WHO FCTC (Weishaar et al., 

2012), indicating that some arguments may be consistent across unhealthy commodity industries 

on the global level. Moreover, arguments around national sovereignty were employed to shift 

decision-making away from the WHO where industry actors did not agree with the policies 

proposed. Such attempts at venue-shifting to other levels of governance where a policy may be 

easier to contest have been documented in the case of the tobacco industry’s campaign against 

standardised packaging (Hawkins, Holden and Mackinder, 2018). Our analysis of submissions to 

WHO consultations highlights how political strategies constructed jurisdictional boundaries as a 

tactic to curtail the WHO’s mandate in NCD governance. Future research might draw on the 

theoretical framework of multi-level governance (Welch and Kennedy-Pipe, 2004) to explore 

how political activities and messaging are coordinated globally, or to explore the strategic role of 

business associations as intermediaries between different levels of governance. 
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Food industry actors promoted their policy and governance approaches preferences using 

a range of what Smith (2013) calls ‘chameleonic ideas’ which, vague and flexible, may have 

different meanings depending on how they are framed. Terms which are ubiquitous in the global 

health policy space, such as good governance and policy coherence, were invoked selectively by 

industry actors to promote a very specific brand of policymaking. For example, the malleable 

term ‘good governance’ was employed in consultation responses to promote a neoliberal view of 

policymaking, with a strong seat at the table for industry and severely limited space for 

government regulation. Similarly, the concept of policy coherence, often invoked to promote the 

inclusion of health in all policies, was used to suggest that, conversely, health policies should be 

adapted to accommodate economic concerns. Policy coherence was used selectively to support 

preferred governance approaches and oppose COI safeguards based on discrepancies with UN 

guidelines which encourage private sector engagement, but respondents were silent on policies 

which do the opposite, such as Article 5.3 of the WHO FCTC which excludes the tobacco industry 

from public health policymaking. While invoking the idea of complexity to push back against 

ostensibly simplistic regulatory measures that target one ingredient or type of product, food 

industry actors simultaneously conveyed a simplistic view of obesity and related NCDs which is 

deeply rooted in the notion of individual responsibility. In so doing, they failed to acknowledge 

its genuinely complex causes (Rutter, 2012) and the need for comprehensive measures to address 

it. 

Though no companies participated directly, the largest ultra-processed food producers 

were represented by the vast majority of the BAs which responded to the WHO’s consultations 

on NCD policy and governance. While it is not known how much input member companies had 

into the content of the submissions we analysed, we demonstrate that Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Nestlé, 

and Mondelez were all represented multiple times in every consultation we examined. BAs 

generally appear to play a key role in coordinating food industry and wider commercial 

engagement at the global level, which could be partially explained by the fact that the WHO 

Executive Board may grant international BAs, but not individual corporations, Official Relations 

status (World Health Organization, 2018). Some of the BAs in our sample publicise an explicit 

focus on providing access to international institutions: USCIB, for example, claims on its website 

that “[n]o other American organization can provide comparable channels for business to interface 

with key inter-governmental bodies such as the United Nations” (USCIB, 2019). Similarly, IFBA, 

which responded to every single consultation covered in this study, was set up by CEOs of the 

major international food and beverage corporations in response to the 2004 Global Strategy on 

Diet, Physical Activity and Health, specifically to engage with WHO and other multilateral 

institutions (IFBA, 2014). Indeed, the prevalence of BAs in the global policy space also raises a 
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potential tension with the WHO’s policy of non-engagement with the tobacco industry: even 

though some tobacco-linked entities were excluded from WHO consultations (e.g., the Philip 

Morris-funded Foundation for a Smoke-Free World) (WHO Independent High-level Commission 

on NCDs, 2018b), a lack of transparent reporting nonetheless enabled business associations 

representing tobacco companies to participate (e.g., USCIB (Tobacco Control Research Group, 

2019) and BLL (2019)). 

Our research echoes concerns by academics and advocates that the multistakeholder 

imperative within the UN system is being employed to sustain corporate access to public health 

policymaking (Richter, 2017; Di Ruggiero et al., 2018). Specifically, SDG 17, which calls for 

multistakeholder partnerships, can be interpreted as a blanket appeal to collaborate with the 

private sector. As such, an open door for commercial actors (bar the exception of tobacco and 

arms) and the idea that societal complexity requires public-private collaboration not only appears 

to facilitate opposition to safeguards against undue influence in public health policy, it also 

implies a stronger role for industry self-regulation. With experts increasingly calling for 

population-level, regulatory interventions to tackle NCDs in the face of a global lack of progress 

(Hanefeld and Hawkins, 2018; Marten et al., 2018), industry framing of the issue promotes 

alternatives to regulation which may weaken such attempts at governing the commercial 

determinants of health. In contributing to our understanding of industry framing around preferred 

policies and governance approaches, our findings support non-industry actors involved in global-

level policy debates to strengthen strategies to prevent industry interference, and to debunk or 

counter the identified arguments from a public health perspective. One area to explore is strategic 

counter-framing, for example by responding to arguments based on the corporate right to 

participate in global health governance with counter-framing rooted in the human right to health 

(Patterson et al., 2019). 

Our research has a number of limitations which must be acknowledged. Publicly 

available consultation responses, though easily accessible, grant only limited insights into 

political activity. Thus, while our analysis covers rhetoric used to try and influence policy and 

participation in consultations, further research should complement this by exploring the action-

based influencing strategies used to disseminate and legitimate this narrative. Examples of other 

ways commercial actors may exert influence include the participation of food industry actors in 

WHO meetings, such as IFBA’s presence at the UN High-Level Meetings on NCDs (IFBA, 2011; 

2018). Though we focused solely on organisations overtly representing the food industry, it 

remains an important task for future research to explore arguments and activities of groups which 

are linked to the industry, for example financially or through interlocking directorates (Miller and 



 

 

74 

 

Harkins, 2010). Building on our study which captures the overt industry narrative, establishing 

similarities and differences between the way linked groups frame the issue is a crucial next step. 

Lastly, while this is not something we attempted to do in this study, we support recent calls for 

more research on the impact of corporate political behaviour (Maani et al., 2020). 

Conclusions 

In summary, our findings reveal how multistakeholder governance approaches in the 

wider UN system may be exploited by corporations attempting to maintain and expand their 

legitimacy in the NCD policy space, while constraining that of the WHO. Amid the tensions 

between the UN system’s efforts to democratise global health governance and the pro-industry 

norms underlying multistakeholder governance, a door has opened for commercial actors. Actors 

whose vast resources give them greater access than civil society enjoys to a space where their 

interests directly conflict with the public good. The SDGs, by embracing multistakeholder 

collaboration as the way forward, set a status quo which may undermine attempts to regulate the 

commercial determinants of health (Kickbusch, Allen and Franz, 2016; Allen, Hatefi and Feigl, 

2019). Policymakers and institutions aiming to tackle NCDs globally are faced with important 

decisions on who they consult and collaborate with. Amidst a changing dynamic between the 

governed and the governing, the food industry is not only a vocal advocate for a prominent role 

of corporations in global health, but also a critic of the WHO as a leading force in NCD 

policymaking. Such attempts to undermine the agency’s position during ongoing reforms should 

be noted with concern. Lastly, current governance approaches do not appropriately address 

similarities in behaviour and rhetoric between unhealthy commodities industries, with tobacco 

excluded and others welcomed to the table. Considering the lack of progress under the existing 

multistakeholder paradigm, it may be time for a rethink.  
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Appendix 3.1: Business associations and their links to a purposive sample of four multinational 

food corporations. This file provides additional details about the business associations in our 

sample, the links to food corporations displayed in Figure 1, and the evidence used to establish 

these connections. 

Appendix 3.2: Coding framework used to map positions on policy and preferred governance 

approaches. This file describes in more detail the framework used to code the policy positions of 

consultation respondents in our sample. 

Appendix 3.3: Summary of policy positions across all business associations in our sample. This 

file provides a quantitative overview of how many BAs in our sample supported or opposed a 

number of policies. 
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assessment of food industry submissions to global-level 

consultations on non-communicable disease prevention 

Kathrin Lauber1, Darragh McGee1, Anna B. Gilmore1 

1: Department for Health, University of Bath, Bath, Somerset, UK 
 

Abstract 

Background: Ultra-processed food industry (UPFI) actors have consistently opposed 

statutory regulation in health policy debates, including at the WHO. They do so most commonly 

with claims that regulatory policies do not work, will have negative consequences or that 

alternatives such as self-regulation work well or better. Underlying this are often assertions that 

industry is aligned with principles of evidence-based policymaking. In this study, we interrogate 

if this holds true by exploring the extent and quality of the evidence UPFI respondents employed 

to support claims around regulatory policy, and how they did this. 

Methods: First, we identified all submissions from organisations who overtly represent 

UPFI companies to consultations held by the WHO on non-communicable disease policy between 

2016 and 2018. Second, we extracted all relevant factual claims made in these submissions and 

noted if any evidence was referenced in support. Third, we assessed the quality of evidence using 

independence from UPFI, nature, and publication route as indicators. Lastly, where peer-reviewed 

research was cited, we examined if the claims made could be justified by the source cited. 

Results: Across 26 included consultation responses, factual claims around regulation 

were made in 18, although only 10 referenced any evidence at all. Of all 114 claims made, 39 

pieces of identifiable evidence were cited in support of 56 claims. Of the 39 distinct pieces of 

evidence, two-thirds were industry-funded or industry-linked, with only 16 externally peer-

reviewed. Over half of industry-funded or industry-linked academic articles failed to declare a 

conflict of interest (CoI). Overall, of only six claims which drew on peer-

reviewed and independent research, none appropriately represented the source. 
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Discussion: UPFI respondents made far-reaching claims which were rarely supported by 

high-quality, independent evidence. This indicates that there may be few, if any, benefits from 

consulting actors with such a clear CoI. 
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SUMMARY BOX 

 

What is already known? 

• There is growing evidence that regulatory policies are more effective than voluntary 

industry measures in addressing obesity and dietary non-communicable diseases which 

pose a growing threat to public health. 

• Ultra-processed food industry (UPFI) actors claim to be aligned with evidence-based 

policymaking, but nonetheless consistently oppose evidence-based regulation in 

favour of voluntary approaches.  

What are the new findings? 

• Our research shows that, in response to WHO consultations, UPFI groups made many 

factual claims to oppose regulatory policies and promote alternative measures, but only 

cited evidence in support of just over half of all instances. 

• Most respondents did not make extensive use of evidence. 

• The majority of the evidence cited to support factual claims lacked key indicators of 

quality such as independence or external peer review. 

• Where industry respondents cited peer-reviewed research evidence, they often failed 

to represent the source accurately. 

What do the new findings imply? 

• In line with previous research on commercial use of evidence, our study suggests that 

UPFI actors not only tend to provide evidence which lacks key quality indicators but 

also employ evidential practices which serve to create doubt about the public health 

evidence. 

• As such, industry actors might not only feed lower-quality evidence into policy 

processes; mirroring discourse around science and evidence could also potentially 

bolster their credibility and that of their arguments. 

• Thus, those developing public health policies or policy recommendations should 

reconsider if and how they engage with commercial actors. 
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Introduction 

Approximately ten million global deaths per year are attributable to unhealthy diets 

(Afshin et al., 2019; Murray et al., 2020), a key risk factor for non-communicable diseases 

(NCDs) such as cancers, cardiovascular disease, and type 2 diabetes (World Health Organization, 

2013). Over recent decades, it has become increasingly evident that industry self-regulation is 

less effective to improve diets than government regulation (Cobiac, Vos and Veerman, 2010; 

Knai et al., 2015; Huizinga and Kruse, 2016; Hyseni et al., 2017; Théodore et al., 2017; WHO 

Regional Office for Europe, 2018; Parker, Zaragoza and Hernández-Aguado, 2019; Goiana-da-

Silva et al., 2020; Landwehr and Hartmann, 2020; Sing et al., 2020; Bandy et al., 2021; Erzse et 

al., 2021; Essman et al., 2021). Yet, and despite sustained calls by the public health community 

for comprehensive regulatory frameworks to safeguard children’s right to health in particular 

(Marten et al., 2018; O Cathaoir, Hartlev and Brassart Olsen, 2018; Swinburn et al., 2019; Clark 

et al., 2020), such policies remain sporadic. This disconnect reflects the significant role played by 

politics, values, ideas, and discourse, as well as the notion that all evidence is socially constructed 

(Latour, 1988), contestable, and open to interpretation (Smith, 2013; Parkhurst et al., 2018; 

Cairney and Yamazaki, 2018). Narrow conceptions of evidence-based policymaking (EBPM) 

largely fail to account for this real-world context in which evidence and policy are created (Barnes 

and Parkhurst, 2014). The alternative term evidence-informed policymaking has emerged more 

recently, explicitly acknowledging that while the best available evidence should be utilised, 

decisions are not purely based on technical considerations (WHO Regional Office for Europe, 

2021). Regardless of differences in terminology, it is clear that efforts to improve the uptake of 

knowledge in public health policy over recent decades have firmly positioned evidence as a source 

of power and legitimacy in decision-making (Barnes and Parkhurst, 2014; Hanefeld and Walt, 

2015). Crucially, this goes beyond the instrumental power of evidence and its producers or users, 

extending to the discursive power actors can derive from claims to scientific knowledge and 

authority.  

The fundamentally political nature of policymaking is particularly noticeable where 

powerful commercial entities find themselves facing a threat of regulation: multinational 

companies involved in the sale of ultra-processed food and beverage products as well as their 

representative groups (the ultra-processed food industry, UPFI) have consistently engaged in 

‘corporate political activity’ to prevent, delay, or weaken regulatory policies (Crosbie, Carriedo 

and Schmidt, 2020; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020; Serodio et al., 2020; 

Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin Kent, 2020; Lauber, Rutter 

and Gilmore, 2021), which has been identified as a key barrier to effective dietary public health 

policy (Cullerton et al., 2016; Baker et al., 2017). Large volumes of research on the tobacco 
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industry (Smith, Savell and Gilmore, 2013; Savell, Gilmore and Fooks, 2014; Ulucanlar, Fooks 

and Gilmore, 2016; Amul, Tan and van der Eijk, 2020) and now increasingly on the UPFI (Nestle, 

2018; Sacks et al., 2018; Gómez, 2019; Steele et al., 2019; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; 

Mialon et al., 2020; Serodio et al., 2020) and other unhealthy commodity industries (Savell, Fooks 

and Gilmore, 2016; Bertscher, London and Orgill, 2018; Petticrew et al., 2018a, b) show that 

corporate actors’ ability to shape and use evidence in their own interest plays a key part in their 

policy influencing strategies (Legg, Hatchard and Gilmore, 2021). 

Even preceding an acute policy debate, corporate influence on science can shape the body 

of evidence on a topic, thereby influencing what is perceived as a problem and which solutions 

are considered. Research funded by UPFI entities or conducted by academics with a conflict of 

interest (COI) appears more likely to reach conclusions which are favourable or simply non-

threatening to the donor industry (Bes-Rastrollo et al., 2014; Schillinger et al., 2016; Fabbri et al., 

2017; Fabbri, Holland and Bero, 2018; Sacks et al., 2020). Systematic reviews where authors 

declared a COI, for instance, were found to be five times more likely to conclude no positive 

association between sugar-sweetened beverage (SSB) consumption and weight gain than 

independent reviews (Bes-Rastrollo et al., 2014). 

On the other hand, a less studied facet of the interface between public health policy, 

evidence, and corporations is the strategic use of evidence within the policymaking process. 

Existing public health research on this topic has focused predominantly on tobacco control 

(Hatchard et al., 2014; Ulucanlar et al., 2014; Lencucha and de Lima Pontes, 2018) and alcohol 

policy (McCambridge, Hawkins and Holden, 2013; Cullen, Smith and Collin, 2018; Stafford, 

Kypri and Pettigrew, 2020), with only two articles, to our knowledge, systematically exploring 

use of evidence within dietary NCD policy (Fooks et al., 2019; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin 

Kent, 2020). Largely divisible into two analytical strands, examinations of the nature of evidence 

used by commercial actors and of how this evidence or, more broadly, the concept of evidence 

are used. The available research suggests that unhealthy commodity industry actors 

predominantly use evidence which is not independent and externally peer-reviewed – thus lower 

in quality – and where they do use scientific evidence, tend to misrepresent the source 

(McCambridge, Hawkins and Holden, 2013; Hatchard et al., 2014; Ulucanlar et al., 2014; 

Lencucha and de Lima Pontes, 2018; Fooks et al., 2019; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin Kent, 

2020). 

This paper aims to combine both of these analytical strands to explore how UPFI actors 

promote their NCD policy preferences at the WHO. It builds on a previous study where we 
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document how UPFI associations opposed regulatory approaches such as marketing restrictions, 

mandatory labelling, and particularly SSB taxation in consultations held to inform WHO 

recommendations (Lauber et al., 2020). At their core, claims focused on conveying the narrative 

that regulatory policies would not have the desired public health effect, would lead to unintended 

negative consequences, and that alternatives to regulation would be equally or more effective. In 

line with earlier research (Sacks et al., 2018; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Mialon, 

Crosbie and Sacks, 2020), we showed that UPFI actors widely espoused the concept of EBPM 

and made prominent use of terms related to science and evidence to justify opposition to 

regulatory approaches. In light of these industry claims to take an evidence-based approach, we 

aim to investigate whether and how evidence was used to support factual claims on regulation in 

recent WHO consultations. Specifically, we ask: 

1. To what extent did UPFI actors refer to evidence when making factual claims about 

policies? 

2. What types of evidence did UPFI actors refer to when making factual claims about 

policies? Was it independent and peer-reviewed? 

3. Where peer-reviewed research was cited to support factual claims, does the claim 

accurately reflect the source content? 

To address the last research question, we draw on concepts from agnotology, a term 

coined by Proctor (2008) to describe the study of the deliberate spread of ignorance, which posits 

that policymaking may be shaped by so-called agnogenic practices, “methods of representing, 

communicating, and producing scientific research and evidence which work to create ignorance 

or doubt irrespective of the strength of the underlying evidence” (Fooks et al., 2019). Previous 

research exploring agnogenic practices in consultations for UK tobacco plain packaging 

(Ulucanlar et al., 2014) and the South African SSB tax (Fooks et al., 2019) found that corporate 

actors used techniques such as quoting evidence in misleading ways, mimicking scientific critique 

to contest the public health evidence supporting regulation, and excluding relevant evidence while 

promoting alternative narratives. 

Methods 

To explore how evidence was used by commercial actors in global-level policy debates, 

we analysed UPFI responses to WHO consultations on NCD policy. Specifically, we focused on 

arguments against the statutory regulation of unhealthy foods and non-alcoholic beverages, 

assessing the evidence cited in this context for markers of quality. To establish whether peer-

reviewed evidence was represented accurately, we also conducted a verification-oriented cross-
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documentary analysis which compares claims made with the cited source documents (Ulucanlar 

et al., 2014; Fooks et al., 2019). 

Data 

We systematically searched the WHO Headquarters website for consultations held 

between 2016 and 2018 which covered dietary NCD policy, were global in scope, and for which 

all responses were published in full. Four consultations met our criteria: the web-based 

consultation of the WHO Independent High-level Commission on NCDs (WHO Independent 

High-level Commission on NCDs, 2018), the consultation on the Member State-led draft outcome 

document for the WHO Global Conference on NCDs (‘Montevideo roadmap’) (World Health 

Organization, 2017a), and the consultations on updating Appendix 3 of the WHO global NCD 

action plan 2013–2020 (World Health Organization, 2017b) and the zero draft Shanghai 

Declaration on Health Promotion (World Health Organization, 2016). The consultations are 

described in more detail elsewhere (Lauber et al., 2020). From the 393 total responses to these 

consultations, we extracted all responses made on behalf of the UPFI, starting with all private 

sector submissions (as categorised by WHO) to identify submissions overtly representing the 

UPFI (i.e., corporations manufacturing ultra-processed foods/ soft drinks or holding a financial 

interest in their sale, or business associations who self-describe as representing the latter). Of the 

identified 33 responses from UPFI actors – all business associations – we excluded six which 

were not in English (ALAIAB, 2017; ConMexico, 2017; ALAIAB, 2018; ANFAB, 2018; ANDI, 

2018; ConMexico, 2018) and one which contained only a copy of the consultation document (AB 

Chile, 2018), leaving 26 submissions. 

Identification of factual claims and evidence used to support them 

Our analysis concentrated on statements which opposed regulatory approaches to dietary 

NCDs, as we could not identify any which supported the introduction of new statutory regulation. 

Using Atlas.ti software (Released 2020), the lead author coded all instances within the 26 included 

submissions where factual claims – defined as statements which appear to convey a fact rather 

than a belief, opinion, or idea – were made in relation to policy effects. Thus, statements which 

merely referred to the existence of policies or commitments without discussing their effects were 

not included. Factual claims were coded into three core categories and two sub-categories which 

we developed after in-depth reading of the documents (Table 3.3). Where a sentence made more 

than one of the assertions below, these were counted as two separate claims. 
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Table 3.3 Categorisation framework for factual claims. 

Factual claim category Detail 
1: Regulation does not work Claims that statutory approaches to regulating unhealthy products, in 

particular SSB taxes, do not have the intended benefits for public health, 

arguing that a policy will fail or has previously failed to reduce 

consumption of the target products. 

1.1: The rationale for 

regulation is flawed 

Claims which do not directly refer to policy effects, but question the 

causal mechanisms underlying obesity and dietary NCDs which 

regulatory approaches seek to tackle, for instance, the link between 

obesity and/or NCDs and the target products. 

2: Regulation will have 

unintended negative 

consequences 

Some respondents went further to suggest that regulatory policies may 

have negative economic consequences or will even be 

counterproductive, for instance, increasing the consumption of other 

unhealthy products. 

3: Alternatives to regulation 

work well/better 

Claims that alternatives to regulation – information campaigns, self- or 

co-regulation – would work equally well or better than regulation to 

address obesity or dietary NCDs. This forms an important pillar of a 

broader argument that regulatory policies are not needed. 

3.1: Compliance with self-

regulation or co-regulation is 

high 

Statements suggesting that industry compliance with self-regulation or 

co-regulation is high, thus implying positive effects without directly 

referring to public health outcomes. 

 

Next, we coded whether any evidence was referenced in support of the claim, and 

extracted it into a spreadsheet. We adopted a broad definition of evidence as formal and informal 

written sources, such as reports, journal articles, press coverage, blogs, and opinion pieces. We 

included all instances where evidence was formally cited (at the end of a page or submission), or 

referred to in the text, provided enough information was available to identify it through a web 

search. Links to general websites were not included as they do not clearly refer to a distinct piece 

of evidence. Where coding decisions were challenging or uncertain, this was resolved in 

discussion between the first and second author. 

Analysis 

We conducted two separate analyses. Firstly, we assessed the quality of all evidence 

referenced in support of factual claims on policy effects. Secondly, we assessed how peer-

reviewed research was used in this context. 

Analysis of evidential quality 

We adopted the criteria from Evans-Reeves et al (2015) and Hatchard et al (2014) to 

assess the quality of evidence referenced: independence from the UPFI, nature of evidence, and 

publication route (see Table 3.4 for detail). Independence was assessed by first searching if the 
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consultation submission itself stated a link between an UPFI entity and the evidence cited. If this 

was not the case, we went on to screen the cited piece of evidence for a funding or conflict of 

interest (COI) statement. If none was declared, we conducted web searches for the authors in 

combination with the name of the organisation which cited the evidence in its consultation 

response, and the four largest packaged food and soft drink companies (The Coca-Cola Company, 

PepsiCo, Nestlé, Mondelez) (Euromonitor International, 2021a, b). This sample was selected 

because large corporations have been found to be more involved in funding nutrition research 

compared with smaller companies and trade associations (Sacks et al., 2020). We also read author 

curricula vitae and short biographies where available. Evidence was classified as clearly 

independent if it was published by an intergovernmental organisation or government, or if clear 

funding or COI statements were available and did not list any recent (<6 yrs) UPFI financial links, 

and web searches did not reveal any UPFI connections. The nature of evidence was categorised 

as research, opinion, strategy documents, or raw data. To assess the origins of evidence, we 

categorised the publication route as either peer-reviewed journals and other academic outlets, 

intergovernmental organisations and governments, or publications by private companies and 

organisations. We separately assessed if academic sources had been externally peer-reviewed. 

For industry-funded and industry-linked academic publications, we also noted whether the source 

declared a COI. We ran descriptive analyses in IBM SPSS version 26 (Kiln Enterprises, 2021). 

 

Table 3.4 Coding framework for cited evidence. 

Category Codes Description 

Independence Industry-funded Statement included that the research was financially 

supported by a food industry entity (i.e., UPFI 

corporations, business associations, and other 

organisations majority-funded or -run by UPFI 

corporations). 

Industry-linked No statement or other indication that the research was 

directly funded by the UPFI, but evidence of other 

connection: e.g., author(s) or publishing organisation has 

financial links to UPFI entities (within five years of 

publication). 

Appears independent Insufficient or no information provided on funding and 

COI on document/organisational website, but no evidence 

of prior connection with the UPFI can be found through 

additional searches. 

Clearly independent The source is published by a government or multilateral 

body or (if published by an academic journal or private 

organisation) provides detailed information about the 

funding of the work or clearly states independence from 
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the food industry. Searches for author(s) do not show any 

evidence of links to industry (within 5 years of 

publication). 

Nature of 

evidence 

Research Primary or secondary research, including, e.g., surveys, 

experimental studies, literature reviews, and qualitative 

studies. 

Opinion Written pieces largely based on opinion, including those 

with some supporting evidence. This may, e.g., include 

blogs, commentaries, and editorials. 

Strategy documents Outlines a strategy or plan of action, e.g., organisation 

annual report including evaluation of previous year and 

plans for the future. This may include a combination of 

research, opinion, and statistics/data. 

Raw data Data without the underlying methodological detail or 

interpretation found in research studies  

Publication 

route 

Peer-reviewed 

journals and other 

academic outlets 

Published by peer-reviewed journals or other academic 

outlets such as university websites. 

Official IGO or 

government 

publications 

Publications by national government bodies or 

international organisations such as the United Nations and 

its agencies. 

Publication by 

private companies 

and organisations 

Publications by private companies, consultancies, think 

tanks or other organisations (includes private international 

organisations such as the World Economic Forum). 

Published by the 

press 

Print or online news publication. 

External 

peer-review 

Peer-reviewed Published in a peer-reviewed journal (exceptions, checked 

on a per-case basis: conference abstracts, commentary 

pieces). 

Not peer-reviewed Includes, e.g., news articles, blogs, company reports, 

private research reports, and research commissioned by 

government/multilateral bodies. 

 

Analysis of use of scientific evidence 

To examine how scientific evidence was used by industry actors, a verification-oriented 

cross-documentary analysis was conducted for all instances where peer-reviewed research articles 

were cited to support relevant factual claims. In each case, we compared the statement made with 

the cited source to assess whether the claim reflected the latter. During this process, we noted 

where agnogenic practices occurred, drawing on the typology developed by Ulucanlar et al (2014) 

based on an analysis of tobacco industry misuse of scientific evidence (Table 3.5). 
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Table 3.5 Analytical framework for use of scientific evidence, adapted from Ulucanlar et al’s 

(2014) evidential strategies. 

Industry practice Description 

Misleading quoting of 

evidence 

Inaccurate reporting from published scientific research, 

including misquoting, selective quoting, or misinterpretation 

Mimicked scientific critique  Detailed inspection of published research, superficially 

resembling scientific peer review and using scientific 

terminology. For instance, seeking methodological perfection 

or insisting on methodological uniformity. 

Evidential landscaping  The promotion of alternative evidence or exclusion of relevant 

public health evidence. 

 

Results 

Factual claims and evidence used to support them 

UPFI actors made 114 separate factual claims in 18 of the 26 included submissions 

(Figure 3.2). Of these 114 claims, 66 challenged regulatory policies (claim categories 1, 1.1, 2) 

and 48 supported alternative policies such as self-regulation or co-regulation (claim categories 3, 

3.1). With the exception of two claims related to advertising, all claims countering regulatory 

policies focused on fiscal policy. The promotion of alternatives to regulation spanned across a 

wide range of measures such as voluntary reformulation and labelling, advertising codes, and 

public-private partnerships. 

Only 71 of the 114 claims in ten of the 26 responses actually referred to any evidence. 

Yet, only in 56 of the 71 factual claims citing evidence was this evidence identifiable: the 

remaining lacked key information such as title, year published, or author, and one item was 

paywalled market research data. 
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Figure 3.2 Evidence use to support different types of claims. Created using flourish studio (Kiln 

Enterprises, 2021). 

 

The remaining 43 factual claims were made without any reference to a specific piece of 

evidence, despite some making strong statements with casual references to ‘the evidence’, as 

exemplified by the Italian business association Federalimentare (Federalimentare, 2018) which 

asserted that 

available scientific evidence on sugar does not support a causal link between 

sugars consumption and obesity and associated chronic disease. As an 

example, while sugar consumption decreased in UK, Australia and Canada, 

the obesity rate grew in their respective populations.  

Similarly, the International Food and Beverage Alliance (IFBA, 2016) claimed, without 

providing evidence in support:  

[…] the UK salt reduction initiative, a public-private partnership led by the 

UK government which has resulted in the reduction of average daily salt 

intakes by 15% since 2001. Similar salt reduction initiatives and trans fat and 

calorie reduction strategies around the world have also proven effective.  

The 56 claims with identifiable references were made by only five business associations: 

the International Council of Beverages Associations (ICBA), IFBA, the Grocery Manufacturers 

Association (now Consumer Brands Association, (CBA, 2019)), Food Industry Asia, and the 

German Federation for Food Law and Food Science (now Food Federation Germany (2019)). 
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The majority of these claims were made by ICBA who participated in three of the four included 

consultations. 

Quality of evidence 

The 56 claims citing identifiable evidence referred to 39 separate pieces of evidence. 

Figure 3.3 summarises overall findings on quality of evidence, showing that although a significant 

proportion of the evidence cited was research published in higher-quality outlets (academic 

journals, governmental/intergovernmental organisations), the majority was neither independent 

nor peer-reviewed. Only four cited items were independent, peer-reviewed research. 

 

Figure 3.3 Quality indicators across all 39 pieces of evidence cited to support factual claims. 

Higher quality was indicated where evidence was: clearly independent or appeared independent, 

was based on research, published in a peer-reviewed journal or by a 

government/intergovernmental organisation, and was externally peer-reviewed. Created using 

flourish studio (Kiln Enterprises, 2021). 

 

Independence 

Of these 39 pieces of evidence, just nine (23.1%) were clearly independent, while 13 

(33.3%) were industry-funded; 13 (33.3%) were industry-linked, four (10.3%) appeared 

independent but did not provide sufficient information to conclusively rule out industry links. In 

most pieces of evidence classified as industry-linked, one or more of the authors had received 

funding from UPFI entities (see Appendix 3.4 for details. In particular, claims supporting 

alternatives to regulation (categories 2 and 3) – most often self-regulatory initiatives – heavily 
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relied on evidence that was not independent (75% industry-linked/-funded). This encompassed 

predominantly industry-conducted or commissioned evaluations of their own commitments. 

Of the 13 items of industry-funded or industry-linked evidence which were published in 

academic journals, only four clearly declared a COI (Kahn and Sievenpiper, 2014; Ha et al., 2015; 

Noronha et al., 2016; Rippe and Angelopoulos, 2016). An additional two reported industry 

financial contributions but did so under ‘acknowledgements’ or ‘acknowlegements and 

disclosures’ (Wittekind and Walton, 2014; Gadah et al., 2016). Of the rest, four did not have a 

COI section (Borys et al., 2013; Hanks et al., 2013; Kees, Royne and Cho, 2014; Kees and 

Fitzgerald, 2016), whilst three articles explicitly declared no COI (Van Koperen et al., 2013; 

Smith Edge et al., 2014; Quirmbach et al., 2018), one thereof not only linked to, but funded by 

an UPFI entity (Smith Edge et al., 2014). 

Nature of evidence 

Of the 39 pieces of evidence, 26 (66.7%) were research, eight (20.5%) were strategy 

documents, four (10.3%) were opinion pieces, and one (2.6%) was raw data. Notably, 19 of the 

26 research-based sources were industry-funded or -linked. 

Publication route 

Of the 39 pieces of evidence, 18 (46.2%), were published by academic outlets, closely 

followed by private companies and organisations which had published 17 (43.6%). This included 

reports published by the submitting business associations themselves and evidence from think-

tanks and research firms such as Oxford Economics (Oxford Economics and International Tax 

and Investment Center, 2016; Oxford Economics, 2017) and McKinsey Global Institute (Dobbs 

et al., 2014). ‘Overcoming obesity: An initial economic analysis’ by the McKinsey Global 

Institute was also the most referenced piece of evidence across all submissions, cited nine times 

across five consultation responses by three different business associations. A further four items 

(10.3%) were published by intergovernmental organisations or governments. Only 16 (41%) 

pieces of evidence cited to support factual claims were externally peer-reviewed. This is less than 

the number of items published in peer-reviewed journals, as two referenced conference abstracts 

do not appear to have undergone external peer-review (Hanks et al., 2013; Noronha et al., 2016). 

Use of scientific evidence 

In this section we address how scientific evidence was used to support the factual claims 

around policy effects. We discuss examples under each core category of claims: questioning 
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regulatory policies (claim categories 1, 1.1, and 2) and promoting alternatives to regulation (claim 

categories 3 and 3.1). 

Questioning regulatory policies 

Factual claims that regulatory policies do not work or will have negative consequences, 

although made in 12 responses from seven organisations, were only backed by peer-reviewed 

research evidence in three responses, all made by one organisation, ICBA. They cited three 

independent research articles to support five claims that SSB taxation will not work or will have 

negative consequences (Bes-Rastrollo et al., 2016; Colchero et al., 2016; Silver et al., 2017), and 

a fourth to question the link between SSBs and obesity (Trumbo and Rivers, 2014). 

To question the effectiveness of the policy, they cited a review by independent scientists, 

Bes-Rastrollo et al (2016), in their submission to the consultation on Appendix 3 to WHO Global 

NCD Action Plan 2013-2020 (ICBA, 2016), stating that: 

a recent review summarizing all data related to taxation of sugars found that 

taxation did not affect obesity rates [reference: Bes-Rastrollo et al]. In this 

summary, it was found that of the six published studies to date where data had 

been measured (as opposed to modeled), five found no effect of taxation 

whatsoever, while the sixth found less than a 1.8 kg difference in body weight 

after 20 years. 

This appears to reflect a technique Ulucanlar et al (2014) term misquoting of evidence, 

as the original source concludes that the "best available scientific evidence suggests that added 

sugars, especially SSB consumption, are an important risk factor for weight gain and obesity" and 

that "[t]he tax tool alone on added sugars appears insufficient to curb the obesity epidemic, but it 

needs to be included in a multicomponent and comprehensive structural strategy to combat 

obesity" (Bes-Rastrollo et al., 2016). While the second part of ICBA’s statement, focusing on 

observation studies, is accurate, it omits important contextual information, firstly that that most 

tax rates in the observational sample were lower than the recommended 20% threshold, as 

remarked by Bes-Rastrollo et al themselves, and secondly, that overall, “results found a 

significant inverse association between SSB excise taxes and weight gain or obesity, although the 

magnitude of the estimates of effect was small” (2016, p.1421). 

In their submission to the WHO Independent High-Level Commission on NCDs and a 

similar comment on Montevideo Roadmap 2018-2030, ICBA selectively quoted a publication by 

Silver et al (2017) to support an argument that SSB taxation would not only fail to reduce SSB 

consumption, but also increase the consumption of other unhealthy products: 
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In Berkeley, California, a tax on SSBs has caused calorie intake to rise rather 

than decrease. For instance, a recent study of the SSB tax implemented in 

Berkeley, California, found that while caloric consumption of taxed 

beverages dropped by a statistically insignificant margin of an average of six 

calories per day – equivalent to a bite of an apple, caloric consumption of 

untaxed beverages rose by an average of 32 calories per day, resulting in a 

net increase of 26 calories per person per day resulting from the tax 

[reference: Silver et al]. In other words, consumers switched from soft drinks 

to milkshakes, smoothies and other similarly calorie-dense products – 

resulting in more calories consumed. 

In fact, Silver et al concluded that one year after the introduction of the Berkeley SSB 

tax, “prices of SSBs increased in many, but not all, settings, SSB sales declined, and sales of 

untaxed beverages (especially water) and overall study beverages rose in Berkeley” (Silver et al., 

2017). The figure reported by ICBA only refers to the self-reported SSB intake which decreased 

by 19.8% but was statistically insignificant. The authors reported statistically significant results 

for an increase of 15.6% in water sales and a 9.6% decrease in SSB sales. Self-reports did indicate 

an increase in caloric intake of untaxed beverages such as milkshakes and yoghurt smoothies, but 

ICBA failed to address the authors’ observation that this contrasts with the substitution pattern 

seen in the „point-of-sale data, which showed an increase in water sales and smaller but still 

significant increases in sales of plain milk and untaxed fruit, vegetable, and tea drinks“ (Silver et 

al., 2017). 

Discussing an independent observational study by Colchero et al (2016) on changes in 

purchasing after the introduction of an SSB tax in Mexico in their submission to the WHO 

consultation on Appendix 3 of the Global NCD Action Plan (2016), ICBA omitted important 

qualifying information to suggest that the study demonstrates the ineffectiveness of the policy: 

Although one widely-publicized study indicates that purchases of taxed 

beverages decreased by an average of six percent in 2014 [reference: 

Colchero et al], it is important to note that the calorie consumption from 

beverages has declined only slightly – roughly between two and six fewer 

calories per day in a diet of more than 3000 calories per day in Mexico 

[reference: FAO, National Institute of Statistics and Geography, and 

National Association of Soft Drink and Carbonated Water Producers], which 

is a daily caloric decrease of less than one half of one percent. 

Although the 6% average figure is correct, ICBA failed to mention that the decline in 

consumption had grown progressively, reaching 12% by the end of 2014. Moreover, in a footnote, 

ICBA also appeared to mimic scientific critique by insisting on methodological perfectionism, 

pointing out ostensible methodological flaws to dismiss Colchero et al’s findings: 
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This study had a number of methodological and other limitations. For 

example: (1) it was an observational study so causality could not be 

established; (2) rural populations were ignored and traditional stores […] 

were likely underrepresented (as were the working poor or very poor) since 

the study was based on Nielsen panel data covering 53 cities each with 50,000 

or more residents; (3) the data was based on purchases and not consumption; 

and (4) the study was not controlled for other environmental factors (e.g., 

information campaigns that could have had a bigger impact than the actual 

tax). 

It is noteworthy that ICBA directed no such critical assessment towards the favourable, 

typically lower-quality evidence it cited throughout this submission. 

ICBA invoked six articles to question the well-established (World Health Organization, 

2015) link between sugar or SSBs and obesity or negative health outcomes. Five of these were 

either industry-funded or industry-linked (Kahn and Sievenpiper, 2014; Wittekind and Walton, 

2014; Ha et al., 2015; Gadah et al., 2016; Rippe and Angelopoulos, 2016). The sixth, independent 

study (Trumbo and Rivers, 2014), was cited correctly to the extent that ICBA echoed the authors’ 

finding that the evidence on the relationship between SSB consumption and body mass index is 

mixed if adjusted for total calorie intake. However, a preceding claim by ICBA that “the overall 

weight of the scientific evidence on sugar and/or sugar-sweetened beverages show that they do 

not have a unique effect on body weight beyond their contribution to total calorie intake” is not 

supported by the article which states that its conflicting results, while potentially weakening 

confidence in association strength, do not disprove an association between SSBs and obesity. This 

also appears to be a misquotation of evidence (Ulucanlar et al., 2014). 

Promoting alternatives to regulation 

IFBA and the Grocery Manufacturers Association were the only organisations to use 

peer-reviewed research articles in support of self- or co-regulation. They did so in eight instances, 

and all articles were either industry-funded or industry-linked (Borys et al., 2013; Van Koperen 

et al., 2013; Kees, Royne and Cho, 2014; Smith Edge et al., 2014; Kees and Fitzgerald, 2016). 

IFBA (International Food and Beverage Alliance, 2016), for instance, uses two academic 

publications (Borys et al., 2013; Van Koperen et al., 2013) to support its statement that EPODE 

(Ensemble Prévenons l'Obésité Des Enfants), a public-private programme partly funded by 

companies such as Nestlé and the Coca-Cola Company (EPODE International Network, 2016), 

“has shown encouraging results in preventing childhood obesity in France and Belgium and has 

reduced the socioeconomic gap in obesity prevalence in France”. The first paper by Van Koperen 
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et al (2013)—which we classified as industry-linked because two of the authors had accepted 

UPFI funding in the five years before publication—did not set out to examine the effectiveness 

of EPODE, but to “learn more on the dynamics and key elements of the EPODE program tackling 

childhood overweight and obesity to support future research and evaluation”, presenting a logic 

model (Van Koperen et al., 2013, p.163). Similarly, the second paper (Borys et al., 2013) which 

was supported by The Coca-Cola Company and whose lead author also contributed to the Van 

Koperen article, aimed to “provide a detailed description of EPODE methodology, including its 

broad and overarching approach to strengthening and enriching CBIs [community-based 

interventions] aimed at preventing childhood obesity” (Borys et al., 2013). The article does, 

however, suggest that decreases in obesity prevalence in EPODE pilot towns are attributable to 

the programme, with IFBA repeating a statement made in the article’s abstract that EPODE has 

“shown encouraging results in preventing childhood obesity in France and Belgium and has 

reduced the socioeconomic gap in obesity prevalence in France” (Borys et al., 2013). 

Discussion 

By exploring UPFI use of evidence in global health governance for the first time, we add 

to an emerging body of literature investigating how unhealthy commodity industries use evidence 

to oppose public health regulation (Ulucanlar et al., 2014; Cullen, Smith and Collin, 2018; 

Lencucha and de Lima Pontes, 2018; Fooks et al., 2019). In summary, our work indicates that the 

factual claims UPFI actors made to oppose the regulation of unhealthy products in consultation 

with the WHO were largely unsupported by high-quality, independent evidence, and where 

scientific evidence was used, it was often misrepresented.  

It is noteworthy that, despite claims to support EBPM and language which mimics 

scientific reasoning (Lauber et al., 2020), over half of the UPFI submissions we analysed did not 

refer to any evidence. Even among those which did, a significant proportion of claims opposing 

dietary public health regulation were not supported with any evidence. Where evidence was cited, 

the majority was neither peer-reviewed nor independent: of 114 factual claims, only six were 

made based on peer-reviewed and independent research, all of which misrepresented the original 

source to some degree. These six claims were all made by the same organisation, ICBA, to oppose 

SSB taxation. The group, which represents soft drinks producers, submitted some of the longest 

consultation responses with the most references to evidence, which goes a long way toward 

explaining the skew of our sample towards SSB taxation. 

Overall, the arguments made by UPFI respondents to oppose statutory regulation do not 

align with the public health evidence. Claims that regulation to address dietary NCDs will not 
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have the desired effect, predominantly levelled at SSB taxation, contradict independent evidence 

which supports the potential of taxes to favourably influence dietary behaviours (Cabrera Escobar 

et al., 2013; Niebylski et al., 2015; Nakhimovsky et al., 2016; Pell et al., 2021). Although the 

evidence in favour of SSB taxes has grown substantially since the consultations were held, high-

quality publications were available when the majority of consultation submissions were written 

(Teng et al., 2019). UPFI respondents also questioned the links between their products or specific 

ingredients—predominantly sugar—and obesity or dietary NCDs. However, a substantial body 

of independent evidence clearly links added sugar intake (Te Morenga, Mallard and Mann, 2013), 

and SSBs in particular (Ebbeling et al., 2012; Malik et al., 2013; Frantsve-Hawley et al., 2017), 

to obesity and a range of NCDs. Similarly, claims of negative economic consequences were 

primarily made in the context of SSB taxation. While industry-commissioned evidence does tend 

to report such impacts (Mounsey et al., 2020), independent research suggests that SBB taxes have 

not had negative impacts on employment and the wider economy (Powell et al., 2014; Guerrero-

López, Molina and Colchero, 2017; Lawman et al., 2019; Mounsey et al., 2020), or even 

businesses (Pell et al., 2021). Initial evidence suggests that other regulatory policies which were 

contested by industry—mandatory labelling and advertising restrictions—also work as intended 

(Correa et al., 2019; Smith Taillie et al., 2020) and do not affect employment (Paraje et al., 2021). 

Independent evidence also indicates that self-regulation is not sufficient to address the 

issues of obesity and dietary NCDs (Cobiac, Vos and Veerman, 2010; Knai et al., 2015; Huizinga 

and Kruse, 2016; Hyseni et al., 2017; Théodore et al., 2017; Parker, Zaragoza and Hernández-

Aguado, 2019; Goiana-da-Silva et al., 2020; Landwehr and Hartmann, 2020; Sing et al., 2020). 

Self-regulation of advertising, for instance, does not appear to be effective enough to reduce 

children’s exposure to unhealthy food adverts (Galbraith-Emami and Lobstein, 2013; León-

Flández et al., 2017; Théodore et al., 2017; Vandevijvere, Soupen and Swinburn, 2017; Potvin 

Kent et al., 2018; Landwehr and Hartmann, 2020) and industry codes have widely been criticised 

as weak by public health researchers (Landwehr and Hartmann, 2020; Rincón-Gallardo Patiño et 

al., 2020). In line with evidence which suggests that industry-funded research results in more 

favourable conclusions (Bes-Rastrollo et al., 2014; Schillinger et al., 2016; Fabbri et al., 2017; 

Fabbri, Holland and Bero, 2018; Sacks et al., 2020), industry evaluations of self-regulatory codes 

tend to report much higher effectiveness and compliance than independent evaluations (Galbraith-

Emami and Lobstein, 2013). This may explain our observation that the vast majority of claims in 

favour of self- or co-regulatory approaches relied on industry-produced or -commissioned 

materials.  
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When assessing the independence of cited evidence, we found it remarkable that the 

majority of industry-funded or -linked academic articles did not declare a COI. While some 

simply did not contain a COI section, others explicitly declared that they had no COI. Of those 

that did declare an interest, this was at times combined with the acknowledgements. This 

exemplifies why current reporting practices are inadequate and highlights the urgent need for 

enforced and structured COI reporting processes within and beyond public health (Grundy, Dunn 

and Bero, 2020). 

There are indications that commercial actors draw on a shared set of preferred evidence 

and consultancies across levels of governance and policy settings. For instance, reports by the 

research firm Oxford Economics (Oxford Economics and International Tax and Investment 

Center, 2016; Oxford Economics, 2017) – an organisation with a history of producing reports for 

the tobacco industry (Tobacco Tactics, 2020) – were also cited by respondents to the South 

African SSB tax consultation (Fooks et al., 2019). The most frequently cited item in our study, a 

discussion paper funded and written by McKinsey Global Institute (Dobbs et al., 2014), which 

ranks taxation and media restrictions as low-impact interventions to address obesity, but 

concludes that only comprehensive measures will work to tackle obesity, has also been cited in 

other policy debates to oppose public health regulation (Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 

2020; Campbell et al., 2020). 

In addition to the agnogenic practices described above, abstract mentions of ‘the 

evidence’ or ‘science’ without reference to concrete evidence, as well as vague expressions of 

alignment with EBPM, appear to form part of attempts to position industry as legitimate actor in 

public health policy. Sitting beyond the instrumental role of evidence, this rhethorical facet may 

play a role in lending discursive power and credibility to policy actors. 

Overall, our findings confirm existing research on the use of evidence by unhealthy 

commodity industries in public health policy (Hatchard et al., 2013; McCambridge, Hawkins and 

Holden, 2013; Cullen, Smith and Collin, 2018; Stafford, Kypri and Pettigrew, 2020), adding to a 

growing body of literature which indicates high levels of coherence in practices across sectors 

(Brownell and Warner, 2009; Moodie, 2017; Capewell and Lloyd-Williams, 2018; Knai et al., 

2021). This warrants reconsideration of engagement with actors who hold a clear commercial 

interest in a deregulated food system, perhaps towards an approach more coherent with Article 

5.3 of the WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Control which demands that public health 

policymaking is protected from the vested interests of the tobacco industry (World Health 

Organization, 2003). Where engagement does take place, adjustments to consultation processes 
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could be made, both to encourage the use of higher-quality evidence (and recognition were there 

is none), and to enable those developing policies or policy recommendations to more readily 

assess cited sources. One way to achieve this may be to require consultation respondents to 

declare origins and funding of referenced evidence, particularly where the submitting 

organisation itself has financially supported the research. Consultation documents may also ask 

respondents to provide evidence in support of their claims in a structured way and directly attach 

sources where these are not publicly available, thus facilitating evidence appraisal by 

policymakers. 

Limitations 

Our findings on evidence use were heavily driven by a small set of actors who referenced 

large amounts of evidence, whereas the majority referenced little or no evidence. This may limit 

their generalisability. While we went beyond declarations in the cited sources to identify industry 

links to the evidence, our web-based investigation is unlikely to have identified all extant 

connections. Our research focused on UPFI actors and does not compare how non-industry actors 

such as Member States or civil society used evidence in their submissions. We concentrated on 

this sub-set of respondents due to the inherent conflict between the interests of the UPFI and 

public health, which has manifested in UPFI opposition to policies needed to address the 

considerable burden of obesity and NCDs (Whitaker, Webb and Linou, 2018; Lauber et al., 2020; 

Lauber, Rutter and Gilmore, 2021). 

Conclusions 

Our findings suggest that UPFI actors’ rhetorical alignment with EBPM (Lauber et al., 

2020) remains mere rhetoric in a majority of cases. Stakeholder consultation, while potentially 

valuable in that it allows communities and civil society to feed into policy documents, also 

explicitly gives a voice to the often better-resourced industries whose products are at threat of 

being regulated. This becomes an issue when – as shown in this study – industry actors question 

the benefits and emphasise the costs of public health regulation while supporting their preferred 

alternatives, largely by promoting low-quality evidence or misrepresenting higher-quality 

evidence. Thus, it is important to critically evaluate the claims made and evidence used in 

consultation submissions, a process which is time-consuming and would pose a substantial burden 

on policymakers. On a practical level, this might be eased through clear reporting requirements 

and thresholds regarding the quality and independence of evidence. This does not, however, 

address the less tangible but potentially powerful gain of legitimacy which commercial actors 

may achieve by aligning themselves with the ideal of EBPM. In light of similar conduct of other 



 

 

108 

 

unhealthy commodity industries, it is worth questioning the value engagement with commercial 

interests adds to policy development. This is particularly pertinent as resources could instead be 

invested into redressing power asymmetries in global health governance, for instance by actively 

involving less politically powerful parts of the food system. 
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Abstract 

Introduction: There is an urgent need for effective action to address the over 10 million 

annual deaths attributable to unhealthy diets. Food industry interference with policies aimed at 

reducing non-communicable diseases (NCDs) is widely documented at the national level but 

remains under-researched at the global level. Thus, this study explores how ultra-processed food 

industry actors have attempted to influence NCD policy at the WHO. 

Methods: A combination of inductive and deductive thematic coding of internal industry 

documents, academic literature and interviews with key informants from international 

organisations and global civil society was used to identify action-based strategies ultra-processed 

food industry actors employ to influence global-level policy. 

Results: Ultra-processed food industry actors have attempted to influence WHO and its 

policies through three main action-based strategies: coalition management, involvement in policy 

formulation, and information management. Coalition management includes the creation and use 

of overt alliances between corporations – business associations – and more covert science-focused 

and policy-focused intermediaries, the hiring of former WHO staff and attempted co-option of 

civil society organisations. Industry involvement in policy formulation is operationalised largely 

through the lobbying of Member States to support industry positions, and business associations 

gaining access to WHO through formal consultations and hearings. Information management 

involves funding and disseminating research favourable to commercial interests, and challenging 

unfavourable evidence. 
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Conclusion: We provide novel insights into how ultra-processed food industry actors 

shape global-level NCD policy and identify a clear need to guard against commercial interference 

to advance NCD policy. In their approach, the political behaviour of multinational food 

corporations bears similarities to that of the tobacco industry. Increased awareness of, and 

safeguarding against, commercial interference at the national as well as the global level have the 

potential to strengthen the crucial work of WHO. 
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SUMMARY BOX 

 

What is already known? 

• A growing body of evidence suggests that the ultra-processed food industry (UPFI) 

has consistently engaged in political activities to delay, weaken or prevent public 

health regulation, using strategies such as direct lobbying, influence through 

seemingly independent third parties and the production or strategic use of evidence. 

• UPFI political activity at the global level remains under-researched; thus, we explore 

action-based strategies of UPFI actors in interaction with non-communicable disease 

(NCD) policy at WHO, complementing a recent investigation of arguments and 

framing in the same policy arena. 

What are the new findings? 

• UPFI actors have attempted to shape WHO policy on NCDs by (1) establishing and 

working through supportive coalitions while seeking to co-opt civil society groups, 

(2) harnessing or seeking access to WHO through formal and informal routes and (3) 

strategically disseminating favourable information. 

• There are similarities with the tobacco industry’s behaviour in opposition to WHO’s 

efforts to advance tobacco control, although much less data are available for the food 

industry to date. 

What do the new findings imply? 

• Better safeguards against commercial interference and conflicts of interest at the 

global level as well as the national level have the potential to support WHO’s leading 

role in action towards better diets. 
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Introduction 

Unhealthy diets are a major risk factor for non-communicable diseases (NCDs) such as 

heart disease, type two diabetes, and cancer (World Health Organization, 2013). Despite ongoing 

calls for action on obesity and dietary NCDs, no country has successfully lowered obesity rates 

between 1990 and 2019 (Murray et al., 2020). Barriers to progress include opposition of powerful 

commercial actors, notably the multinational ultra-processed food and beverage industry (UPFI) 

(Swinburn et al., 2019) which we define as corporations involved in the manufacture or sale of 

ultra-processed foods and sugar-sweetened beverages. A growing body of evidence documents 

how these actors have attempted to oppose regulation at national level, for instance through direct 

and indirect lobbying of decision-makers, the creation and use of seemingly independent third 

parties, and influence on the production and use of science (Mialon et al., 2017; Tselengidis and 

Östergren, 2018; Greenhalgh, 2019; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin Kent, 2020). We use the 

term ‘corporate political activity’ to describe such behaviour. Originally developed by 

management scholars to describe “corporate attempts to shape government policy in ways 

favorable to the firm” (Hillman, Keim and Schuler, 2004), it has since been adopted by public 

health researchers using a critical lens to understand industry efforts to oppose regulation (Savell, 

Gilmore and Fooks, 2014; Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). In the case of the UPFI, such 

political activities have been identified in low- and middle-income countries (Jaichuen et al., 

2018; Greenhalgh, 2019; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 

2020; Mialon et al., 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020) as well as high-income countries (Mialon et al., 

2017; Maani et al., 2019; Hunt, 2020; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin Kent, 2020; Mulligan et 

al., 2021), but as yet, there is little empirical evidence at the global level. 

In response to calls for stronger leadership from international organisations (IOs) to curb 

the devastating health and economic (Bloom, 2011) impacts of NCDs, the United Nations (UN) 

held their first High-Level Meeting (HLM) on NCDs in 2011, assembling heads of state and UN 

agencies to discuss action towards better prevention and treatment (United Nations General 

Assembly, 2011). This was followed by two subsequent HLMs in 2014 (United Nations General 

Assembly, 2014) and 2018 (United Nations General Assembly, 2018), with a fourth scheduled 

for 2025. As the UN agency responsible for public health, the World Health Organization (WHO) 

plays a key role in coordinating global efforts to prevent NCDs. Its power to set international 

rules which can restrict private sector activities, like the Framework Convention on Tobacco 

Control (FCTC) (World Health Organization, 2003d), has been described as “political dynamite” 

(Kickbusch, 2020). Although the WHO has published technical guidance on obesity and dietary 

NCDs, Member State-led political decisions remain unambitious (key developments in Table 3.6) 

(Magnusson, 2019). Public health advocates largely greeted the Political Declaration of the third 
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HLM (United Nations General Assembly, 2018) and what were intended as “bold 

recommendations” from the WHO Independent High-Level Commission (Nishtar et al., 2018) to 

the HLM with disappointment. The Declaration was criticised for its weak language on NCD 

interventions and financing (Lieberman, 2018; NCD Alliance, 2018) and the Commission’s report 

for producing recommendations weaker than existing WHO guidance after a US representative 

“torpedoed” (Keaten and Cheng, 2018) efforts to include a recommendation to tax sugar-

sweetened beverages (Hanefeld and Hawkins, 2018; Horton, 2018). UPFI representatives, on the 

other hand, welcomed both documents, lauding calls for public-private collaboration in particular 

(Askew, 2018; Keaten and Cheng, 2018). 

 

Table 3.6 Key WHO/UN publications and events relating to obesity and dietary NCDs from 2000 

onwards. 

Year Title Detail 

2000 Global strategy for the 

prevention and control of 

NCDs (World Health 

Organization, 2000a) 

The strategy was adopted at the 53rd World Health Assembly 

(WHA). 

2003 Diet, nutrition and the 

prevention of chronic diseases 

(TRS 916) (World Health 

Organization, 2003a) 

Report of the joint WHO/FAO expert consultation with 

Member States, UN agencies, civil society, and the private 

sector (World Health Organization, 2003b). It includes a 

recommendation to limit free sugar intake to 10% of calorie 

intake. 

2004 Global strategy on diet, 

physical activity and health 

(World Health Organization, 

2008) 

The Strategy was mandated by Member States at the 55th and 

endorsed at the 57th WHA. After opposition from industry 

and some Member States to TRS 916, reference to the expert 

report and its key recommendations was dropped from the 

final Strategy. 

2008 2008-2013 action plan for the 

global strategy for the 

prevention and control of 

NCDs (World Health 

Organization, 2008) 

The action plan draws on the 2000 global strategy and the 

2004 Global Strategy, setting out six key objectives. It was 

endorsed at the 61st WHA. 

2010 Set of recommendations on 

the marketing of foods and 

non-alcoholic beverages to 

children (World Health 

Organization, 2010) 

The set of evidence-based recommendations was endorsed at 

the 62nd WHA and followed up by a mandate to develop 

technical guidance to support the implementation of the 

recommendations. 

2011 WHO global forum: 

addressing the challenge of 

NCDs (World Health 

Organization, 2011) 

In the lead-up to the 2011 HLM, the Global Forum was held 

in Moscow as a multi-stakeholder forum which brought 

together Member States and a range of non-state actors, 

including the private sector. 

2011 First UN high-level meeting 

on NCDs: political 

declaration of the first high-

level meeting on NCDs 

(United Nations General 

Assembly, 2011) 

The political declaration of the first HLM on NCDs was 

adopted at the 66th UN General Assembly. 
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2012 A framework for 

implementing the set of 

recommendations on the 

marketing of foods and non-

alcoholic beverages to 

children (World Health 

Organization, 2012) 

Technical guidance on the implementation of the Set of 

Recommendations was provided following a mandate by the 

62nd WHA. 

2013 Global action plan for the 

prevention and control of 

NCDs 2013–2020 (World 

Health Organization, 2013) 

The 2013–2020 Action Plan, replacing the 2008-2013 action 

plan, was adopted at the 66th WHA. It sets nine voluntary 

targets, including a 25% reduction in premature mortality 

from NCDs by 2025, and provides policy recommendations 

to achieve these.  

2014 Rome declaration on nutrition 

(& framework for action) 

(Food and Agriculture 

Organization and World 

Health Organization, 2014a, 

b) 

Outcome documents of the Second International Conference 

on Nutrition (ICN2), which was convened jointly by WHO 

and FAO, and attended by “nearly 100 [representatives] 

from the business community” (Food and Agriculture 

Organization, 2014). 

2014 Second UN high-level meeting 

on NCDs: outcome document 

of the second high-level 

meeting on NCDs (United 

Nations General Assembly, 

2014) 

The second HLM took place to review and assess progress 

towards NCD targets. The outcome document was adopted at 

the 68th UN General Assembly. 

2015 Guideline: sugars intake for 

adults and children (World 

Health Organization, 2015b) 

Part of the effort to reach targets set by the 2013-2020 action 

plan and based on a review of the scientific evidence and 

expert consultation, the new guidelines recommend a 

reduction of daily intake of free sugars to less than 10% of 

total energy intake, with a reduction to below 5% 

recommended for further health benefits. 

2016 Sustainable development 

goals (United Nations, 2015) 

Ratified in 2015, the 17 Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs) replaced the Millennium Development Goals on 1st 

January 2016. SDG 3 is focused on health, but many others 

relate to food and nutrition (Jha et al., 2016). 

2016 Fiscal policies for diet and the 

prevention of NCDs (World 

Health Organization, 2016a) 

Based on a technical meeting held 5-6 May 2015 held in 

response to the increasing number of Member State 

requesting guidance on fiscal policies for health. The report 

supports sugar-sweetened beverage taxes. 

2016 Report of the commission on 

ending childhood obesity 

(Commission on Ending 

Childhood Obesity, 2016) 

The Commission was established in 2014 by the Director 

General, and its final report welcomed at the 69th WHA in 

2016. The process leading up to the report included 

consultation with the private sector and civil society. 

2017 Montevideo roadmap 2018-

2030 on NCDs as a 

sustainable development 

priority (World Health 

Organization, 2017a) 

The Roadmap is the outcome document of the WHO global 

conference on NCDs, a high-level event. The process leading 

up to the conference included a public consultation. 

2017 Tackling NCDs: “Best buys" 

and other recommended 

interventions for the 

prevention and control of 

NCDs (World Health 

Organization, 2017b) 

Appendix 3 of the 2013-2020 action plan was endorsed at the 

70th WHA with resolution WHA70.11. It identifies a menu of 

policy options for Member States, part of which is the set of 

cost-effective best buys. Italy and US did not endorse the 

updated set of best buys and other recommended 

interventions, dissociating themselves from the relevant 

paragraph of WHA70.11 (World Health Organization, 

2019b) 

2018 Time to deliver: report of the 

WHO independent high-level 

The first report of the high-level commission on NCDs, 

tasked with advising the WHO Director General on 
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commission on NCDs 

(Nishtar et al., 2018) 

accelerating progress against NCDs, was published following 

a public consultation and provided six recommendations. It 

was welcomed at the 73rd UN General Assembly.  

2018 Third UN high-level meeting 

on NCDs: political declaration 

of the third high-level 

meeting on NCDs (United 

Nations General Assembly, 

2018) 

Adopted at the 73rd UN General Assembly, following the 

third HLM on NCDs, the Political Declaration reaffirms 

commitments to address NCDs globally and schedules the 

next HLM for 2025. 

2019 Final report of the WHO 

independent high-level 

commission on NCDs: it's 

time to walk the talk (World 

Health Organization, 2019c) 

The second and final report of the WHO independent high-

level commission on NCDs delivers a number of 

recommendations to WHO, including scaling up private 

sector engagement. 

 

Another point of contention is the WHO’s contrasting approach to the unhealthy 

commodity industries which drive NCDs and have a history of impeding policy progress at 

national level (Collin, 2012). The agency has a strict policy of non-engagement with the tobacco 

industry as mandated by Article 5.3 of the FCTC (World Health Organization, 2003d), but its 

Framework of Engagement with Non-State Actors (FENSA) (World Health Organization, 2016b) 

has been described as an open door rather than a fence for other commercial actors, including the 

UPFI (Khayatzadeh-Mahani, Ruckert and Labonté, 2018). The new official relations status—

which business associations, philanthropic foundations, and non-governmental organisations 

(NGOs) can apply for—is not a requirement for WHO to engage with a non-state actor but 

provides privileged access, for instance, allowing participation in WHO governing bodies 

meetings (World Health Organization, 2021b). Welcomed by the private sector when it was 

adopted in 2016 after four years of negotiation with Member States, FENSA was again deemed 

insufficient by public health advocates (Buse and Hawkes, 2016). 

In light of the lack of progress in addressing a major cause of ill health globally, there is 

an urgent need to better understand how the UPFI attempts to influence global-level NCD policy 

(Casswell, 2019). We aim to address this gap by harnessing conceptual developments from 

tobacco control research, which were significantly advanced by the release of millions of internal 

tobacco industry documents through litigation in the 1990s (Bero, 2003). These documents offer 

unique and detailed insights into corporate policy influencing strategies in a way which has not 

hitherto been possible for the UPFI: in January 2021, the Tobacco Industry Documents Archive 

(University of California San Francisco, 2021b) hosted 12,220,370 documents, whereas its food 

industry counterpart only contained 131,865 (University of California San Francisco, 2021a). An 

evidence-based model of tobacco industry political activity, the Policy Dystopia Model (PDM) 

(Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016) has been developed using two systematic reviews of 
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tobacco industry document research. It categorises corporate political activity into argument-

based and action-based strategies, showing how they work collectively to construct and 

disseminate a narrative that regulatory policies will fail and lead to undesirable consequences. 

The PDM presents two hierarchical taxonomies of the instrumental (action-based) and discursive 

(argument-based) strategies with the respective sub-categories of techniques and arguments. 

Researchers have successfully applied the PDM to study political activities of the UPFI and other 

industries at the national level, demonstrating its applicability beyond tobacco control (Mialon, 

Julia and Hercberg, 2018; Mialon and da Silva Gomes, 2019; Paixão and Mialon, 2019; Abdool 

Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020). Our study harnesses the 

PDM to examine UPFI instrumental strategies at the global level. In doing so, it builds on our 

recent work which examined the UPFI’s discursive strategies in WHO consultations (Lauber et 

al., 2020). The study aims to: 

• examine UPFI political activity—specifically its instrumental strategies—aimed at the 

WHO 

Additionally, we seek to explore how this differs with the better documented tobacco 

industry political activities against WHO’s public health efforts (World Health Organization, 

2000b; Gonzalez, Green and Glantz, 2012; Weishaar et al., 2012), and how public health actors 

explain these differences. 

Methods 

We drew on multiple sources to map the instrumental strategies UPFI actors use, focusing 

on post-2000 policy developments around obesity and dietary NCDs at WHO Headquarters. UPFI 

actors were defined as including corporations involved in the manufacture of ultra-processed 

products, forming a key part of their supply chain, or holding a financial interest in the sale of 

these products, including ingredient supply and processing, fast food restaurant organisations, and 

retail (Lauber et al., 2020). 

Data 

We triangulated key informant interviews with a review of academic literature and UPFI 

documents published via the Food Industry Documents Archive (University of California San 

Francisco, 2021a) to gain a more comprehensive understanding (Lee and Hawkins, 2016). 

Interviews  
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We conducted semi-structured interviews with sixteen key informants who had three or 

more years of experience in supranational NCD policymaking and had closely participated in 

WHO processes. Interviewees were identified through purposive and snowball sampling and 

approached via email. The interview schedule—developed based on authors’ knowledge of the 

topic, reading of key literature, and the PDM—used open questions and focused probing, allowing 

for exploration of topics interviewees perceived as particularly relevant (Aberbach and Rockman, 

2002; Baker, 2013). The lead author conducted interviews remotely (n=13) or in person (n=2) 

between October 2019 and June 2020. Four informants were current employees of an IO, two 

were former IO employees, and 10 were advocates who engaged with WHO on NCD policy 

(Table 3.7). Two participants were interviewed together (CS-2). Interviews lasted between 27 and 

101 minutes, averaging approximately an hour. If participants agreed to be recorded, the lead 

author transcribed the interviews. Two interviews were not audio-recorded on the participants’ 

request, instead detailed notes were taken and approved. All interviewees provided informed 

consent and were fully anonymised due to the sensitive nature of the topic. 

 

Table 3.7 Interviews. All participants are identified through their primary role (CS = civil society, 

IO = international organisation). 

Interviewee 

code 

Background of interviewee(s) Interview mode & 

duration 

IO-1 Current IO employee with NCD-relevant 

remit 

In person, 51 mins 

IO-2 Current IO employee with NCD-relevant 

remit 

Remotely, 44 mins 

IO-3 Current IO employee with NCD-relevant 

remit 

Remotely, 49 mins 

IO-4 Current IO employee with NCD-relevant 

remit 

Remotely, 46 mins 

Ex-IO-1 Former IO employee / civil society 
member 

Remotely, 47 mins 

Ex-IO-2 Former IO employee / academic Remotely, 1hr 11 mins 

CS-1 Civil society member, previously IO Remotely, 1hr 3 mins 

CS-2 Joint interview of two civil society 

members 

Remotely, not recorded 

CS-3 Civil society member / academic Remotely, not recorded 

CS-4 Civil society member Remotely, 27 mins 

CS-5 Civil society member Remotely, 28 mins 

CS-6 Civil society member Remotely, 1hr 41 mins 

CS-7 Civil society member In person; 1hr 17 mins 

CS-8 Civil society member Remotely, 46 mins 

CS-9 Civil society member Remotely, 50 mins 
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Literature and document searches 

We conducted systematic searches in Web of Science, PubMed, Scopus, and Google 

Scholar using combinations of the following terms: food/beverage/sugar, 

corporate/commercial/industry, political activity/influence/interference/involvement, lobby*, 

‘world health organization’, ‘united nations’ (details in Appendix 3.5). We included pieces 

published in peer-reviewed journals 2000 or later and contained concrete information on political 

activities (rather than arguments or market strategies) of UPFI actors described as targeting the 

WHO in relation to NCDs. Additional literature, including source material cited and providing 

evidence of UPFI conduct, was identified from bibliographies of included studies. The review 

was initially conducted in September 2019 and updated in October 2020, identifying 21 articles, 

of which only 10 presented primary research (Appendix 3.6). 

We searched the Food Industry Documents Archive using combinations of the terms 

‘world health organization’, ‘united nations’, and ‘world health assembly’. Documents were 

included if they contained information on actual or planned UPFI activities in relation to WHO 

after 2000. Searches identified 16 documents which had been released through leaks, litigation, 

or Freedom of Information requests (Appendix 3.6). 

Targeted follow-up web searches (Google, WHO, key UPFI/third party actor websites) 

were conducted to corroborate and expand on information identified from interviews, literature, 

or documents. We only name corporations where we have supporting documentary evidence. 

Analysis 

We adopted the strategies from the PDM to structure our analysis but identified 

techniques inductively to ensure novel insights from the global-level context are captured. When 

analysing UPFI documents, we followed a hermeneutic approach, starting by reading and re-

reading them and carefully considering their meaning and the context in which they were 

produced throughout the analysis (Forster, 1994). During an initial reading of all data, we 

confirmed that the PDM was an appropriate analytical framework and made the decision that no 

additional strategies needed to be created.  

The lead author coded interview data, internal documents, and literature in three main 

steps, using a combination of latent inductive and deductive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 

2013) to create a hierarchical framework of UPFI behaviour. Firstly, individual industry actions 

were identified inductively as the smallest unit of analysis. They were judged relevant if they fit 
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conceptually into one of the instrumental strategies from the PDM. Secondly, they were grouped 

into techniques based on conceptual coherence. To be recorded as such, a technique had to be 

supported by at least two data points and verified by documentary evidence where possible. 

Thirdly, we grouped techniques into instrumental strategies from the PDM. The framework 

developed by the lead author was refined iteratively in discussion with the wider research team.  

Analyses were conducted using NVivo 12 (QSR International, 2018). The University of 

Bath’s Research Ethics Approval Committee for Health approved this research (EP 18/19 068). 

Results 

We identified numerous actions which could be collapsed into ten techniques and three 

overarching instrumental strategies which interlink and reinforce each other: coalition 

management, UPFI involvement and influence in policy, and information management (Table 

3.8). In this section, we present the hierarchical framework which resulted from our analysis. 

Whilst we present our results through a global lens, it was clear that some attempts at influence 

were operationalised through the national level. 

 



 

 

 

Table 3.8 UPFI instrumental strategies and techniques with substantiating evidence from interviews and document/literature searches (Ulucanlar, Fooks and 

Gilmore, 2016). 

Strategy Definition Technique 
 Supportive evidence: 

Interviews Internal documents Literature 
Coalition management Building or managing 

alliances with other 

corporations or societal actors 

to establish alternative 

platforms for arguments or 

routes for access. 

Harnessing access to Member 

States 

IO-1, IO-2, IO-3, IO-

4, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-2, 

CS-2, CS-3, CS-4, 

CS-5, CS-6, CS-7, 

CS-8, CS-9 

(Briscoe, 9 April 2004; 

Cherry, 17 March 2015; 

Goltzman and Vermeulen, 21 

May 2016; Goltzman, 26 

May 2015; Norum, 2005) 

(Boseley, 2003; Cannon, 

2004; Dyer, 2004b, a; 

Waxman, 2004a; 

Waxman, 2004b) 

Engaging in business 

coalitions 

IO-2, IO-4, ex-IO-2, 

CS-1, CS-4, CS-6, 

CS-7, CS-9 

(Goltzman and Vermeulen, 

21 May 2016; Goltzman, 26 

May 2015; Unknown, 26 

September 2003) 

(Boseley, 2003; Dyer, 

2004b; Waxman, 2004a; 

Norum, 2005; Cohen, 

2011; Moscetti and 

Taylor, 2015; Kadandale, 

Marten and Smith, 2018) 

Working through 

science/policy intermediaries 

IO-3, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-

2, CS-1, CS-2, CS-7, 

CS-8 

(Hentges, 8 April 2015; 

Harris, 8 July 2015; 

Goltzman, 26 May 2015; 

Malaspina, 27 June 2015; 

Brueggemeyer, 27 October 

2014) 

(Boseley, 2003; Waxman, 

2004a; Norum, 2005; 

Stuckler, Basu and 

McKee, 2011b; Moscetti 

and Taylor, 2015; Kearns 

and Watt, 2019; Maani et 

al., 2019; Steele et al., 

2019; Steele, Ruskin and 

Stuckler, 2020) 

Co-opting civil society IO-3, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-

2, CS-5, CS-6, CS-7, 

CS-8, CS-9 

- (Moscetti and Taylor, 

2015; Casswell, 2019) 

Hiring former WHO staff CS-1 - (Moscetti and Taylor, 

2015) 

Involvement and influence 

in policymaking 

Gaining/maintaining access 

to, and seeking representation 

or involvement in 

policymaking, including 

Participating in WHO 

processes 

IO-1, IO-2, IO-3, IO-

4, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-2, 

CS-1CS-4, CS-5, CS-

6, CS-8 

(Unknown, 26 September 

2003) 

(Boseley, 2003; Waxman, 

2004a; Norum, 2005; 

Cohen, 2011; Stuckler, 

Basu and McKee, 2011a; 

Moscetti and Taylor, 

2015; Casswell, 2019) 



 

 

 

direct lobbying of 

policymakers. 

Intimidating policymakers ex-IO-1, ex-IO-2, IO-

4 

- - 

Information management Sponsoring, producing, or 

disseminating favourable 

information while 

suppressing and undermining 

unfavourable information. 

Sponsoring or disseminating 

favourable information 

IO-1, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-

2, CS-1, CS-2 

(Unknown, 26 September 

2003) 

(Waxman, 2004a; Norum, 

2005; Moscetti and 

Taylor, 2015; Kearns and 

Watt, 2019; Steele, 

Ruskin and Stuckler, 

2020) 

Challenging or undermining 

unfavourable information 

IO-1, CS-5 (Unknown, 26 September 

2003) 

(Boseley, 2003; Waxman, 

2004a; Norum, 2005; 

Cohen, 2011; Steele et al., 

2019; Steele, Ruskin and 

Stuckler, 2020) 

Managing own image/ 

engaging in corporate social 

responsibility activities 

IO-1, IO-2, CS-6, CS-

7 

(Goltzman and Vermeulen, 

29 April 2016) 

(Moscetti and Taylor, 

2015; Seitz and Martens, 

2017; Kadandale, Marten 

and Smith, 2018) 
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Coalition management 

Our analysis suggests that the UPFI created and used multiple voices and alliances to 

support its positions and gain routes for access, whilst attempting to weaken potential opponents 

through co-option.  

Harnessing access to WHO Members States 

WHO Member States—most frequently countries in which multinational food 

corporations are headquartered—were highlighted as a crucial path for UPFI influence by nearly 

all interviewees, in internal documents, and the literature. One IO employee noted: “my 

experience is always that [food corporations] work through Member States, they influence, and 

they weaken the language. That’s more […], at country level, where they directly lobby” (IO-4). 

Evidence indicates that UPFI actors actively lobbied national government bodies to promote 

UPFI-favourable positions in WHO negotiations (IO-4, ex-IO-2, CS-4, CS-5, CS-6, CS-8, CS-9) 

(Goltzman, 2015; Cherry, 2015; Unknown, 2003; Boseley, 2003; Waxman, 2004a; Norum, 

2005). In this context, three interviewees reported that the risk of influence on political 

documents, agreed by Member State consensus, was greater than on technical guidance based on 

evidence review and expert advisory groups (IO-1, ex-IO-1, CS-2). Such involvement was 

described as a relatively recent phenomenon: one interviewee with two decades of professional 

experience reflected: “NCDs have really emerged over the last six years, seven years, […]. That’s 

where [the UPFI] started to penetrate the discourse. So, [food company] didn’t really have much 

interest in the neglected diseases or infectious diseases arena” (CS-8). 

Interviewees highlighted two Member States as particularly aligned with commercial 

interests: Italy and the United States (US). Italy has opposed guidelines for sugar and meat 

reduction, and front-of-pack labelling policies (Permanent Mission of Italy to the International 

Organizations in Geneva, 2018a, b) —a stance often positioned as defending the Mediterranean 

diet (Permanent Mission of Italy to the International Organizations in Geneva, 2019) but 

attributed by participants to the political power the confectionery manufacturer Ferrero and other 

UPFI actors hold in Italy (CS-1, ex-IO 1, IO-3, IO-4). For example, Italy strongly opposed 

WHO’s 2015 sugar guidelines (World Health Organization, 2015b) which included a 

recommendation to decrease consumption to 5% or less of total calorie intake (Dentico, 2015), 

and at the 136th WHO Executive Board meeting leading up to the publication of the guidelines 

called for an urgent review of WHO’s technical guideline development process towards greater 

involvement of Member States and “other stakeholders” (World Health Organization, 2015c). 

The Italian delegation to this meeting included an ‘expert’ to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs who 
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had appeared as a senior advisor to Ferrero until shortly before (CS-3, CS-8) (inGenere, 2014; 

Dentico, 2015; World Health Organization, 2015a). Notably, Italy protested against the 

participation of a WHO official in the EAT-Lancet Commission on Food, Planet and Health, and 

the WHO’s decision to host the launch event (Permanent Mission of Italy to the International 

Organizations in Geneva, 2019; Torjesen, 2019), although we obtained no evidence of UPFI 

involvement in this. 

The US was a key player in the possibly best-documented case of UPFI interference with 

WHO policy. The Sugar Association and other UPFI groups mounted a concerted campaign 

against the 2004 Global Strategy on Diet, Physical Activity and Health, and the science 

underlying it. UPFI efforts focused particularly on the recommendation to restrict added sugar 

intake to 10% of daily energy consumption. The Sugar Association wrote to the then US Minister 

of Health, asking him to withdraw US funding to the WHO unless the recommendation was 

removed (Briscoe, 2003). This prompted a US official to oppose the recommendation in a letter 

to the WHO (Steiger, 5 January 2004; Dyer, 2004b; Waxman, 2004a; Norum, 2005). Interviewees 

noted that the US had continued to oppose regulatory approaches in favour of voluntary or 

partnership measures (IO-1, IO-2, IO-4, CS-1, CS-5, CS-6)(Cohen, 2011; Stuckler, Basu and 

McKee, 2011a) and appeared aligned with UPFI interests (CS-1, CS-2, CS-5, CS-6, CS-7, CS-8, 

CS-9). One participant contended that a statement from the US Chamber of Commerce opposing 

the Trump administration’s 2020 move to end its WHO membership (U.S. Chamber of 

Commerce, 2020) signalled the industry’s concern that “without their friends in the US 

government trying to call the shots at WHO, they have less ability to influence the agenda at 

WHO” (CS-9). 

Business coalitions 

Formal WHO interactions with the UPFI primarily take place through business 

associations (Lauber et al., 2020), in line with FENSA and WHO’s preference to avoid association 

with one individual company over another (IO-2) (World Health Organization, 2016b). A set of 

UPFI-specific and multi-industry business associations specialising in interacting with the UN 

system is discernible (Lauber et al., 2020), and efforts in the obesity space are spearheaded by the 

International Food and Beverage Alliance (IFBA, Box below) which unites twelve multinational 

corporations. Leading UPF corporations tend to be represented in multiple business associations 

which coordinate efforts and provide numerous routes to global policymakers (Lauber et al., 

2020). For instance, a delegation of US Council for International Business members, including 
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Ferrero, met with WHO and other IOs in 2018 “to highlight American policy priorities and 

concerns” (US Council for International Business, 2018). 

 

Box: The International Food and Beverage Alliance. 

The International Food and Beverage Alliance (IFBA) 

Registered in Geneva, IFBA was founded in 2008 by the CEOs of ten major food and non-

alcoholic beverage corporations “to support public-private partnerships to accomplish the 

objectives of the WHO” in the area of NCDs (Powell et al., 2008). Among UPFI associations, 

IFBA has been the most prolific participant in WHO consultations in recent years (Lauber et 

al., 2020). IFBA is co-chaired by senior executives from its member corporations, at the time 

of writing a Vice President of Ferrero and Mondelez International’s Director of Global Public 

Affairs (International Food and Beverage Alliance, 2021). Previous co-chairs include Janet 

Voûte (Voûte, Heughan and Casimiro, 2012), who was hired by Nestlé after leaving her post 

at WHO. 

Since 2014, IFBA’s acting Secretary-General is Rocco Renaldi, Founding Partner of Landmark 

Public Affairs, which publicly lists PepsiCo, Kellogg, the World Federation of Advertisers, 

and the voluntary advertising initiative EU Pledge among its clients (Landmark Public Affairs, 

2020; Landmark Public Policy Advisers Europe Ltd, 2020). As of April 2021, Renaldi was also 

in charge of the European lobby group FoodServiceEurope (FoodServiceEurope, 2021). 

Previous IFBA Secretary-Generals include Delon Human, a South African doctor who has also 

provided consultancy services to British American Tobacco through two of his companies 

(Tobacco Control Research Group, 2020). Human was allegedly removed from his role at 

IFBA after his tobacco links became known to the WHO (Tobacco Control Research Group, 

2020). 

IFBA has consistently advocated for a close relationship between the WHO and the UPFI. For 

instance, it opposed a WHO tool aimed at supporting countries in safeguarding nutrition 

policies from conflicts of interest (Lauber et al., 2020) and an email leaked to the Times of 

India reveals efforts by IFBA to lobby Member States against the exclusion the UPFI from 

FENSA (Nagarajan, 2015). 
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Science/policy intermediaries 

Alongside business associations which overtly represent business interests, the UPFI has 

also, more covertly, attempted to influence policy through intermediary organisations or 

individuals at the intersection of science and policy (science/policy intermediaries, SPIs) with 

significant corporate involvement or funding. SPIs include individual scientists (Malaspina, 27 

June 2015; Maani et al., 2019), but predominantly involve organisations such as the International 

Life Sciences Institute (ILSI) (CS-2) (Steele et al., 2019; Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020) the 

now defunct Global Energy Balance Network (ex-IO-1) (Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020) or 

the International Food Information Council (Steele et al., 2019). In-depth studies of ILSI, for 

example, conclude that the organisation has promoted industry interests across national and global 

settings, while enjoying privileged access as a seemingly independent organisation (Steele et al., 

2019; Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020). US Internal Revenue Service filings suggest that ILSI 

also sponsored WHO internships in 2012, 2013, and 2015 (International Life Sciences Institute, 

2013, 2014, 2017). SPIs often facilitate information strategies (see below). 

Philanthropic institutions such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, amongst the 

top funders of the WHO, have significant agenda-setting power in global health and can influence 

its priorities through earmarked contributions (Stuckler, Basu and McKee, 2011b). Four 

interviewees expressed concerns about the Gates Foundation’s pro-industry stance (IO-3, ex-IO-

1, CS-7, CS-8). The most recent tax return of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation Trust 

suggests that it does, for instance, have investments in a number of UPF corporations, including 

PepsiCo Inc, Coca-Cola (FEMSA and European Partners), and McDonald’s Corporation (KPMG, 

2020), and has funded projects in partnership with the latter (Stuckler, Basu and McKee, 2011b). 

Such relationships have been perceived as channels for influence by industry allies (Maani et al., 

2019): ILSI’s founder responded to a US official’s suggestion to lobby the WHO through “Gates 

or Bloomberg people” with the following: “I like the one especially about having Mr. Bill Gates 

help. Our Chairman knows him well” (Malaspina, 2015). 

Co-opting civil society 

Our analysis indicates that the UPFI has consistently attempted to form a closer 

relationship with civil society in the global NCD space. A number of global NGOs have received 

funding from the UPFI (CS-1, CS-2, CS-9): the World Heart Federation, for instance, has 

historically received funds from Unilever (Cohen, 2011) and the International Diabetes 

Federation from Nestlé (Nestlé, 2012; Wilson and Kerlin, 2012). Civil society interviewees 

reported that UPFI offers of financial support, as well as invites to attend and present at industry-
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organised events or join industry panels, were common (ex-IO-1, CS-1). One senior advocate 

recalled: 

I was almost stalked by [soda company] and [soda company]. They would 

have given me as much money as I wanted. You know, I would go to meetings 

and then suddenly I would find that they were there, and I was invited to go 

speak to their board (CS-1). 

They attributed such efforts to the UPFI’s desire to foster credibility and dampen civil 

society criticism (CS-1, CS-2). 

Establishing collaborations with NGOs may also facilitate access to global policymaking. 

This was illustrated by PepsiCo and Coca-Cola’s active participation in the NCD Roundtable, 

which was convened to discuss policy recommendations for WHO’s work on NCDs and the 2011 

HLM by the Global Health Council, a US-based membership organisation in official relations 

with the WHO (World Health Organization, 2021a). Upon becoming members of the Council, 

PepsiCo and Coca-Cola were not only able to feed into these policy recommendations via the 

Roundtable, but also qualified to participate in the World Health Assembly and other high-level 

events as part of its delegation (Moscetti and Taylor, 2015). Harnessing another privilege granted 

to the Global Health Council with official relations status, PepsiCo co-sponsored a multi-

stakeholder dialogue at the UN in the lead-up to the HLM, affording the company and its invited 

representatives access to decision-makers (Moscetti and Taylor, 2015). 

Seven interviewees described the relationship between civil society and industry as 

significantly closer in the nutrition space than the more focused NCD space (IO-3, ex-IO-2, CS-

3, CS-5, CS-6, CS-7, CS-8, CS-9). For instance, malnutrition-focused organisations such as the 

Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition foundation and the Scaling up Nutrition Movement 

partner with major UPFI actors. Scaling up Nutrition also hosts a Business Network, co-convened 

by the Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition and the UN World Food Programme, which 

includes PepsiCo, Mars, and Kellogg’s (Scaling up Nutrition Business Network, 2020). 

Hiring former WHO staff 

Food corporations have hired former WHO officials (CS-1). For example, Derek Yach, 

a former Executive Director for NCDs, was recruited by PepsiCo as Senior Vice President in 

2007. While employed at WHO under DG Brundtland, Yach played a role in organising dialogues 

with industry; in his role at PepsiCo, he later sat on the other side of the table (Yach et al., 2010; 

Wilson and Kerlin, 2012; Moscetti and Taylor, 2015). PepsiCo also recruited Yach’s previous 

superior, Gro Harlem Brundtland, to its Blue Ribbon Advisory Board in 2007 (PepsiCo, 2008). 
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Similarly, Janet Voûte, previously head of the World Heart Federation, led the development of 

WHO’s NCD Network immediately before joining Nestlé as Global Head of Public Affairs 

(Anon, 2010). This technique can facilitate access to public health communities through former 

officials’ networks (CS-1). 

Involvement and influence in policymaking 

All types of data we analysed indicated that UPFI actors are able to access WHO policy 

processes through formal routes, a technique which is facilitated by coalition management. There 

was also evidence of less a prominent technique: intimidating policymakers.  

Participating in WHO processes 

UPFI actors regularly engaged with the WHO on NCD policy through consultations, 

hearings, and meetings (IO-1, IO-2, IO-3, IO-4, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-2, CS-3, CS-4, CS-5, CS-6, CS-

7, CS-8, CS-9) (Cohen, 2011; Stuckler, Basu and McKee, 2011a; Casswell, 2019), where they 

consistently opposed statutory regulation favour of voluntary approaches (Whitaker, Webb and 

Linou, 2018; Lauber et al., 2020). In line with the WHO’s approach to industry engagement, this 

primarily occurs through business associations (World Health Organization, 2016b). Regular 

dialogues between the WHO DG, officials, and the UPFI, first set up in 2003 by DG Brundtland 

(World Health Organization, 2003c; Yach et al., 2010), occur primarily through IFBA, with 

corporations attending as members (IO-1, IO-2, IO-4, ex-IO-1, CS-6) (World Health 

Organization, 2018). At the civil society hearing preceding the third HLM, the speaker panel 

included IFBA’s Secretary-General (Stuckler et al., 2016). 

The ability of individual corporations to engage as members of associations is notable. 

Nestlé and Unilever, for instance, spoke as IFBA members at a meeting organised by the WHO 

Global Coordination Mechanism on NCDs (Hanson, 2015; Heughan, 2015). Although business 

associations are eligible to obtain WHO official relations status, no key UPFI groups currently 

hold it, after International Special Dietary Industries were stripped of it in 2013 (Rundall, 2013) 

and ILSI in 2015 (Hentges, 2015; Harris, 2015; Steele et al., 2019), following the revelation that 

one of its member companies was owned by a tobacco conglomerate. Although IFBA previously 

attempted to gain official relations status (IO-3), it has not succeeded to date (Wilson and Kerlin, 

2012; World Health Organization, 2021a). 

Intimidating policymakers 
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Three interviewees discussed two separate cases where UPFI representatives exhibited 

verbally intimidating behaviour towards IO staff (IO-4, ex-IO-1, ex-IO-2). These interviews are 

the only evidence we identified of such conduct.  

Information management 

Our analysis suggests that the UPFI engaged in information management, simultaneously 

producing and disseminating information supporting its preferred policy positions and 

challenging unfavourable information perceived as threatening. 

Sponsoring or disseminating favourable information 

UPFI actors have funded and disseminated research to favourably influence policy 

debates (CS-1, CS-2, CS-8, ex-IO-1) (Steele et al., 2019; Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020). 

Industry-linked SPIs in particular play an important role in funding and disseminating favourable 

research, reports or policy documents. Scientists funded by ILSI, for instance, have supported and 

enabled the dissemination of industry-favourable narratives (Steele et al., 2019; Steele, Ruskin 

and Stuckler, 2020). The World Sugar Research Organization commissioned a report warning 

that the 2004 Global Strategy recommendation on sugar reduction would have severe economic 

impacts on developing countries (Norum, 2005), which was sent to the Food and Agriculture 

Organization’s DG and national policymakers (Waxman, 2004a). Similarly, one interviewee 

noted: 

[Business associations] prepare for the governing bodies meetings. They 

design the lobby strategy in terms of policy recommendations they have, and 

they fund all these think tanks, they prepare policy papers that are leafleted 

to governments, to missions. And in this, they are much smarter than civil 

society organisations, I must say (CS-8). 

Furthermore, IFBA affiliates have published in reputable public health journals, 

advocating an important role for the UPFI in global health (Yach et al., 2010; Alexander, Yach 

and Mensah, 2011; Voûte, Heughan and Casimiro, 2012). More generally, consultations and 

hearings provide a platform for the UPFI to advance favourable evidence (Hanson, 2015; 

Heughan, 2015). 

Challenging or undermining unfavourable information 

Simultaneously, UPFI actors have attempted to delegitimise WHO guidance, primarily 

by denying its evidence base (IO-1, CS-5) (Unknown, 2003; Boseley, 2003; Waxman, 2004a; 

Norum, 2005; Cohen, 2011; Steele et al., 2019; Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020). For example, 
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the sugar industry campaign against the 2004 Global Strategy was rooted in challenges to the 

science underpinning it (Dyer, 2004b; Waxman, 2004a; Norum, 2005). Commercial actors may 

also attempt to suppress unfavourable voices: a study of internal ILSI documents suggest that the 

organisation “can be deployed to marginalise unfavourable positions, which supports the 

argument that it is a front for industry when positions need to be quashed” (Steele, Ruskin and 

Stuckler, 2020). This technique is connected to civil society co-optation which may similarly 

curtail criticism. 

UPFI reputation management 

The UPFI has used corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities, including 

participation in global public-private partnerships, to maintain and enhance legitimacy in the 

global health policy space (IO-1, IO-2, CS-6, CS-7) (Goltzman and Vermeulen, 2016; Moscetti 

and Taylor, 2015; Seitz and Martens, 2017; Kadandale, Marten and Smith, 2018). Portrayals of 

corporations as socially responsible are omnipresent in UPFI reports and often invoke the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Nestlé, 2020; PepsiCo, 2020; The Coca-Cola Company, 

2020). Alongside partnerships with NGOs, CSR has included contributions to and collaboration 

with IOs such as the UN Development Programme around access to clean water, and UN Women, 

supporting female entrepreneurs (Seitz and Martens, 2017). Another example is Project Last Mile 

which uses Coca-Cola’s supply chain expertise to deliver medicines alongside partners such as 

the Global Fund and the Gates Foundation (Project Last Mile, 2020). One interviewee noted: 

[…] I can totally understand what's in it for the Global Fund, having a 

partnership with Coke. Because Coke, as far as I can see, have the best supply 

chain in the world. They can get to places that have civil wars. You can't get 

rice, but you can get a Coke. […] I don't think they've really reflected on how 

the SDGs are supposed to be seen as a whole, so you shouldn't really be 

partnering with organisations that are detrimental across a whole swathe of 

other SDGs (CS-6). 

Despite potentially positive elements, such initiatives may detract from a company’s 

negative health impacts and serve to ‘blue-wash’ its image through association with IOs (Seitz 

and Martens, 2017). Moreover, existing partnerships, voluntary initiatives, and commitments 

around NCDs are consistently promoted as alternatives to statutory regulation (Lauber et al., 

2020). Two interviewees argued that in its commitments to WHO, the UPFI has predominantly 

embraced ‘low-hanging fruit’ which poses a lesser threat to profitability, such as trans-fat 

reduction (World Health Organization, 2019d), to appear responsible while delaying regulatory 

action in areas as sugar reduction and advertising (CS-5, CS-7). 



 

 

141 

 

Perceived differences with tobacco industry behaviour 

Interviewees widely described the UPFI as an accepted actor in NCD policy, particularly 

compared with the tobacco industry. They attributed this primarily to perceived differences in 

‘harmfulness’ and the relative heterogeneity of the food industry (IO-1, ex-IO-2, CS-1, CS-7). 

Overall, the political behaviour of the UPFI was perceived as less antagonistic than that of the 

tobacco industry, with two potential explanations given: the comparatively lower degree of 

regulatory pressure in the dietary NCD policy space and a degree of pre-emption based on the 

tobacco company misconduct which, when publicised, contributed to the denormalisation of their 

industry (CS-6, CS-7). 

Discussion 

This study addresses a significant gap in the understanding of UPFI political activity by 

examining its instrumental strategies in global-level NCD policy. In summary, our analysis 

suggests that the UPFI uses three overarching strategies which interlink and reinforce each other: 

coalition management, involvement and influence in policymaking, and information management 

(Figure 3.4). UPFI actors established and used favourable coalitions—with allied Member States, 

SPIs, and between businesses—to promote their preferred policy positions, while they sought to 

co-opt civil society coalitions, and hired former WHO staff. Pursuant to WHO guidelines, 

participation in consultations and meetings primarily takes place through such groups. Moreover, 

the UPFI managed information strategically, funding and promoting evidence and other 

information favourable to their policy preferences, and challenging unfavourable information. 

Lastly, UPFI actors’ CSR activities and much-publicised partnerships were attributed to attempts 

to create a reputation as responsible, legitimate actors. 
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Figure 3.4 Overview of strategies and techniques identified. 

 

The first key limitation of this work is that we had restricted access to interviewees, 

notably those from IOs. This is likely a consequence of the unavoidable limitations imposed by 

the COVID-19 pandemic as well as the professional risk involved in discussing politically 

sensitive topics in the absence of Freedom of Information provisions within the UN system. 

Second, the documents analysed in this study were drawn from a limited pool of internal industry 

files. As such, our data do not provide a comprehensive picture of UPFI activities. Third, over 

half of the identified academic articles were commentaries, news pieces, or editorials by 

individuals involved in WHO processes, rather than original research, which highlights the need 

for more empirical work in this area. Moreover, the WHO is not the only IO involved in dietary 

NCD policy, thus further research addressing the wider UN system is necessary to better 

understand the UPFI’s role. 

We sought to overcome these limitations in a number of ways. Notably, we used a 

conceptual model based on high evidential standards from the tobacco literature to structure our 

enquiry. The PDM has been successfully used to analyse political activities of the UPFI and other 

industries (Mialon, Julia and Hercberg, 2018; Mialon and da Silva Gomes, 2019; Paixão and 

Mialon, 2019; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020), 

showing similar tactics at the national level and thus providing a priori evidence to suggest the 

UPFI may use comparable tactics at the global level. Nonetheless, there remains a need for a 
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joint-up framework based on rigorous analysis of evidence from multiple unhealthy commodity 

industries, which would offer a more appropriate basis for cross-industry research. We also 

triangulated multiple data sources to overcome weaknesses of each (Lee and Hawkins, 2016). 

Whilst we did not approach UPFI representatives for this study, two studies have analysed their 

public views on NCD policy at the WHO and the industry’s role within it in depth, finding that 

UPFI groups have consistently opposed statutory regulation in favour of self-regulatory 

approaches, and promoted a strong role for industry in policymaking while emphasising the limits 

of WHO’s mandate and fostering a narrow understanding of conflict of interest (Lauber et al., 

2020; Ralston et al., 2020). Together with the current findings that the UPFI engages in a broad 

range of techniques to achieve these policy preferences, this renders questionable whether they 

can meaningfully contribute to policy development as they claim. 

The UPFI remains able to exert significant structural, instrumental, and discursive power 

in global health and nutrition governance (Clapp and Scrinis, 2017). Our analysis accentuates a 

power imbalance which compromises the ability of global health governance to deliver in the 

public interest. The food industry is enormously heterogenous, but only a narrow sub-set of actors 

has the resources and capacity to engage with IOs. This imbalance means that it is easier for UPF 

multinationals to have their voices heard than for parts of the food industry whose practices may 

be less damaging or even beneficial to health and who may therefore have a role to play, and for 

civil society or people living with NCDs, who are more likely to represent the public interest. 

Though smaller actors within the food industry are likely to lack the resources for sustainable IO 

engagement, movements such as La Via Campesina, which has a long history of representing 

small-scale food producers at the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (Food and Agriculture 

Organization, 2020), provide a potential route for engagement. Speaking to a further power 

imbalance, our research highlights how high-income countries hosting major food companies can 

stymie the efforts of low- and middle-income countries to effectively address NCDs. Addressing 

rather than reinforcing such power imbalances should be central to considerations on engagement 

and partnerships, at national as at global level. 

The ‘food industry’ enjoys a high degree of acceptability in global health policy circles. 

The heterogeneity of this unhelpfully broad category not only seems to play a key role in 

legitimising those companies whose practices are most detrimental to health; it also closely links 

to UPFI multinationals’ own framing of themselves as ‘part of the solution’ and attempts to 

mitigate conflict of interest as unfair vilification (Nixon et al., 2015; Mialon et al., 2019; Lauber 

et al., 2020; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Ralston et al., 2020). However, their political 

behaviour is strikingly similar to that of the tobacco industry. In fact, our study is one among a 
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growing body of literature which documents parallels between a range of unhealthy commodity 

industries (Moodie et al., 2013; Maani et al., 2020; Knai et al., 2021). Like at national level 

(Brownell and Warner, 2009), we identify similarities in the political behaviour of the UPFI and 

tobacco industries at the global level. Analyses of internal documents show the tobacco industry’s 

aggressive campaign to delay and weaken the WHO FCTC, including lobbying through allied 

Member States and SPIs to oppose the regulation of their products, and recruiting ex-WHO staff 

(World Health Organization, 2000b; Gonzalez, Green and Glantz, 2012; Grüning et al., 2012; 

Weishaar et al., 2012), all of which we document the UPFI using here.  

Overall, this coherence in behaviour demands greater coherence in governance 

approaches to unhealthy commodity industries (Gilmore, Savell and Collin, 2011; Collin, 2012; 

Maani et al., 2021b). This is likely to remain contentious in light of the public health community’s 

ambiguity on interactions with the food industry compared to other unhealthy commodity 

industries (Collin et al., 2017), but others have suggested that the FCTC, specifically the way in 

which it deals with the conflict of interest between the tobacco industry and public health, 

provides a potential pathway for action on healthier diets (Collin, 2012). Though arguably neither 

perfect nor easy to implement at country level, FCTC Article 5.3, which aims to protect public 

health policymaking from tobacco industry interference, has had some success in reinforcing 

tobacco control (Fooks et al., 2017; Chung-Hall et al., 2019; Craig et al., 2019). Our findings 

suggest that comprehensive, effective safeguards against undue influence and conflicts of interest 

are paramount for WHO to fulfil its role as a global leader in tackling NCDs. This is especially 

pertinent in light of the new WHO Foundation which renders it possible to circumvent WHO 

rules on corporate donations and thus poses a clear threat to the agency’s independence (Maani 

et al., 2021b), as illustrated by a widely publicised donation from Nestlé in April 2021 (Nestlé, 

2021). 

The need for comprehensive safeguards against commercial interference inevitably 

extends to national settings: UPFI attempts to influence global NCD policy through Member State 

governments have the potential to impede urgently needed action to address dietary NCDs 

globally. While we highlight such activities at the global level, there is evidence that similar 

mechanisms are at work between countries: some of our interviewees reported joint lobbying by 

the Italian embassy and a food company in Latin American countries, and after Chile introduced 

ground-breaking marketing restrictions and labelling rules, a public health official reported being 

accused of "food terrorism" by a Ferrero executive and the Italian ambassador (Jacobs, 2018). 



 

 

145 

 

We also observe tensions between attempts to address NCDs on one hand and under-

nutrition and micronutrient deficiencies on the other, the latter often affording a substantial role 

to the UPFI (Scrinis, 2020). With the double burden of malnutrition and NCDs prevalent within 

countries, communities, and even individuals (World Health Organization, 2019a), under- and 

over-nutrition cannot be tackled separately, particularly considering that the distribution of food 

products by multinational corporations, a key driver of unhealthy diets, is touted as a solution to 

the latter by some. This underlines the need to adopt a focus on double-duty actions which tackle 

the common drivers of malnutrition (Hawkes et al., 2020). 

Conclusions 

This work provides a means of understanding and thus addressing how the UPFI attempts 

to prevent or weaken regulation at global level. COVID-19 has reminded us that a strong WHO 

is essential for global public health. What happens in global-level policymaking, and what does 

not, is important. Strong recommendations on NCDs from the UN and its agencies can provide 

Member States with a mandate to act, while their absence offers the UPFI a means to oppose 

regulation. Reconsidering multi-stakeholder approaches which have allowed commercial 

interests a seat at the public health policy table may be key to rebuilding a healthier world post-

COVID-19 (Maani et al., 2021a). By highlighting UPFI attempts to interfere with WHO’s efforts 

to curb NCDs, we provide a foundation for further steps to protect the agency’s work against a 

set of problems that presents an even greater long-term challenge to global health than the current 

pandemic. The implementation of stronger conflict of interest measures would be an important 

first step in addressing power imbalances between Member States, the UPFI, and civil society to 

more effectively address dietary NCDs. 
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Commentary 

Papers I, II, and III provide a picture of contemporary UPFI political activity at the global 

level, focused on the WHO. Overall, industry actors opposed the inclusion of evidence-informed 

regulatory policies in WHO outputs and advocated solutions that we know are not good enough. 

The majority of the evidence they invoked to support these positions lacked in key quality 

indicators. UPF corporations engaged in three key instrumental strategies to further their interests 

at the global level: they established and worked through industry-supportive coalitions while 

seeking to co-opt civil society actors; used and sought to expand existing access to WHO via 

formal and informal routes; and promoted favourable information and evidence. 

Some of the concerns raised in this chapter were confirmed shortly after publication 

during the lead-up to the UN’s first-ever Food Systems Summit (UNFSS) (Nisbett et al., 2021). 

With the Summit explicitly committed to the ideal of multistakeholder inclusivity, industry actors 

were well-represented throughout the process. Despite reassurances by the chair that corporations 

would not play major roles in defining the outcomes of the Summit, and principles of engagement 

positing that the private sector should engage through business associations rather than individual 

companies, large corporations such as PepsiCo and Nestlé, for example, nonetheless appeared 

prominently in an official Pre-Summit session on “Private Sector Priorities” (Nisbett et al., 2021; 

Summit, 2021). Numerous civil society and scientific groups expressed serious concerns about 

corporate capture and the inadequate prioritisation of indigenous peoples and human rights (Civil 

Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism for relations with the CFS, 2020; Coordination 

Committee of the Civil Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism for relations with the CFS, 

2021), with some later announcing a boycott of the Summit (Mpofu and Garcia, 2021). Clapp, 

Noyes, and Grant (2021) argue that the UNFSS leadership, having been made aware of the urgent 

need to address corporate power within the global food system, adopted a position of strategic 

silence on the issue. This silence reverberated throughout the Summit process, with none of the 

outputs raising corporate power in a meaningful way (Clapp, Noyes and Grant, 2021). Beyond 

the implications of this strategic silence for the UNFSS’ outcomes, this illustrates how a failure 

to consider, and safeguard against, power asymmetries and CoI can delegitimise governance 

processes (Nisbett et al., 2021). Similarly, it calls into question the principle of 

multistakeholderism (Fakhri, 2021), which in its ambiguity risks downplaying the role of CoI and 

in its uncritical assumption that public and private interests can be aligned risks undermining 

efforts to safeguard public health policy (Carriedo et al., 2021b). 

The WHO finds itself in a vulnerable position, with ongoing reforms largely unable to 

resolve the organisation’s funding crisis (Costello, 2021). The UN agency’s legitimacy and 
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authority are subject to ongoing challenges from corporate actors, some Member States, and 

philanthropic organisations which have increasingly taken over key global health functions.  To 

tackle the border-transcending problems underlying the food system that has given rise to current 

rates of dietary ill health, the leadership of international organisations such as the WHO, while 

not sufficient, is crucial. Even in the absence of a binding treaty, the normative power of guiding 

documents means that they are heavily contested by commercial forces and some Member States. 

This reinforces the need for a strong, well-funded, and independent WHO. 

The next chapter will examine the political activities of some of the same corporate 

actors, moving down from the global towards the national level, and narrowing in on one 

regulatory policy approach – SSB taxation – within the WHO European Region.  



 

 

161 

 

Chapter 4:  Corporate political activity in 

opposition to sugar-sweetened beverage taxation 

in the WHO European Region 
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Commentary 

Growing evidence suggests that SSB taxes are an effective tool to support a reduction of 

added sugar intake at population level (Powell et al., 2013; Thow, Downs and Jan, 2014; 

Redondo, Hernández-Aguado and Lumbreras, 2018; Teng et al., 2019). As with tobacco and 

alcohol taxes (Smith, Savell and Gilmore, 2013; McCambridge, Mialon and Hawkins, 2018), 

however, existing literature on UPFI political activity suggests that SSB taxes may be the most 

vigorously and consistently opposed dietary public health measure (see section 1.2.3 and Chapter 

3). As more and more governments consider implementing such taxes, a clear concern 

surrounding the reaction of commercial actors remains. The WHO Europe Office for Prevention 

and Control of NCDs (NCD Office) has repeatedly been approached by Member States to provide 

more information on industry interference and ways to address it. After being asked for support 

with this, my supervisor Anna Gilmore and I designed and conducted this Europe-wide study of 

industry pushback against SSB taxation, in collaboration with the WHO Europe NCD Office. 

Although the literature reviewed in section 1.2.3 indicates that there is a substantial 

amount of evidence on CPA in the context of SSB taxes, the majority originates from outside the 

European Region. Thus, the decision was made to not rely solely on literature but complement 

this with a key informant survey. As the latter is a relatively rare approach in the field of CPA 

research, I will reflect on methodological learnings at the end of this chapter.  

This chapter contains the following manuscript, preceded by a statement of authorship 

which sets out specific contributions by myself and my co-authors: 

• Paper IV  – “Corporate political activity in the context of sugar-sweetened beverage tax 

policy in the WHO European Region” 
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Paper IV 

 

Corporate political activity in the context of sugar-sweetened 

beverage tax policy in the WHO European Region 

Kathrin Lauber1, Holly Rippin2, Kremlin Wickramasinghe2, Anna B Gilmore1 

1: Department for Health, University of Bath, Bath, Somerset, UK 

2: WHO European Office for the Prevention and Control of Non-Communicable Diseases (NCD Office), Division of 

Country Health Programmes, WHO Regional Office for Europe, Moscow, Russia 

 

Background: Sugar-sweetened beverage (SSB) taxes have emerged as an effective and 

increasingly popular tool to reduce added sugar intake, an important contributor to obesity and 

non-communicable diseases. A common barrier to the implementation of well-designed SSB 

taxes is the opposition of commercial actors. Focusing on the WHO European Region, this study 

seeks to map if and how key stakeholders have experienced industry efforts to influence SSB 

taxes. 

Methods: We identified 11 countries in the WHO European Region which have 

implemented SSB taxes or attempted to do so. Using an online survey informed by the global 

literature on industry interference with SSB taxation, we approached 70 in-country policymakers, 

advocates, and academics. The data were analysed using an existing framework of corporate 

political activity. 

Results: Twenty-three experts from nine countries responded to the survey. 

Transnational SSB producers and their business associations were identified as the most active 

opponents of SSB taxation. Industry claims that the policy would have negative economic effects 

were identified as the most common and powerful arguments. Direct lobbying was reported in all 

study countries. Shifts in political activity were recognisable across stages of the policy process, 

moving from outright opposition to attempts to delay or weaken the policy after its announcement. 

Discussion: Those seeking to introduce effective SSB taxation can use our findings to 

pre-empt and counter industry opposition. We identify several measures for preventing and 

mitigating industry interference with SSB tax policy. 
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Key points 

• Sugar-sweetened beverage taxes have attracted significant pushback from commercial 

actors globally, however, few studies have examined this in WHO European Region 

countries. 

• To help those involved in promoting, designing, and implementing sugar-sweetened 

beverage taxes in the Region to pre-empt potential opposition, we conducted a survey 

with key stakeholders in nine countries, identifying four action-based strategies and a 

number of key arguments used by commercial actors to oppose such policies. 

• Industry attempts to block, delay, or weaken sugar-sweetened beverage taxes are to be 

expected; however, the following may work to counter these efforts: a clear public health 

framing of the policy, international and cross-sectoral collaboration, good 

communication of the rationale and underlying evidence, and measures aimed at 

improving transparency of policymaking. 
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Introduction 

Unhealthy diets are a major contributor to non-communicable diseases (NCDs) and 

mortality worldwide (World Health Organization, 2016). Although efforts to address these dietary 

risks to date have predominantly focused on voluntary measures, nutrient-poor and energy-dense 

sugar-sweetened beverages (SSBs) have emerged as a target for statutory regulation. Growing 

evidence indicates that taxing SSBs works to reduce consumption (Teng et al., 2019) and the 

World Health Organization (WHO) recommends a 20% ad valorem tax as a cost-effective means 

towards reducing NCDs (World Health Organization, 2016). To date, over 40 countries globally 

have implemented SSB taxes, ten of which are located within the WHO European Region (The 

World Bank, 2020). SSB tax designs vary widely, but most are excise taxes levied on industry 

rather than consumers. While many SSB taxes have been framed as public health measures, 

revenue generation features prominently as a primary motivation. Although a reduction in the 

intake of taxed products is a key health objective, tiered SSB taxes which apply differential tax 

rates based on sugar content have also successfully encouraged reformulation (The World Bank, 

2020). Tax designs are not necessarily fixed; several countries such as France and Portugal have 

continued to amend their SSB taxes (Goiana-da-Silva et al., 2018; Le Bodo et al., 2019). 

Research suggests that public support for SSB taxation is good and increases with 

earmarking of tax revenue for health purposes and clear communication of the rationale 

(Eykelenboom et al., 2019). Yet, evidence suggests that commercial actors involved in the 

production and sale of SSBs have consistently opposed health taxes (Smith, Savell and Gilmore, 

2013; Marten et al., 2018; Elliott, Dalglish and Topp, 2020). An internal “public policy risk 

matrix” produced by Government Relations managers for Coca-Cola Europe maps 49 regulatory 

policy threats to the company’s business and assigns SSB taxes the highest risk. It identifies them 

as a priority lobby target with the recommendation to “fight back” (Goltzman and Kammerer, 8 

April 2016). This is supported by evidence of corporate political activity (CPA) aimed at 

blocking, delaying, or weakening SSB taxes across the world, including at the European Union 

(EU) level (Nixon et al., 2015; Tselengidis and Östergren, 2018; Gomez, 2019; Abdool Karim, 

Kruger and Hofman, 2020; Campbell et al., 2020; Ojeda et al., 2020; Sainsbury et al., 2020; 

Mariath and Martins, 2021). 

Although ten countries in the European Region currently tax SSBs, others, such as 

Slovenia and Estonia, have withdrawn plans to introduce SSB taxes and Norway recently 

abolished a long-standing SSB tax (The World Bank, 2020) (see Table 4.1). There remains a lack 

of in-depth, systematic research on the ways in which industry interference substantiates at 

national level in the Region. Thus, we sought to explore if and how professionals involved in SSB 
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tax processes in European Region countries have experienced industry interference. Specifically, 

we set out to address the following research questions: 

1. Which key arguments and practices have advocates, policymakers, and researchers 

observed in countries in the Region that have introduced SSB taxes or sought to do so? 

a. Which arguments and practices were seen as most prominent and impactful? 

2. What may work to counter CPA in opposition to SSB taxation in the Region? 

Methods 

We conducted a survey with key informants involved in policy processes around SSB 

taxation in the European Region. The survey was developed based on a literature review and 

refined through expert feedback. Ethical approval was obtained from the University of Bath 

Research Ethics Approval Committee for Health (REACH EP 20/21 059). 

Survey development 

A scoping review of the empirical literature on CPA in the context of dietary public health 

policy (Appendix 4.1) was used to identify articles which presented empirical evidence on CPA 

around national-level SSB taxation. Papers which did not solely examine industry opposition to 

SSB taxes but presented relevant evidence, for instance, as part of a wider political economy 

analysis, were included. Using Atlas.ti (ATLAS.ti Scientific Software Development GmbH, 

Released 2020), the lead author coded each instance where a political action or argument in the 

context of SSB taxation was mentioned in the results section. We adopted the distinction between 

actions and arguments from the overarching structure of the Policy Dystopia Model, an evidence-

based conceptualisation of CPA that is based on decades of tobacco industry research and has 

been successfully applied in obesity policy settings (Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 2020; 

Lauber et al., 2021; Lauber, Rutter and Gilmore, 2021). Based on this analysis of the empirical 

literature, we developed a questionnaire to identify industry practices and arguments, contextual 

factors such as timing and actors, impacts, and potential ways to address CPA. The draft 

questionnaire was tested by five academic experts and refined based on their feedback. 

Study country selection 

We included all WHO Europe Member States which, as of December 2020, had 

successfully implemented an SSB tax, identified from the 2017 and 2019 WHO Country Capacity 

Surveys, the WHO Global nutrition policy review 2016-2017, and informal expert input. 

Belgium, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Monaco, Norway, Portugal, and the United 
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Kingdom (UK) were initially identified as countries with taxes on SSBs (Poland implemented a 

tax in 2021, after the cut-off). Norway abolished its SSB tax shortly before the study period but 

was included in the study. We excluded Monaco as its SSB tax was introduced via an 

administrative process under a tax agreement with France. Additionally, we included Estonia, 

where an SSB tax was adopted in 2017 but not implemented, and Kazakhstan, where an SSB tax 

was under development during the study period. this resulted in 11 included countries. All were 

excise taxes and covered SSBs, although some also included other beverages such as artificially 

sweetened beverages, juice, sweetened milk (see Table 4.1). In some counties, taxes also applied 

to some food products – this is out of scope for the current study and thus not discussed in detail 

here. 

Participant recruitment 

We set out to recruit three to six participants from each country, comprising 

policymakers, advocates, and academics/researchers who had been closely involved in, or had 

closely observed, the process towards the introduction of an SSB tax. Relevant individuals were 

identified via purposive sampling through WHO country focal points, the authors’ networks, and 

snowball sampling. We invited participants via email to complete the online questionnaire and 

sent up to three follow-up messages over the seven-week study period (July-September 2021). 

We received 23 survey responses from nine countries, after sending 70 invites to 11 countries 

(participant characteristics in Table 4.2). We received no responses from Finland and Latvia. 

Analysis 

Survey data were analysed qualitatively in Atlas.ti (ATLAS.ti Scientific Software 

Development GmbH, 2020). Each survey response was coded by the first author using the 

instrumental strategies of the Policy Dystopia Model (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016) and 

the arguments identified via the literature review, with modifications where appropriate. 

Supplementary materials provided by participants and targeted web searches were used to 

triangulate survey information which related to specific events or activities. Where such specific 

incidents (rather than general observations) were concerned, companies and organisations are 

named only where we were able to support survey response data with a publicly available 

document. Based on this analysis, a brief synthesis was produced for each country. To validate 

our findings, initial syntheses were sent to all participants for feedback; at the same time, we 

approached one participant per country for a more in-depth follow-up call (based on the country 

synthesis). This resulted in written feedback from five participants and calls with four separate 

participants, insights from which were incorporated into country syntheses. 



 

 

 

Table 4.1 SSB taxation in the WHO European Region. Sources: (The World Bank, 2020; World Cancer Research Fund, 2021). SSB = sugar-sweetened 

beverage; ASB = artificially sweetened beverage; RTD = ready to drink. 

Country Tax design Tax base Exemptions Announ-

ced 

Implemen-

ted  

Changes since 

implementation 

Belgium1, 2 Current: Flat rate; €0.06/L 

 

First iteration: Flat rate; €0.03/L 

 

SSBs & ASBs 

(concentrated 

& RTD) 

Milk products & replacements, fruit & 

vegetable juices 

2015 2016 Raised multiple times 

since introduction. 

Estonia3, 4, 5 Tiered; increasing from €0.10/L 

(ASBs or 5-8g sugar/ 100ml) to 

€0.30/L (>8g sugar/ 100ml) [not 

implemented] 

SSBs Milk products, fruit & vegetable juices June 2017 Not 

implemented 

n/a 

Finland*2, 5-

9 

Current: €0.32/ litre (>5% sugar), 

€0.13/L (other non-alcoholic 

beverages) 

 

First iteration: €0.22/L (sugar-

containing soft drinks), €0.12/L 

(other non-alcoholic beverages) 

SSBs & ASBs 

(concentrated 

& RTD), 

juices, waters 

 

 

Producers with an annual production 

volume of > 50,000 litres 

Not 

identified 

2011  Amended multiple 

times and last raised in 

2020. A tax on certain 

high-sugar foods was 

withdrawn in 2017. 

France2, 9-11 Current: Sliding scale; starting at 

≥1g sugar (& ASBs) / 100ml 

increasing up to €0.20/ litre for 

drinks >11g sugar/ 100ml 

 

First iteration: €0.716/ litre for 

ASBs & SSBs 

SSBs & ASBs Milk products & replacements, special 

dietary foods 

August 

2011 

January 

2012 

Amended in 2018 from 

a flat rate on soft drinks 

to sliding scale based on 

sugar content. 

Hungary*5 Current: Flat rate; HUF7/ litre on 

soft drinks, HUF200/ litre on syrups 

 

First iteration: HUF5/ litre on soft 

drinks 

SSBs & ASBs 

(concentrated 

& RTD) 

Milk products, fruit & vegetable juices July 2011 2011 Updated multiple times 



 

 

 

Kazakhstan To be determined  To be 

confirmed 

To be confirmed Not yet 

implement

ed 

Not yet 

implemented 

n/a 

Latvia2 €7.4/ hectolitre (<8g/100ml); €14/ 

hectolitre (≥8g/100ml)  

litre  

SSBs & ASBs Fruit & vegetable juices Not 

identified 

2004 Rate increased in 2016; 

amended in 2020 from 

flat rate to tiered design. 

Norway*12, 

13 

NOK3.34/ litre [abolished in 2021] SSBs & ASBs 

(concentrated 

& RTD) 

Milk products, fruit & vegetable juices, 

products in powder form 

Not 

identified 

1924, 

updated 

1981 

Increased multiple 

times, last in 2018; 

abolished in July 2021. 

Portugal2, 14, 

15 

Tiered; increasing from €0.08/ litre 

(<80g sugar/ litre) up to €0.16/ litre 

(for drinks with ≥80g sugar/ litre) 

SSBs & ASBs 

(concentrated 

& RTD) 

Milk products & replacements, fruit & 

vegetable juices, special dietary foods 

October 

2016 

February 

2017 

Amended from two to 

four tiers in 2019. 

Republic of 

Ireland16 

Tiered, €16.26/ hectolitre on drinks 

with ≥5g sugar/ 100ml, €24.39/ 

hectolitre on drinks with ≥8g sugar/ 

100ml 

SSBs (RTD & 

concentrated) 

Milk products & replacements, food 

supplements, alcohol replacements 

 

Small scale producers exempt from EU 

food labelling regulations 

October 

2016 

May 2018 Scope extended in 2019 

to include certain plant 

protein drinks and 

drinks containing milk 

fats. 

United 

Kingdom17 

Tiered, £0.18/ litre (5-8g sugar/ 

100ml), £0.24/ litre (>8g sugar/ 

100ml) 

SSBs 

(concentrated 

& RTD) 

Milk products & replacements, alcohol 

replacements, fruit & vegetable juices, 

powdered drinks, special dietary foods. 

 

Small manufacturers which produce > 1 

million litres of liable drinks per year 

March 

2016 

April 2018 n/a 

 

*The policies of these countries also include(d) food products which are not discussed in detail here. 
 

 

1 Taxation and Customs Union. Belgium: Droits d accise sur les eaux de boisson et les limonades/Accijnzen op alcoholvrije dranken 2015 [Accessed 20 November 2021]. 

Available from: https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/tedb/legacy/taxDetail.html?id=32/1424158940&taxType=Other+indirect+tax 
2 University of North Carolina Chapel Hill (Global Food Research Program). Sugary drink taxes around the world [Updated August 2020, accessed 20 November 2021]. 

Available from: https://globalfoodresearchprogram.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/SugaryDrink_tax_maps_2020_August_REV.pdf  
3 Köhler K, Reinap M. Paving the way to a sugar-sweetened beverages tax in Estonia. Public Health Panorama. 2017;3(4):537-820. 
4 Vahtla A. Finance committee against adopting sweetened beverage tax unchanged. Eesti Rahvusringhääling. 6 September 2017 [Accessed 21 October 2021]. Available 

from: https://news.err.ee/632560/finance-committee-against-adopting-sweetened-beverage-tax-unchanged 

https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/tedb/legacy/taxDetail.html?id=32/1424158940&taxType=Other+indirect+tax
https://globalfoodresearchprogram.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/SugaryDrink_tax_maps_2020_August_REV.pdf
https://news.err.ee/632560/finance-committee-against-adopting-sweetened-beverage-tax-unchanged


 

 

 

5 Knowledge4Policy (European Commission). Health Promotion and Disease Prevention Knowledge Gateway [Accessed 20 November 2021]. Available from: 

https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/health-promotion-knowledge-gateway/sugars-sweeteners-10_en  
6 Taxation and Customs Union. Finland: Virvoitusjuomavero/ Punktskatt på läskedrycker [Updated April 2021, accessed 20 November 2021]. Available from: 

https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/tedb/taxDetails.html?id=2001/1609455600  
7 Taxation and Customs Union. Finland: Virvoitusjuomavero/ Punktskatt på läskedrycker [Updated April 2018, accessed 20 November 2021]. Available from: 

https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/tedb/taxDetails.html?id=2001/1514764800  
8 Teivainen A. Finland to raise €75m by increasing alcohol and soft drink taxes in 2020. Helsinki Times. 9 July 2019 [Accessed 20 November 2021]. Available from: 

https://www.helsinkitimes.fi/finland/finland-news/domestic/16552-finland-to-raise-75m-by-increasing-alcohol-and-soft-drink-taxes-in-2020.html 
9 Hagenaars LL, Jeurissen PPT, Klazinga NS. The taxation of unhealthy energy-dense foods (EDFs) and sugar-sweetened beverages (SSBs): An overview of patterns 

observed in the policy content and policy context of 13 case studies. Health Policy. 2017;121(8):887-94. 
10 Le Bodo Y, Etilé F, Gagnon F, De Wals P. Conditions influencing the adoption of a soda tax for public health: Analysis of the French case (2005–2012). Food Policy. 

2019;88:101765. 
11 République Française. Taxation des boissons 2021. Available from: https://www.service-public.fr/professionnels-entreprises/vosdroits/F32101 [Accessed 20 November 

2021]. 
12 Skattedirektoratet. Alkoholfrie Drinkevarer mv. 2020 [Accessed 20th November 2021]. Available from: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200930103411/https://www.skatteetaten.no/globalassets/bedrift-og-organisasjon/avgifter/saravgifter/alkoholfrie-drikkevarer/2020-

alkoholfrie-drikkevarer-ii-juli.pdf  
13 Kalle L-C. Slår full brus-alarm etter avgiftskutt. Nettavisen Økonomi. 12 June 2021 [Accessed 1 November 2021]. Available from: 

https://www.nettavisen.no/okonomi/slar-full-brus-alarm-etter-avgiftskutt/s/12-95-3424139150?key=2021-06-

13T08:49:42.000Z/retriever/41608d1c9bcf84a409bf747b30e4a25059f5bf13. 
14 Goiana-da-Silva F, Cruz-e-Silva D, Gregório MJ, Miraldo M, Darzi A, Araújo F. The future of the sweetened beverages tax in Portugal. Lancet Pub Health. 

2018;3(12):e562. 
15 Agence France-Presse. Portugal to levy sugar tax on soft drinks in 2017. The Guardian. 15 October 2016 [Accessed 20 November 2021]. Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2016/oct/15/portugal-to-levy-sugar-tax-on-soft-drinks-in-2017. 
16 Irish Tax and Customs. Sugar Sweetened Drinks Tax (SSDT) 2021 [Accessed 20th November 2021]. Available from: https://www.revenue.ie/en/companies-and-

charities/excise-and-licences/sugar-sweetened-drinks-tax/index.aspx  
17 HM Revenue & Customs. Check if your drink is liable for the Soft Drinks Industry Levy [Accessed 20th November 2021]. Available from: 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/check-if-your-drink-is-liable-for-the-soft-drinks-industry-levy 

https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/health-promotion-knowledge-gateway/sugars-sweeteners-10_en
https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/tedb/taxDetails.html?id=2001/1609455600
https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/tedb/taxDetails.html?id=2001/1514764800
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https://web.archive.org/web/20200930103411/https:/www.skatteetaten.no/globalassets/bedrift-og-organisasjon/avgifter/saravgifter/alkoholfrie-drikkevarer/2020-alkoholfrie-drikkevarer-ii-juli.pdf
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https://www.nettavisen.no/okonomi/slar-full-brus-alarm-etter-avgiftskutt/s/12-95-3424139150?key=2021-06-13T08:49:42.000Z/retriever/41608d1c9bcf84a409bf747b30e4a25059f5bf13
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2016/oct/15/portugal-to-levy-sugar-tax-on-soft-drinks-in-2017
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Table 4.2 Participant characteristics by country. 

Country Participants 

Policymakers Civil society 

members 

Academics/ 

researchers 

Other Total 

Belgium 1 - - - 1 

Estonia 1 - 1 - 2 

Finland - - - - 0 

France - - 2 - 2 

Hungary 2 - - - 2 

Ireland 1 2 - 2 5 

Latvia - - - - 0 

Norway 1 3 1 - 5 

Portugal 1 - 1 - 2 

Kazakhstan 1 - 1 - 2 

United Kingdom - 1 1 - 2 

 

 

Results 

The vast majority of participants reported that they had observed interference from 

commercial actors around SSB tax policy. Business associations representing SSB producers or 

the wider food industry, and large SSB producers themselves were identified as the most active 

opponents in all countries (Appendix 4.2). The Coca-Cola Company (including local subsidiaries, 

Coca-Cola hereafter), for instance, was mentioned by 14 of 15 respondents who provided 

examples of companies opposing an SSB tax. 

Industry practices 

Data indicated that industry actors engaged in four instrumental strategies from the Policy 

Dystopia Model (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016) – direct involvement and access in 

policymaking, coalition management, information management, and legal. Direct access and 

lobbying, media advocacy and pan-industry collaboration and coordination were the most 

frequently reported practices ( 

Table 4.3). Of these, lobbying of policymakers, either directly by industry actors or 

through professional lobbyists, was seen as the most impactful. 
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Table 4.3 Frequency of key practices, as reported by participants. Numbers indicate the number 

of respondents who selected each option. 

Practice Reported frequency 

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the 

time 

I don’t 

know 

Instrumental strategy: direct involvement and access 

Direct access/ lobbying - - 2 11 7 3 

Political donations 1 - 2 - - 20 

Intimidation/ 

harassment 

3 2 6 2 - 19 

Instrumental strategy: coalition management 

Using seemingly 

independent third 

parties 

2 3 7 4 2 5 

Setting up anti-tax 

campaigns/ groups 

2 1 6 2 1 11 

Collaborating within the 

industry 

- - 5 4 8 6 

Instrumental strategy: information management 

Using evidence to 

oppose SSB tax 

1 3 8 4 4 3 

Media advocacy 2 - 6 9 3 3 

Instrumental strategy: legal 

Legal action or threats 7 2 4 2 1 7 

 

 

 

Coalition management 

Business associations – either food- and/or beverage-specific or representing businesses 

from a country or region – were consistently highlighted as key to CPA. Transnational SSB 

producers were represented in most of the business associations mentioned by participants; Coca-

Cola, for instance, was represented by of 11 of 13 named business associations which had 

published a membership list (Appendix 4.3). Conversely, one participant and an academic paper 

(Le Bodo et al, 2019) noted that in France, the “disorganised” response of SSB companies may 

have undermined their efforts against the tax. 

The use of broader coalitions beyond the food and beverage industry varied across 

countries – think tanks such as the Institute of Economic Affairs, for instance, were seen as 

particularly active in the UK, with some affiliated individuals and materials also appearing in the 

Irish SSB tax debate. In Ireland, one academic with industry ties was a vocal opponent of the tax 

in the public debate. Although no physical threats were reported, public health actors in several 
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countries were subject to reputational challenges and intimidation, primarily in the form of media 

campaigns aimed at discrediting them. 

Information management  

Commercial actors commonly funded or produced their own research which challenged 

the need for SSB taxation or highlighted potential negative economic impacts. These outputs were 

mostly private reports rather than peer-reviewed publications. Food Drink Ireland, for instance, 

collaborated with analytics firm Creme Global to evaluate Irish food and beverage companies’ 

reformulation efforts (Pigat, 2019), concluding SSB taxation was unnecessary (Fortuna, 13 

September 2018). 

Alongside the production of industry-favourable evidence, industry actors have engaged 

in activities to disseminate information; when the Estonian SSB tax was under development, for 

example, the Estonian Food Industry Association hosted an international event on health taxes, 

with speakers from major European business associations UNESDA and FoodDrinkEurope 

(Toiduliit, 2020). Moreover, media campaigns which promoted industry messaging were reported 

in the UK, Norway, France, Portugal, Ireland, and Estonia. 

Direct involvement and access 

Direct involvement in, and access to, the policy process was reported in each study 

country, with most respondents (18 of 23) indicating that they observed this practice frequently 

or all the time. It manifested primarily as lobbying of decision-makers and participation in formal 

policy processes such as consultations. Ministries of Health and Finance were primary lobby 

targets, solicited by companies, their business associations, or lobbying firms. This is illustrated 

in the case of the French SSB tax where Coca-Cola and Orangina-Schweppes lobbied officials in 

the lead-up to a planned amendment, not only directly but also through business associations such 

as ANIA and lobbying firms such as APCO and Rivington (APCO, 2018; Rivington, 2018). An 

Estonian food industry actor reportedly hired the public relations firm Meta Advisory to lobby 

against SSB taxation; the latter’s website notes that its successes include “avoiding […] excise 

duties on soft drinks” (Meta Advisory, 2021). In the Irish case, Coca-Cola’s lobbying efforts 

included a meeting with the Taoiseach at the 2018 World Economic Forum (Coca-Cola Ireland, 

2018). 

Government interaction with industry via multi-stakeholder platforms, forums for 

voluntary engagement between interested parties from public, private, and other societal actors, 
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also provided key routes for access. In Norway, for instance, the business association 

FoodDrinkNorway participated in a committee tasked in 2018 by the Ministry of Finance with 

reviewing the country’s taxes on sugary products (Carlsen and Befring, 2019). Another route of 

direct pressure on decision-makers, closely linked to arguments around economic harms of SSB 

taxes (see below), is what one participant termed “economic blackmail”; Coca-Cola, for example, 

allegedly threatened to cancel planned investments in response to SSB tax proposals in France 

and Portugal (Laurent, 2011; Unknown, 2016). No concrete examples of SSB industry donations 

to politicians or political parties were reported. 

Legal strategies 

In several cases, industry actors claimed that SSB taxes contravened national or 

international legal obligations. In the Estonian case, for instance, industry assertions that the 

proposed SSB tax would be unconstitutional were highlighted as a potential factor in the 

President’s subsequent decision to veto the implementation of the policy. Legal challenges were 

most commonly threatened on grounds that SSB taxes would constitute ‘State aid’ for untaxed 

products or producers in contravention of EU law. In the UK, for instance, the British Soft Drinks 

Association argued that the exemption for small producers may disadvantage large manufacturers 

by providing illegal aid to the former (Quinn, 2016). The threshold for this exemption was 

subsequently lowered. Although complaints to the European Commission were reported 

regarding the Hungarian tax and a planned increase in the Norwegian tax (NHO Mat og Drikke, 

2017), no formal cases have proceeded against SSB taxes in the study countries to our knowledge. 

Industry arguments 

In their discursive strategies, industry actors employed several key arguments to highlight 

or exaggerate potential negative effects of SSB taxation and minimise potential health benefits 

(Table 4.4). Most commonly, participants observed warnings of potential negative economic 

effects – either on the overall economy, employment, or businesses themselves (often with 

emphasis on smaller businesses) – and claims that the policy was unfair or unjustified. This 

narrative was also perceived as most impactful by participants. Where SSB taxes were 

predominantly framed as a budgetary rather than a health measure during policy development 

(e.g., in France and Belgium), commercial actors opposed the policies on this basis, arguing that 

they were not designed and thus not suitable for protecting public health. 

 



 

 

 

Table 4.4 Key industry arguments as reported by in-country informants and whether they are substantiated by independent evidence. Value-based arguments 

which cannot be addressed using evidence alone are denoted as such. 

Argument  Reported in the following countries Supported 

by inde-

pendent 

evidence? 

Details 

FR EE IE UK PT HU NO KZ BE 

Discursive strategy: expanding negative effects of SSB taxation 

SSB taxation will harm the 

overall economy/ cost jobs 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ No Job losses in SSB-related sectors tend to 

be offset by job creation in others.1 The 

same applies to macroeconomic 

concerns.2, 3 

SSB taxation 

will harm 

businesses 

Big 

businesses 
✓ ✓ - - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - No No peer-reviewed, independent study 

has shown that SSB taxes harm 

employment or the food sector. 

Taxation is intended to reduce 

consumption of target products. 

However, existing evidence is 

insufficient to determine causal a 

relationship between SSB taxes and 

sector growth or changes to 

employment. Impact on share values 

appears minimal.4, 5 

Small 

businesses 
✓ ✓ - - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - No 

SSB taxation poses an 

excessive administrative 

burden 

- ✓ ✓ - ✓ ✓ ✓ - - Uncertain Fiscal measures do present 

administrative costs to companies, but 

well-designed taxes can minimise this.6-

8 

SSB taxation will lead to 

illicit or cross-border SSB 

trade 

- ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ ✓ - - Uncertain Although cross-border trade has been 

observed in some settings, it is primarily 

a concern for local jurisdictions and the 

overall evidence is mixed.9, 10 



 

 

 

SSB taxation is 

unfair/discriminatory towards 

industry 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ n/a Predominantly value-based/ legal 

matter. 

SSB taxation will 

disproportionately affect 

poorer people 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - Partially Food and beverage taxes do present 

proportionally higher costs to low-

income groups as these tend to spend a 

higher proportion of their disposable 

income on food compared to high-

income groups.11 However, lower-

income groups are also likely to benefit 

most from the health impacts of SSB 

taxes.12, 13 

SSB taxation impedes on 

people's freedom of choice / 

government is overstepping 

(''nanny state') 

- ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ - - n/a This is predominantly value-based so 

there is no evidence as such. 

SSB taxation is a first step 

towards excessive regulation 

of other products ('slippery 

slope') 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ - - n/a This is predominantly value-based so 

there is no evidence as such. 

Government is acting 

improperly (i.e., bad 

intentions, bad process) 

✓ ✓ ✓ - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - n/a This is predominantly value-based so 

there is no evidence as such. 

Discursive strategy: questioning public health benefits of SSB taxation 

SSB taxation will not work 

(i.e., not reduce consumption 

or obesity/ NCDs) 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - No Health taxes have an established 

economic rationale and three systematic 

reviews suggest that SSB taxes (>10-

20% at point of purchase) effectively 

reduce SSB consumption.14-16 Although 

SSB taxes in isolation are not enough to 

‘solve’ the obesity problem, studies 

modelling the potential long-term 



 

 

 

impact on obesity rates predict 

significant declines.17-19 

SSBs/sugar are not the 

problem (other 

products/behaviours are) 

✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - No Excess consumption of sugar, in 

particular SSBs, is a major cause of 

obesity, diabetes, and cardiovascular 

disease.20-22 

 

SSB taxation is not evidence-

based 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ ✓ ✓ - No* See above. While a lot of the real-world 

evidence on the effects of SSB taxation 

has emerged in recent years, a 

significant amount of evidence linking 

SSB consumption to negative health 

outcomes,23, 24 and modelling studies on 

the impacts of SSB taxation have been 

available for longer.19, 25 

Industry is already addressing 

obesity/NCDs through 

voluntary efforts 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - - No Voluntary sugar reformulation efforts 

have not been as successful as 

regulatory efforts.26, 27 Reformulation 

prompted by tiered SSB taxes, on the 

other hand, has significantly reduced 

sugar content in SSBs.27, 28 Meaningful 

voluntary action and tools such as 

education should be seen as 

complementary to taxation 

SSB taxation will have 

negative public health 

consequences 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - - No While poorly designed taxes do present 

a risk of prompting switching to less 

healthy products, well-designed SSB 

taxes are unlikely to have this effect.29-

31 

* Caveat for early SSB taxes: a significant proportion of the available evidence emerged after 2015. 

 
1 Powell LM, Wada R, Persky JJ, Chaloupka FJ. Employment impact of sugar-sweetened beverage taxes. Am J Public Health. 2014;104(4):672-7. 
2 Ecorys. Food taxes and their impact on competitiveness in the agri-food sector, a study. Brussels: European Commission; 2014. 



 

 

 

3 Guerrero-López CM, Molina M, Colchero MA. Employment changes associated with the introduction of taxes on sugar-sweetened beverages and nonessential energy-dense 

food in Mexico. Prev Med. 2017;105:S43-S9. 
4 Law C, Cornelsen L, Adams J, Pell D, Rutter H, White M, et al. The impact of UK soft drinks industry levy on manufacturers’ domestic turnover. Econ Hum Biol. 

2020;37(100866). 

5 Law C, Cornelsen L, Adams J, Penney T, Rutter H, White M, et al. An analysis of the stock market reaction to the announcements of the UK Soft Drinks Industry Levy. Econ 

Hum Biol. 2020:100834. 

6 Powell LM, Chriqui JF, Khan T, Wada R, Chaloupka FJ. Assessing the potential effectiveness of food and beverage taxes and subsidies for improving public health: a 

systematic review of prices, demand and body weight outcomes. Obes Rev. 2013;14(2):110-28. 
7 WHO Regional Office for Europe. Using price policies to promote healthier diets. Copenhagen: WHO Regional Office for Europe; 2015. 
8 World Health Organization. Fiscal policies for diet and the prevention of noncommunicable diseases. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2016. 
9 Cawley J, Thow AM, Wen K, Frisvold D. The economics of taxes on sugar-sweetened beverages: A review of the effects on prices, sales, cross-border shopping, and 

consumption. Annu Rev of Nutr. 2019;39(1):317-38. 
10 Sassi F, Belloni A, Capobianco C. The Role of Fiscal Policies in Health Promotion. OECD Health Working Papers No 66. 2013. 
11 Ng SW, Rivera JA, Popkin BM, Colchero MA. Did high sugar-sweetened beverage purchasers respond differently to the excise tax on sugar-sweetened beverages in 

Mexico? Public Health Nutr. 2019;22(4):750-6. 
12 Colchero MA, Popkin BM, Rivera JA, Ng SW. Beverage purchases from stores in Mexico under the excise tax on sugar sweetened beverages: observational study. BMJ. 

2016;352:h6704. 
13 Thow AM, Downs S, Jan S. A systematic review of the effectiveness of food taxes and subsidies to improve diets: understanding the recent evidence. Nutr Rev. 

2014;72(9):551-65. 
14 Teng AM, Jones AC, Mizdrak A, Signal L, Genc M, Wilson N. Impact of sugar-sweetened beverage taxes on purchases and dietary intake: Systematic review and meta-

analysis. Obes Rev. 2019;20(9):1187-204. 
15 Backholer K, Sarink D, Beauchamp A, Keating C, Loh V, Ball K, et al. The impact of a tax on sugar-sweetened beverages according to socio-economic position: a 

systematic review of the evidence. Public Health Nutr. 2016;19(17):3070-84. 
16 Redondo M, Hernández-Aguado I, Lumbreras B. The impact of the tax on sweetened beverages: a systematic review. Am J Clin Nutr. 2018;108(3):548-63. 
17 Basto-Abreu A, Barrientos-Gutiérrez T, Vidaña-Pérez D, Colchero MA, Hernández FM, Hernández-Ávila M, et al. Cost-Effectiveness of the sugar-sweetened beverage 

excise tax in Mexico. Health Aff. 2019;38(11):1824-31. 
18 Barrientos-Gutierrez T, Zepeda-Tello R, Rodrigues ER, Colchero-Aragonés A, Rojas-Martínez R, Lazcano-Ponce E, et al. Expected population weight and diabetes impact 

of the 1-peso-per-litre tax to sugar sweetened beverages in Mexico. PLoS One. 2017;12(5):e0176336. 
19 Sánchez-Romero LM, Penko J, Coxson PG, Fernández A, Mason A, Moran AE, et al. Projected impact of Mexico's sugar-sweetened beverage tax policy on diabetes and 

cardiovascular disease: A modeling study. PLoS Med. 2016;13(11):e1002158. 
20 World Health Organization. Guideline: sugars intake for adults and children. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2015. 
21 Malik VS, Hu FB. Sugar-sweetened beverages and cardiometabolic health: An update of the evidence. Nutrients. 2019;11(8):1840. 
22 Neelakantan N, Park SH, Chen G-C, van Dam RM. Sugar-sweetened beverage consumption, weight gain, and risk of type 2 diabetes and cardiovascular diseases in Asia: a 

systematic review. Nutr Rev. 2021. 



 

 

 

23 Malik VS, Popkin BM, Bray GA, Després J-P, Hu FB. Sugar-sweetened beverages, obesity, type 2 diabetes mellitus, and cardiovascular disease risk. Circulation. 

2010;121(11):1356-64. 
24 Imamura F, O'Connor L, Ye Z, Mursu J, Hayashino Y, Bhupathiraju SN, et al. Consumption of sugar sweetened beverages, artificially sweetened beverages, and fruit juice 

and incidence of type 2 diabetes: systematic review, meta-analysis, and estimation of population attributable fraction. BMJ. 2015;351:h3576. 
25 Lal A, Mantilla-Herrera AM, Veerman L, Backholer K, Sacks G, Moodie M, et al. Modelled health benefits of a sugar-sweetened beverage tax across different 

socioeconomic groups in Australia: A cost-effectiveness and equity analysis. PLoS Med. 2017;14(6):e1002326. 
26 Knai C, Petticrew M, Durand MA, Eastmure E, James L, Mehrotra A, et al. Has a public–private partnership resulted in action on healthier diets in England? An analysis of 

the Public Health Responsibility Deal food pledges. Food Policy. 2015;54:1-10. 
27 Bandy LK, Scarborough P, Harrington RA, Rayner M, Jebb SA. Reductions in sugar sales from soft drinks in the UK from 2015 to 2018. BMC Med. 2020;18(1):20. 
28 Scarborough P, Adhikari V, Harrington RA, Elhussein A, Briggs A, Rayner M, et al. Impact of the announcement and implementation of the UK Soft Drinks Industry Levy 

on sugar content, price, product size and number of available soft drinks in the UK, 2015-19: A controlled interrupted time series analysis. PLoS Med. 2020;17(2):e1003025. 
29 Finkelstein EA, Zhen C, Bilger M, Nonnemaker J, Farooqui AM, Todd JE. Implications of a sugar-sweetened beverage (SSB) tax when substitutions to non-beverage items 

are considered. J Health Econ. 2013;32(1):219-39. 
30 Zhen C, Finkelstein EA, Nonnemaker J, Karns S, Todd JE. Predicting the effects of sugar-sweetened beverage taxes on food and beverage demand in a large demand system. 

Am J Agric Econ. 2014;96(1):1-25. 
31 Fletcher J, Frisvold D, Tefft N. Substitution patterns can limit the effects of sugar-sweetened beverage taxes on obesity. Prev Chronic Dis. 2013;10:E18-E. 
 



 

 

181 

 

Temporal patterns 

Industry political objectives practices appeared to shift temporally. We illustrate this here 

using a simplified heuristic of policymaking in cyclical “stages”: agenda-setting, policy 

development, implementation, and evaluation (Smith and Katikireddi, 2013). Objectives of 

commercial opponents of SSB taxation were described by some respondents as shifting 

throughout the policy process, moving from outright opposition to attempts to weaken an SSB 

tax or delay its introduction, to declaring the policy ineffective post-implementation. The use of 

coalitions such as business associations and less transparent allies, as well as attempts to 

undermine the credibility of public health actors, and direct lobbying were reported as occurring 

throughout policy processes but were most noticeable during the policy development stage (or 

when proposals to revise existing taxes were discussed). Media campaigns and dissemination of 

alternative evidence were prominent throughout agenda-setting and policy development stages; 

in the former case predominantly aimed at positioning voluntary approaches as a preferrable 

solution, and in the latter case aimed at questioning the intended policy effect and warning of 

negative consequences. In Hungary, campaigns aimed at denying policy effectiveness around the 

time of the publication of official evaluation results were noted. Legal action or threats were 

reported primarily during policy development, including the revision of existing SSB taxes.  

What may work to prevent or mitigate industry interference? 

Participants highlighted several ways in which industry interference could be addressed 

or mitigated. First, technical support from organisations such as the WHO, as well as targeted 

evidence were highlighted as key to robust, well-designed policies. Participants specifically noted 

that resources to pre-empt concerns and arguments raised by industry would be helpful. Second, 

a clearly communicated public health rationale and framing may help garner public support and 

avoid inadvertently feeding into opposing narratives. Similarly, fostering a broad public health 

presence in the public debate emerged as a potential way to mitigate the strong presence of 

industry positions in the media. This should focus on conveying the evidence and rationale 

underlying SSB taxation. Although the “polluter pays” principle was highlighted as potentially 

useful, several respondents suggested that public health actors should also challenge the strong 

involvement of commercial actors in policy development given their clear conflicts of interest, 

while others remained favourable towards partnership working. Third, a strong, unified coalition 

which includes but is not limited to health was highlighted as important to countering well-

organised anti-tax efforts. Lastly, the need for effective transparency measures surrounding 

political and charitable donations, lobbying, and research funding was emphasised repeatedly. 
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Discussion 

We mapped industry involvement in SSB tax policy in nine WHO European Region 

countries and confirmed that commercial actors who benefit from the sale of SSBs consistently 

opposed the measures. Coca-Cola emerged as the most active opponent across countries, with 

local and regional business associations also playing a key role. SSB taxation touches on the 

commercial interests of a heterogenous set of actors within which disagreements may arise. While 

our data suggest that transnational corporations and their business associations consistently 

oppose SSB taxes at the outset, consensus can dwindle when it comes to policy design, with 

companies and their representative groups calling for their own products to be exempt while 

others are taxed (Lecluse, 2011; Mariath and Martins, 2021). It is important to consider these 

findings in the wider context of evidence that transnational food industry actors have fought SSB 

taxes globally across levels of governance, including at the EU (Tselengidis and Östergren, 2018). 

Although the impact of industry activities cannot be stated with certainty, respondents 

generally reported that strong pushback contributed to weaker policy designs or delayed 

implementation. Participants in Estonia, which had abandoned plans to introduce an SSB tax in 

the final stages, and Norway, which had recently abolished a long-standing SSB tax, assigned 

industry a significant role in the outcome. Several factors were listed as potentially useful for 

preventing or countering industry interference, including a robust public health coalition with a 

unified position and strong media presence, technical preparedness, and greater transparency 

surrounding lobbying in general. 

A key issue raised by industry was inconsistency with trade law, in particular ‘State aid’ 

(EU Member States, 2021) which, by  distorting or threatening to distort competition, conflicts 

with EU law to the extent it affects trade between states. However, well-designed SSB taxes are 

not necessarily incompatible with EU law. An assessment by the European Commission of 

Ireland’s SSB tax, requested by the Irish government, concluded that the tax on products with an 

added sugar content exceeding a set threshold “does not involve State aid” (Anon., 2018). 

Nonetheless, it is critical to assess the compatibility of planned SSB taxes with existing laws to 

strengthen a government’s position in the event of legal challenge and identify ways in which 

broader legal frameworks may facilitate the adoption of a tax. Several food taxes have, however, 

been ruled unlawful under EU law. Finland, for instance, abolished a confectionery tax following 

a European Commission ruling that the policy constituted unlawful State aid (Nieburg, 2016). 

While this does not mean that food taxes are generally incompatible with EU law, it highlights 

the importance of careful policy design – the key issue in both cases were exemption provisions 

which were interpreted to represent aid for non-exempt products. 
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Alongside the importance of cohesive and vocal public health coalitions, international 

cooperation, and technical support, more general measures to increase policymaking transparency 

were highlighted as steps towards preventing or addressing industry interference in the context of 

SSB taxation. Most countries have either no or inadequate lobbying registers; even in the French 

and Irish registers that allow the public to see which policy areas were discussed in lobby 

meetings, information on amounts spent and detailed content of discussions is missing. Further, 

our findings highlight the importance of independent policy evaluation: evidence from similar 

policies is crucial to counter industry arguments, whereas the lack thereof leaves a vacuum which 

tends to be filled with industry-commissioned reports. However, in doing so we must move away 

from narrow conceptions of acceptable evidence which make it significantly easier to demonstrate 

potential economic costs than long-term health benefits, and allow complexity arguments to be 

invoked in favour of inaction. Lastly, the findings presented in this paper, alongside the wider 

literature, enable the pre-emption of industry opposition; using this as a basis to sensitise decision-

makers early in the policy process may present a possible way forward to prevent industry 

influence and should be evaluated.  

Overall, our findings also suggest that CPA in opposition to SSB taxes broadly aligns 

with the practices and arguments used by tobacco companies to undermine tobacco control 

measures (Smith, Savell and Gilmore, 2013). This indicates that learnings from tobacco control, 

including tools to address corporate interference in policymaking, are highly relevant to the public 

health community working to support the uptake of SSB taxes. 

Limitations 

This research is exploratory in nature and subject to some methodological limitations. 

First, our findings are based on a relatively small number of respondents, as the initial pool of 

eligible individuals was limited. Second, this research only covers political activities which are 

observable and were observed – this may inadvertently exclude less overt activities. Similarly, 

participants may not have been positioned to disclose everything they remember due to the 

sensitive nature of the topic. Innovative methodological approaches could be explored to address 

some of these shortfalls, for example, to trace impacts of lobbying or quantify elements of CPA. 

Lastly, we did not investigate countries where SSB taxation was not a concrete policy option. Our 

findings and a study from the Australian context (Sainsbury et al., 2020), however, do suggest 

that commercial actors do engage in activities aimed at preventing SSB taxation from entering 

the policy agenda. As such, we recommend that this should be included in future research.  

Conclusion 
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Despite a now substantial body of supportive evidence, industry opposition against SSB 

taxes remains strong. Recent cases in which SSB taxes were overturned or not implemented 

highlight the immense task the public health community faces in supporting the introduction and 

maintenance of effective public health regulations. In mapping how commercial opposition to 

SSB taxes has manifested, we present a first step towards building capacity to prevent and counter 

interference to support the implementation and protection of SSB taxes in the Region and beyond. 

Further steps are urgently needed towards addressing the power imbalance between those 

representing public health and commercial interests. 
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Commentary 

Following on from the above manuscript, I will discuss some relevant observations which 

were not included in the manuscript due to the word count and then turn to reflect on the 

methodology used in this study. 

The lobbying firms, consultancies, and think tanks which emerged from the data – for 

instance, APCO which lobbied on behalf of Coca-Cola in France (APCO, 2018), Price 

Waterhouse Coopers which published an industry-commissioned report that concluded that 

Hungary’s SSB tax was associated with a fall in sales, profitability and competitiveness (Price 

Waterhouse Coopers, 2013; Ecorys, 2014), and the Institute of Economic Affairs which was a 

prominent opponent of the UK Soft Drinks Industry Levy (Snowdon, 2016) – were the very same 

organisations tobacco companies harnessed to counter tobacco control measures. The concrete 

overlap between unhealthy commodity industries in this domain, particularly with regard to 

organisations that provide professional services, confirms that this may be a suitable entry point 

for research or monitoring seeking to explore synergies across these industries (Knai et al., 2021). 

Moreover, during follow-up interviews, participants from Estonia and Norway particularly 

emphasised a stark power imbalance between industry and public health advocates; the sheer 

amount of resource and expertise commercial actors were able to deploy to oppose SSB taxes 

meant that it was near impossible for the public health community to ‘keep up’. Several 

participants argued that the scale and aggressiveness of industry campaigns may have affected 

the willingness of public health professionals to speak up publicly in favour of SSB taxes. To 

move towards rectifying this power imbalance, it appears important to consider material support 

and funding to strengthen the public health community – in Mexico and several US cities, for 

instance, financial support from Bloomberg Philanthropies was instrumental to the successful 

introduction of SSB taxes (Bloomberg Philanthropies, 2021). 

In terms of methodology, the decision to use a survey approach – relatively rare in the 

CPA research space – was largely a pragmatic one as individual interviews across the relevant 

countries were not feasible due to time and resource constraints. When weighing up potential 

approaches, we decided that a qualitative expert survey was preferrable to the collection of 

document data in each country because individuals who closely witnessed the policy processes in 

their respective countries would be significantly better placed to discern what mattered and what 

was most relevant. Moreover, as this study was a collaboration with the WHO Europe NCD 

Office, we were able to identify and contact potential participants via their existing networks, 

which made a response more likely, despite the relatively long questionnaire. With hindsight, the 

survey methodology proved an appropriate way to gain good-quality insights into the way public 
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health actors have experienced industry interference. The data have similar limitations to those 

obtained via expert interviews: they merely reflect the participants’ experiences rather than an 

objective truth and are affected by recall limitations. Although this method was less labour-

intensive and offered more flexibility to participants compared to interviews, the data is likely to 

be less in-depth and follow-up was only possible via ad-hoc calls where participants consented. 

Moreover, we were able to benefit from our collaboration with the WHO Europe NCD Office 

who supported us with participant recruitment; in other circumstances, finding participants who 

are willing to complete such a detailed questionnaire is likely to be substantially more 

challenging, particularly where the pool of eligible individuals is small. 

The next chapter will turn to the sub-national level of governance and a different policy 

area – advertising regulation – which is rapidly developing within Europe and across the world 

(World Cancer Research Fund International, 2019b; WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2021).  
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Commentary 

In the UK, obesity and dietary NCDs pose a major burden on individuals, the healthcare 

system, and the economy (Public Health England, 2017). As set out in Chapter 1, a comprehensive 

approach is required to address this complex problem. The vast majority of food advertising 

spending in the UK goes towards products high in fat, sugar, and salt, with only 3% spent on fruit 

and vegetables (Dimbleby, 2021). As such, reducing the advertising of unhealthy foods and 

beverages to address this imbalance is an important pathway to tackle our obesogenic 

environment. Judging by evidence from alcohol and tobacco advertising regulation (Savell, 

Gilmore and Fooks, 2014; Savell, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016) and initial evidence from dietary 

NCD policy (section 1.2.3), pushback by commercial actors is a key concern. In response to initial 

media reports of strong food and advertising industry opposition to an innovative step by the 

Greater London Authority to prohibit adverts of foods and non-alcoholic beverages high in fat, 

sugar, and salt across Transport for London (TfL), I set out to examine how CPA manifested 

between the announcement and implementation of the policy. 

On a methodological note, this study was originally designed to include interviews with 

key stakeholders who were involved in the process leading up to the implementation of the 

advertising restrictions. However, this element was abandoned during COVID-19 as a significant 

proportion of potential participants were working on the pandemic response. 

This chapter contains the following publication, preceded by a statement of authorship 

which sets out specific contributions by myself and my co-authors: 

• Paper V – “Corporate political activity in the context of unhealthy food advertising 

restrictions across Transport for London: A qualitative case study” 

  



 

 

193 

 

 

DECLARATION OF AUTHORSHIP 

This declaration concerns the article entitled: 

Corporate political activity in the context of unhealthy food advertising restrictions across Transport 

for London: A qualitative case study  

Publication status (tick one) 

Draft 

manuscript 
  Submitted  

In 

review 
 Accepted  Published ✓  

 

Publication 

details 

(reference) 

Lauber, K., Hunt, D., Gilmore, A. B. and Rutter, H., 2021. Corporate political 

activity in the context of unhealthy food advertising restrictions across Transport 

for London: A qualitative case study. PLOS Medicine, 18(9). doi: 

10.1371/journal.pmed.1003695  

Copyright status (tick the appropriate statement) 

I hold the copyright for this 

material 
✓ 

Copyright is retained by the publisher, but I have 

been given permission to replicate the material 

here 

  

 

Candidate’s 

contribution 

to the paper 

(provide 

details, and 

also indicate 

as a 

percentage) 

Formulation of ideas (70%): Anna Gilmore and I developed the original idea for 

this study, which was then refined in collaboration with Harry Rutter. 

Design of methodology (75%): I led the design of the study in conjunction with 

Harry Rutter and Daniel Hunt, and with input from Anna Gilmore. In discussion 
with Harry Rutter, the study plans were amended during the course of the COVID-

19 pandemic. 

Experimental work (80%): I drafted and submitted the Freedom of Information 

requests this study is based on and led the analysis. Daniel Hunt second-coded one 

third of the data and supported the analysis via reflective discussions. 

Presentation of data in journal format (75%): I drafted the manuscript for 

publication and revised it multiple times after receiving detailed feedback from 

Harry Rutter and Anna Gilmore. Daniel Hunt also provided feedback on the 

manuscript and approved it. I responded to reviewers’ comments during the peer-

review process and edited the article accordingly. 

Statement 

from 

Candidate 

This paper reports on original research I conducted during the period of my Higher 

Degree by Research candidature.  

 

Signed 

 

 

   Date 

 

14.12.2021 

  

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003695


 

 

194 

 

Paper V 

 

Corporate political activity in the context of unhealthy food 

advertising restrictions across Transport for London: A 

qualitative case study 

Kathrin Lauber1,2, Daniel Hunt3, Anna B. Gilmore1,2, Harry Rutter2,4 
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Abstract 

Background: Diets with high proportions of foods high in fat, sugar, and/or salt (HFSS) 

contribute to malnutrition and rising rates of childhood obesity, with effects throughout the life 

course. Given compelling evidence on the detrimental impact HFSS advertising has on children’s 

diets, the World Health Organization unequivocally supports the adoption of restrictions on HFSS 

marketing and advertising. In February 2019, the Greater London Authority introduced novel 

restrictions on HFSS advertising across Transport for London (TfL), one of the most valuable 

out-of-home advertising estates. In this study, we examined whether and how commercial actors 

attempted to influence the development of these advertising restrictions. 

Methods and findings: Using requests under the Freedom of Information Act, we 

obtained industry responses to the London Food Strategy consultation, correspondence between 

officials and key industry actors, and information on meetings. We used an existing model of 

corporate political activity, the Policy Dystopia Model, to systematically analyse arguments and 

activities used to counter the policy. The majority of food and advertising industry consultation 

respondents opposed the proposed advertising restrictions, many promoting voluntary approaches 

instead. Industry actors who supported the policy were predominantly smaller businesses. To 

oppose the policy, industry respondents deployed a range of strategies. They exaggerated 

potential costs and underplayed potential benefits of the policy, for instance, warning of negative 

economic consequences and questioning the evidence underlying the proposal. Despite 
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challenging the evidence for the policy, they offered little evidence in support of their own claims. 

Commercial actors had significant access to the policy process and officials through the 

consultation and numerous meetings, yet attempted to increase access, for example, in applying 

to join the London Child Obesity Taskforce and inviting its members to events. They also 

employed coalition management, engaging directly and through business associations to amplify 

their arguments. Some advertising industry actors also raised the potential of legal challenges. 

The key limitation of this study is that our data focused on industry–policymaker interactions; 

thus, our findings are unable to present a comprehensive picture of political activity. 

Conclusions: In this study, we identified substantial opposition from food and 

advertising industry actors to the TfL advertising restrictions. We mapped arguments and 

activities used to oppose the policy, which might help other public authorities anticipate industry 

efforts to prevent similar restrictions in HFSS advertising. Given the potential consequences of 

commercial influence in these kinds of policy spaces, public bodies should consider how they 

engage with industry actors. 
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SUMMARY BOX 

Why Was This Study Done? 

• One in three children in England have obesity or overweight. These children are 

likely to be at higher risk for a range of health problem as adults. 

• In light of unequivocal evidence that marketing and advertising influence children’s 

diets, in 2019, the Greater London Authority introduced a ban on advertising of foods 

and non-alcoholic beverages high in fat, sugar, and/or salt (HFSS) across the 

Transport for London (TfL) estate, one of the most valuable out-of-home advertising 

estates. This was one of the first policies of this kind. 

• In other policy settings, restrictions on advertising have faced strong opposition from 

commercial actors, yet, to our knowledge, this has not been examined 

comprehensively in the United Kingdom. 

What Did the Researchers Do and Find? 

• To explore if and how food and advertising industry actors opposed the advertising 

restrictions in the lead-up to their implementation, we analysed their submissions to 

the London Food Strategy consultation and their correspondence with officials, 

obtained via Freedom of Information requests. 

• Employing a conceptual model based on research covering decades of tobacco 

industry activity, we mapped key arguments and activities used to oppose the ban. 

• The majority of food and advertising industry respondents to the London Food 

Strategy consultation, in particular multinational companies and business 

associations, opposed the policy. Most food and advertising actors who supported the 

policy were smaller businesses. 

• Opposition was justified by underplaying the potential benefits of the policy and by 

exaggerating its potential negative impacts and costs. Though opposing industry 

actors challenged the substantial evidence underpinning the policy, they used 

evidence only sparingly to justify their claims. 

• A number of food and advertising companies engaged with the policy process 

through numerous meetings and calls, both directly and via business groups, which 
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amplified opposing voices. Despite being involved in the stakeholder consultation, 

commercial actors attempted to increase their access to the policy process and 

officials, for example, by applying to join the London Child Obesity Taskforce. 

Moreover, three advertising companies hinted at the potential for a legal challenge. 

What Do These Findings Mean? 

• Although our findings are unable to provide a comprehensive picture of attempts to 

counter the policy, other public authorities looking to introduce unhealthy food 

advertising restrictions in public estates can anticipate similar strategies to those we 

observed. Our findings may help them evaluate if and how they want to engage with 

commercial actors and, where they do so, to make a more objective assessment of 

consultation responses. 
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Background 

Unhealthy diets are a major cause of mortality and morbidity worldwide (Roth et al., 

2018). In England, over one third of children in year six (age 10-11) have obesity or overweight, 

with a more than two-fold increase in prevalence in the most deprived compared to the most 

affluent areas (Lifestyles Team, 2020). Children and adolescents with obesity are likely to become 

adults with obesity (Simmonds et al., 2016), at risk of a range of non-communicable diseases 

(Guh et al., 2009; Lauby-Secretan et al., 2016). Ultra-processed foods and soft drinks have been 

directly linked to obesity and non-communicable diseases such cancer and cardiovascular disease 

(Mendonça et al., 2016; Martínez Steele et al., 2017; Fiolet et al., 2018; Rauber et al., 2018; Rico-

Campà et al., 2019; Srour et al., 2019; Vandevijvere et al., 2019), and constitute over 65% of the 

calories consumed by children in the United Kingdom (UK) (Martines et al., 2019). Despite 

increasing concern and action over recent decades, no country has been successful at reducing its 

obesity prevalence (Roberto et al., 2015). 

Obesity and advertising 

According to the World Health Organization, the evidence that exposure to marketing of 

foods high in fat, sugar, and/or salt (HFSS) influences children’s diets is ‘unequivocal’ (WHO 

Regional Office for Europe, 2018). Unhealthy food marketing and advertising contribute to 

obesity in children and adolescents by shaping dietary attitudes and behaviours, including so-

called ‘pester power’ to persuade parents to purchase certain foods, and increasing consumption 

of such foods (Hastings et al., 2006; Buijzen, Schuurman and Bomhof, 2008; Cairns et al., 2013; 

Boyland et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2019; Critchlow et al., 2020a; Critchlow et al., 2020b), 

particularly advertised brands (Buijzen, Schuurman and Bomhof, 2008). Low-income and 

minority communities are disproportionately exposed to out-of-home food advertising (Yancey 

et al., 2009; Adams, Ganiti and White, 2011; Lesser, Zimmerman and Cohen, 2013; Cassady, 

Liaw and Miller Soederberg, 2015), which is associated with higher levels of obesity (Lesser, 

Zimmerman and Cohen, 2013). 

To protect children from harmful advertising, pressure is mounting on countries across 

the world to regulate commercial practices (Clark et al., 2020). Globally, restricting the 

advertising of unhealthy commodities on government-owned infrastructure, including public 

transport, is an emerging policy lever (2018; The Hon Daniel Andrews, 2018; Rigby, 2019). The 

UK government recently announced a set of new measures to achieve the ambitious aim of 

halving childhood obesity by 2030. For HFSS advertising, these include a 21:00 television 

watershed and a total online ban (Department of Health and Social Care, 2020). Hitherto there 
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has been little statutory regulation in this area. HFSS adverts during and around broadcast 

programmes of “particular appeal“ to children under 16 were banned in 2007 by Ofcom, an 

independent statutory body (Ofcom, 2010). This is governed in co-regulation (Buse, Tanaka and 

Hawkes, 2017) with the advertising industry, and enforced by the Advertising Standards 

Authority (ASA) and the Committees of Advertising Practice, bodies funded by the advertising 

industry which also self-regulate non-broadcast advertising (see Box below). 

While co-regulation appears more effective than self-regulation (Reeve and Magnusson, 

2018), findings on the effect of the UK co-regulatory regime are mixed. A 2010 Ofcom evaluation 

of the broadcast HFSS restrictions concluded that HFSS adverts had been “eliminated during 

children’s airtime”, yet the overall volume of HFSS advertising throughout the day increased and 

children saw only 1% less HFSS advertising during adult airtime (Ofcom, 2010). Academic 

research found that the proportion of HFSS adverts seen by children increased from 43% before 

the rules came into force to 56% six months after their introduction (Adams et al., 2012). The 

authors attributed this to a shift in spending towards other advertising channels, highlighting the 

need for comprehensive measures. In light of a growing evidence base supporting marketing 

restrictions (Commission on Ending Childhood Obesity, 2016; Boyland and Tatlow-Golden, 

2017), the World Health Organization and UNICEF recommend that a regulatory system to 

protect children from advertising should be comprehensive, covering the full range of advertising 

mediums and techniques children are exposed to, and use the UN definition of children up to 18 

years (World Health Organization, 2012; United Nations Children’s Fund, 2018; WHO Regional 

Office for Europe, 2018). 

 

Box: Advertising self- and co-regulation in the UK. 

The ASA, CAP, and BCAP: The Committees of Advertising Practice are responsible for 

writing and maintaining codes of practice—including, but not limited to HFSS advertising 

(Critchlow, 2019). Television and radio advertising licensed by Ofcom is covered by the UK 

Code of Broadcast Advertising (BCAP Code) (Advertising Standards Authority, 2021c), while 

the UK Code of Non-broadcast Advertising and Direct and Promotional Marketing (CAP 

Code) (Advertising Standards Authority, 2021d) covers non-broadcast advertising, sales 

promotions, and direct marketing. After a 2016 consultation, the CAP Code, which also applies 

to outdoor adverts across TfL, was updated to prohibit HFSS advertising in children’s media 

and all media where children under 16 make up over 25% of the audience (Advertising 
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Standards Authority, 2021d). The ASA is responsible for the enforcement and compliance 

monitoring of the CAP and BCAP Codes.  

Food industry self-regulation: Food and beverage companies have also produced their own 

marketing codes, ranging from individual company pledges, such as those made by PepsiCo 

(PepsiCo, 2021), to broader voluntary agreements between companies, for instance, the 

International Food and Beverage Alliance’s Global Policy on Marketing Communications to 

Children (International Food and Beverage Alliance, 2017) and the EU Pledge, a self-

regulatory initiative by food and beverage companies and the World Federation of Advertisers 

(Huizinga and Kruse, 2016; Garde, Jeffery and Rigby, 2017; Landwehr and Hartmann, 2020). 

Overall, independent assessments of voluntary initiatives suggest they are unlikely to be 

effective enough in reducing children’s exposure to unhealthy marketing (Potvin Kent, Dubois 

and Wanless, 2011; Galbraith-Emami and Lobstein, 2013; Powell, Schermbeck and 

Chaloupka, 2013; Ronit and Jensen, 2014; Jensen and Ronit, 2015; WHO Regional Office for 

Europe, 2018; Kraak, Rincón-Gallardo Patiño and Sacks, 2019; Landwehr and Hartmann, 

2020; Rincón-Gallardo Patiño et al., 2020), whereas industry evaluations tend to report high 

compliance levels and positive impacts on children’s environments (Reeve and Magnusson, 

2018; WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2018). 

 

The Transport for London HFSS advertising restrictions 

London is home to nearly nine million people, over two million of whom are under 18 

(2020). In the last five years, none of London’s 33 Boroughs saw a reduction in overweight or 

obesity rates among year six pupils (Public Health England, 2021). As part of its mission to halve 

childhood obesity by 2030, the Greater London Authority (GLA) announced on 23 November 

2018 that it would prohibit advertising of HFSS products across Transport for London (TfL), one 

of the most valuable out-of-home advertising estates which covers 1.5 billion passenger journeys 

a year (Transport for London, 2020b; Global, 2021). While residents aged 25-44 and 45-59 make 

up the highest number of daily trips, a 2012 report suggested that nearly 80% of Londoners aged 

11-15 use the bus at least once a week (Transport for London, 2012). 

The policy, which came into force on 25 February 2019 (London Assembly, 2018), is 

among the first of its kind globally and goes further than the CAP code which posits that outdoor 

adverts should not be targeted at an audience which consists to more than 25% of under-16s 

(Advertising Standards Authority, 2021b) and a similar measure in Amsterdam (Sheldon, 2018) 
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where unhealthy food advertisements targeting children have been prohibited on the metro and 

other council-owned sites since January 2018. Several UK local authorities, most recently Bristol 

(Children’s Food Campaign, 2021), have already followed suit and such advertising restrictions 

are likely to be replicated more widely over the next years. 

The advertising restrictions were consulted on from 11 May to 5 July 2018 as part of the 

London Food Strategy (Mayor of London, 2018c). Alongside the draft Strategy, the GLA 

published a two-page background paper on the proposed advertising restrictions (Mayor of 

London, 2018e). The measure was widely supported by the public health community (Mayor of 

London, 2018d) and 82% of citizens who responded to the public consultation welcomed the 

restrictions, while the majority of the opposition came from food, beverage, and advertising 

industries (Mayor of London, 2018c). The final policy prohibits direct and incidental advertising 

of HFSS foods and non-alcoholic beverages, as defined by the Department of Health Nutrient 

Profiling Model (Department of Health, 2011), “on all modes of transport controlled by TfL, 

including the Underground, Overground, London buses, TfL Rail, trams and river services” 

(Mayor of London, 2018d). Moreover, it only permits food and beverage, restaurant, takeaway, 

and delivery companies to place adverts “which promote their healthier [non-HFSS] products, 

rather than simply publicising brands” (Mayor of London, 2018d). 

Policy development and implementation were led by a task-and-finish group within the 

GLA. The London Food Board, originally established in 2004, was tasked with advising the 

Mayor and the GLA on the London Food Strategy and played an important part in initiating the 

inclusion of advertising restrictions (Mayor of London, 2017). In March 2018, the London Child 

Obesity Taskforce (‘Taskforce’ hereafter) was established to advise the Mayor. Though its aims 

include work on advertising (London Child Obesity Taskforce, 2019), the Taskforce was not 

involved in the development or implementation of the advertising restrictions. No multinational 

food or advertising corporations were directly represented on the Taskforce and the London Food 

Board as of April 2021. The Taskforce’s Chair stepped down from his role as founder of a baby 

food company in 2018 (Lindley, 2021) and the Food Board includes a representative from the 

British Retail Consortium (Mayor of London, 2017). 

Commercial opposition to public health regulation 

One key barrier to effective action on healthier diets is industry interference (Cullerton et 

al., 2016; Baker et al., 2017). Attempts by corporations to delay, weaken, and avert marketing 

regulation have been documented systematically in the cases of tobacco (Savell, Gilmore and 

Fooks, 2014) and alcohol (Savell, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). Although there is a growing body 
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of literature mapping corporate political activity of major ultra-processed food industry actors 

within select countries (Mialon et al., 2019; Robertson, Sacks and Miller, 2019; Hunt, 2020; 

Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Mialon et al., 2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020; 

Tanrikulu et al., 2020; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin Kent, 2020; Mulligan et al., 2021), efforts 

by commercial actors to undermine food and non-alcoholic beverage marketing regulation have 

not been scrutinised comprehensively. We aim to address this gap by investigating such a policy 

case, to our knowledge for the first time in the UK and at the sub-national level. Specifically, this 

study sought to answer the following question: how did food and advertising industry actors 

oppose the TfL HFSS advertising restrictions while the policy was being developed? 

In doing so, we take a critical approach which conceptualises industry political practices 

as a mechanism through which corporations shape health outcomes or, in other words, a 

‘commercial determinant of health’ (Kickbusch, Allen and Franz, 2016). Thus, we concentrate 

on the practices of opponents of public health regulation, rather than those of public health 

advocates. Civil society and other health actors were involved throughout the development of the 

advertising restrictions (Mayor of London, 2020b), but they are not the focus of this study.  

Methods 

To study food (including non-alcoholic beverage) and advertising industry conduct in the 

context of the TfL advertising restrictions, we employed a qualitative, heuristic case study 

approach (George and Bennett, 2005), analysing multiple types of data using an existing model 

of corporate political activity, the Policy Dystopia Model (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). 

The University of Bath Research Ethics Approval Committee for Health granted ethical approval 

for this research (EP 18/19 068). 

Data collection 

Where internal industry documents are not widely available, Freedom of Information 

requests have emerged as a method to collect data which enable valuable insights into corporate 

interactions with public institutions (Hatchard, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016; Peeters et al., 2016; 

Stuckler, Ruskin and McKee, 2018; Maani et al., 2019; Steele et al., 2019; Evans-Reeves et al., 

2020; Steele, Ruskin and Stuckler, 2020). We submitted iterative rounds of requests to the GLA, 

which led the policy development, as well as TfL and Public Health England, which were 

involved in the process (see Appendix 5.1 for detail). Our requests covered consultation 

responses, correspondence, and information on meetings. Firstly, we asked for all food and 

advertising industry responses to the London Food Strategy consultation, none of which were 

initially published by the GLA. Secondly, we requested correspondence and information on 
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meetings between officials and industry. As Freedom of Information exemptions and cost limits 

restrict the type and amount of data which can be accessed (2000), we focused requests for 

correspondence and meeting information on the timespan of April 2018 to January 2019—from 

before the consultation launch until just before the policy came into force—and a number of key 

food and advertising industry actors. We identified the latter through publicly available materials 

such as the consultation summary report (Mayor of London, 2018c) and informal discussion with 

experts. 

Analysis 

Each consultation response we received was initially assessed for the following: (a) the 

nature of the submitting organisation (type of organisation, sector: for detailed classifications see 

Table 2) and (b) whether it supported or opposed the advertising restrictions, or did not issue a 

(clear) opinion. Only responses by food and advertising industry respondents that opposed the 

advertising restrictions were included in our further analysis of discursive and instrumental 

strategies. Sections where respondents discussed other topics included in the London Food 

Strategy consultation, such as food waste and skills, were not included in the analysis. 

Our analysis was rooted in a hermeneutic approach which carefully considered the 

meaning and context in which documents are produced (Forster, 1994; Gilmore, 2005). Relevant 

consultation responses and all obtained correspondence leading up to the policy introduction in 

February 2019 were read and re-read before we started coding. 

We used the Policy Dystopia Model (PDM) (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016)—a 

tool based on two systematic reviews of tobacco industry political activity (Smith, Savell and 

Gilmore, 2013; Savell, Gilmore and Fooks, 2014)—as a lens for our analysis. The PDM posits 

that corporations construct a narrative that proposed policies will fail and lead to undesirable 

consequences (‘dystopia’), and use a range of activities to distribute this narrative and achieve 

their preferred policy outcomes. As outlined in Figure 5.1 and  

Table 5.1, the hierarchical model is structured into discursive (argument-based) and 

instrumental (action-based) strategies. These strategies are further sub-divided into ‘arguments’ 

and ‘techniques’, respectively. Previous research using the PDM to map food (Mialon, Julia and 

Hercberg, 2018; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020) and alcohol (Paixão and Mialon, 2019) 

industry political activity has established that it is highly relevant to and can be used to study 

industries other than tobacco. We adopted the structure and core strategies of the PDM to guide 

our analysis. Moreover, we categorised overall positions against the advertising restrictions using 
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industry policy aims from the PDM: delay, weaken, defeat. This may, for example, substantiate 

as requests to extend the implementation period, exempt products otherwise included, or not 

regulate advertising at all, respectively. 

 

Figure 5.1 The Policy Dystopia Model (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). 

 

Discursive strategies 

We identified discursive strategies based on the included consultation responses. First, 

two members of the research team (KL, DH) conducted an initial round of open, thematic coding 

of 14 sample responses. Based on this, a list of key arguments was developed in discussion 

between the coders, grouped under the discursive strategies of the PDM, and applied to the 

complete set of included consultation responses. 

Instrumental strategies 

We analysed all included consultation responses and all correspondence between 

commercial actors and officials to identify instrumental strategies. Coding initially focused on 

identifying actions as the smallest unit of analysis, for instance, ‘sharing evidence with officials’ 

or ‘requesting a meeting’. These actions were then collated into higher-order techniques, which, 

in turn were grouped under the PDM instrumental strategies. Additionally, we extracted each 
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instance where evidence—defined in a broad sense to include formal as well as informal sources 

such as reports—was referenced to support arguments around the advertising restrictions. 

KL coded all data and DH second-coded one third of the data to identify discursive and 

instrumental strategies. Interpretive discrepancies were resolved in discussion between the 

coders, and the analysis of instrumental and discursive strategies refined accordingly. Discussions 

within the wider research team helped to further refine the overall analysis. Analyses were 

conducted in NVivo 12 (QSR International, 2018). 

 

Table 5.1 Instrumental and discursive strategies from the Policy Dystopia Model (Ulucanlar, 

Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). 

Discursive strategies 

Expand or create potential costs 

Unanticipated costs 
to economy and 

society 

Exaggerating potential negative consequences of the proposed policy 

on the economy and (parts of) society.  

Unintended costs to 

public health 

Warning that the policy may have unintended negative consequences 

on public health. 

Unintended benefits 
to undeserving 

groups 

Arguing that the policy may result in unintended benefits to 

undeserving individuals or groups. 

Contain or deny potential benefits 

Intended public 

health benefits 

Claiming that the proposed policy is unlikely to have the intended 

public health benefits.  

Expected costs to 

industry 

Downplaying potential costs to own industry (while emphasising cost 

to other, more deserving groups such as small businesses). 

Instrumental strategies1 

Coalition 

management 

Building or managing alliances with other companies or societal 

actors to establish alternative platforms for arguments. Industry 

participation in such coalitions primarily involves monetary 

contributions and may vary in transparency. 

Information 

management 
Producing and disseminating industry-favourable information while 

suppressing and undermining information in support of the policy. 

Information includes but is not limited to scientific evidence. 

Direct involvement 

and influence 

Access to, and representation or involvement in the policy process, 

including direct lobbying of policymakers. 

Legal strategies2 Legal action or the threat thereof. 
1The PDM includes a subsidiary instrumental strategy –illicit trade– which was not included in our 

analysis as illicit trade has not been a prevalent topic in food policy debates. 
2This strategy is called ‘litigation’ in the original PDM. We use the term ‘legal strategies’ to more clearly 

include not only legal action but also threats thereof. 
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Results 

In response to our Freedom of Information requests, we obtained 38 industry consultation 

responses, 216 pages of emails between industry and officials from the GLA and TfL, and 

information on meetings (Appendix 5.1). The average time from request to a final response was 

37 working days. Sections of emails and submissions were redacted, predominantly invoking the 

Commercial Interests exemption to the Freedom of Information Act (2000). The GLA consulted 

with some respondents before releasing submissions or correspondence relating to them and 

withheld some information as a result. In the sections below, we provide an overview of the 

consultation responses before we move on to present the main results of our analysis, structured 

into discursive and instrumental strategies. 

London Food Strategy consultation responses 

Eleven of the food and advertising industry responses obtained either supported the 

restrictions or did not express a clear opinion, and were thus excluded from the analysis of 

discursive and instrumental strategies. Supporters were predominantly smaller companies which, 

in summary, adopted the position that restricting HFSS advertising would be an important step 

towards facilitating healthier diets (see Appendix 5.2 for details). The remaining 27 consultation 

responses which opposed the policy (13 food companies/associations, predominantly involved in 

the manufacture/sale of ultra-processed foods; 13 advertising companies/associations; one 

representing advertisers, including food companies) formed the basis of our analysis, alongside 

the correspondence and meeting information we obtained. Seven of nine opposing food 

companies and five of nine opposing advertising companies were members of at least one 

business association which responded to the consultation. Notably, almost all commercial actors 

either suggested voluntary alternatives or modifications to the policy in line with their own 

interests: juice-producing companies, for instance, called for juice-based drinks to be exempt from 

the restrictions (Table 5.2). Proposed alternatives included adding healthy messaging to adverts, 

restricting HFSS advertising around schools, or limiting HFSS advertising on digital screens 

during times when more children travel. 

 



 

 

 

Table 5.2 List of organisations which opposed the advertising restrictions as proposed in the draft London Food Strategy consultation. Policy aims regarding 

the proposed advertising restrictions are categorised based on the PDM – defeat (no advertising restrictions), delay (delayed implementation), weaken 

(advertising restrictions in a weaker form than proposed). 

Submitting 

organisation 

Type1 Sector2 BA membership3 Stance on 

advertising 

restrictions 

Summary of proposed alternatives/ modifications 

Food and Drink 

Federation (FDF) 

BA Food/ beverage 

general 

- Defeat No alternatives proposed. 

British Soft 

Drinks 

Association 

(BSDA) 

BA Food/ beverage 

general 

- Weaken  Suggests that lower-sugar drinks and fruit/vegetable-based 

drinks should be exempt from advertising restrictions (in 

line with the Soft Drinks Industry Levy). 

British Takeaway 

Campaign (BTC) 

BA Foodservice - Unclear  Supports Just Eat’s position. 

Dairy UK  BA Food/beverage 

general 

- Weaken  Suggests that products containing over 75% milk, cheese or 

yogurt should be exempt from advertising restrictions. 

ISBA  BA Cross-sectoral 

(advertisers, 

including food 

companies) 

Advertising 

Association 

Defeat Suggests that technology should be used to minimise HFSS 

advert exposure at times when children travel. 

Innocent Company  Food/ beverage 

production 

FDF, BSDA Weaken  Suggests fruit juice and smoothies should be exempt from 

advertising restrictions. 

Just Eat Company Food delivery BTC, ISBA Defeat  Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., using technology to 
minimise HFSS advert exposure at times when children 

travel (jointly with Deliveroo). 

Dominos Company Foodservice ISBA Defeat  Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., adding health 

messaging to HFSS adverts. 



 

 

 

KFC Company Foodservice ISBA Defeat  Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., a “Schools Pact” 

partnership to promote 'heathier choices' for children. 

Lucozade Ribena 

Suntory 

Company Food/ beverage 

production 

FDF Defeat  Proposes a focus on working with brands to promote healthy 

behaviour instead of banning unhealthy adverts, alongside 

enhanced self-regulation. 

McDonalds  Company Foodservice ISBA Defeat  Proposes a partnership approach to reducing HFSS 

advertising, and a focus on ‘nudges’ and information 

campaigns. 

PepsiCo UK Company Food/ beverage 

production 

FDF, BSDA, ISBA Weaken  Suggests fruit juice and smoothies should be exempt from 

advertising restrictions. 

Subway Company Foodservice - Defeat  No alternatives proposed. 

Uber Eats Company Food delivery - Defeat  Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., using technology to 

minimise HFSS advert exposure at times when children 

travel. 

Outsmart  BA Advertising Advertising 

Association 

Defeat  Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., health promotion 

campaigns. 

Advertising 

Association 

BA Advertising (& 

cross-sectoral 

advertisers) 

- Defeat  No alternatives proposed. 

Institute of 

Practitioners in 

Advertising (IPA) 

BA Advertising Advertising 

Association 

Defeat  Urges the Mayor to jointly explore alternative approaches 

with advertising agencies. 

ASA System Self-

regulatory 

body 

Advertising - Defeat  No alternatives proposed. 

Clear Channel 

UK Ltd 

Company Advertising Outsmart Defeat  Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., health promotion 

campaigns and using technology to minimise HFSS 

advertising exposure at times when children travel. 

Exterion Media 

UK Limited 

Company Advertising - Defeat  Endorses Outsmart response. Proposes health promotion 

campaigns across the TfL estate. 



 

 

 

JC Decaux Company Advertising Outsmart Defeat  Proposes to increase healthy messaging and a targeted 

exclusion zone for HFSS advertising in a 100m radius 

around schools. 

Kinetic 

Worldwide 

Company Advertising IPA Defeat  Suggests expanding self-regulatory mechanisms and 

harnessing advertising space for healthy messaging. 

Outdoor Plus Company Advertising - Defeat Endorses Outsmart response. Proposes health promotion 

campaigns and limiting adverts targeted at children. 

Primesight 

Limited 

Company Advertising - Defeat Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., traffic light/TreatWise 

labelling on HFSS adverts. 

Talon Outdoor Company Advertising IPA Defeat Proposes voluntary alternatives, e.g., investment into healthy 

messaging and “Food Aware” notices on adverts. 

Taxi Media Company Advertising - Defeat Calls for increased promotion of healthy products instead. 

Ubiquitous Ltd Company Advertising Outsmart Defeat Urges the Mayor to jointly explore alternative approaches 

with advertising agencies. 
1 Business association = BA 
2 Defined as: food/beverage production = companies who primarily manufacture foods or beverages for retail; Foodservice = (fast food) restaurant 

companies; food delivery = companies who primarily coordinate or execute the delivery of foods/beverages to customers; advertising = companies which 
primarily market/advertise products; cross-sectoral = spans various sectors. 

3 Membership of BAs which responded the London Food Strategy consultation, identified via business associations’ websites. 
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Discursive strategies 

The arguments opposing the policy proposal were largely consistent across food and 

advertising industry respondents, although submissions varied in emphasis. The vast majority 

claimed support for the overall aims of the London Food Strategy but opposed the advertising 

restrictions. Fast food delivery company Uber Eats, for example, supported the Mayor’s plan on 

reducing obesity “in general” (Uber Eats, 2018) and the fast food company McDonald’s claimed 

to understand the need for regulation “in essence” (McDonald’s, 2018); both companies then 

moved on to oppose the proposed advertising restrictions. To justify opposition to the policy, 

commercial actors sought to extend the possible costs, while simultaneously underplaying the 

potential benefits of the policy. Within these discursive strategies, they employed seven key 

arguments (Figure 5.2). The language used in responses largely reflected a framing of obesity as 

a matter of individual choice, manifested, for example, in an emphasis on consumer choice and a 

rhetorical shifting of responsibility away from the companies which produce and market products. 

The discursive strategies we found were consistent with the PDM, bar one strategy, unintended 

benefits to undeserving groups ( 

Table 5.1), which we did not identify. 

 

Figure 5.2 Discursive strategies used by food and advertising industry actors against the TfL 

advertising restrictions. 
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Expanding or creating potential costs of the policy 

Unanticipated costs to economy and society 

Multiple respondents predicted that the advertising restrictions would have unintended 

negative consequences on the economy and wider society. Emphasising the economic importance 

of the food (British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; British Takeaway Campaign, 2018; Food and 

Drink Federation, 2018; Just Eat, 2018; Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018; 

McDonald’s, 2018; Uber Eats, 2018) and advertising (Advertising Association, 2018; Clear 

Channel, 2018; JC Decaux, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Ubiquitous, 2018) 

industries, many respondents warned of negative impacts of the proposed policy on TfL revenue 

(Advertising Association, 2018; Exterion Media, 2018; Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) 

Limited, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 2018), London’s 

economy (Advertising Association, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Taxi Media, 2018), 

or wider society (Clear Channel, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018). The fast food 

company Kentucky Fried Chicken (KFC), for example, cautioned that “[f]unds to support 

London’s transport network would be lost” (Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 

2018), while advertising industry association Outsmart (Outsmart, 2018) cautioned of broader 

costs to the public good, claiming that the restrictions would 

undermine our ability to invest in targeted measures to reduce childhood 

exposure to advertising and […] reduce our ability to commit current levels 

of funding to investments such as the installation of bus shelters and the 

provision of free WIFI. 

They concluded that given “the severe impact a wholesale ban would have on our 

members, their customers and commercial freedom of speech as well as the knock-on adverse 

effects on the wider public interest, thorough consideration of alternative solutions […] is 

required” (Outsmart, 2018). 

Advertising companies and associations highlighted potential costs to themselves 

(Advertising Association, 2018; Advertising Standards Authority, 2018; Clear Channel, 2018; 

Exterion Media, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Taxi Media, 2018; Ubiquitous, 2018) 

and their food industry clients (Exterion Media, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 2018), in particular smaller 

companies (Exterion Media, 2018). Outsmart (Outsmart, 2018), for instance, claimed 
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[t]here would be a severe impact on our members' business, as the affected 

outdoor advertising space could not simply be resold for alternative products. 

The likely reduction in revenue for the industry would be £375m over the next 

5 years. 

The fast food company Subway, as the only food industry respondent discussing cost to 

its own business, claimed that, as Londoners are harder to reach through TV and radio advertising, 

“the impact of the proposed changes to out-of-home [advertising][…] would be substantial, 

directly leading to a reduction in footfall and business performance” (Subway, 2018). 

Respondents from fast food delivery companies also emphasised potential costs to smaller 

businesses (Uber Eats, 2018).  

Similarly, the policy was opposed on grounds it would be difficult to implement. Both 

fast food delivery company Just Eat, and the business association British Takeaway Campaign 

warned it would be challenging for smaller businesses to establish which of their products were 

HFSS, while advertising actors urged further consultation to improve the clarity of the policy 

(Exterion Media, 2018; ISBA, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Primesight, 2018). Invoking 

parallel developments, the advertising restrictions were portrayed as adding to regulatory 

uncertainty in the context of Brexit (Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018), national obesity policy 

(Advertising Association, 2018; ISBA, 2018; Outsmart, 2018), a review by the Committee of 

Advertising Practice on their non-broadcast advertising rules (Advertising Association, 2018; 

British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; Exterion Media, 2018; ISBA, 2018), and the pending 

revision of the Nutrient Profiling Model (Advertising Association, 2018; British Takeaway 

Campaign, 2018; Clear Channel, 2018; Exterion Media, 2018; Institute of Practitioners in 

Advertising, 2018), with some claiming the impact of the policy could not be assessed without 

the new model (British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; Food and Drink Federation, 2018; ISBA, 

2018; Outsmart, 2018; PepsiCo UK, 2018). 

Several respondents argued that a ban on HFSS advertising should be rejected because it 

would be disproportionate (Advertising Association, 2018; British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; 

Clear Channel, 2018; Exterion Media, 2018; Food and Drink Federation, 2018; Institute of 

Practitioners in Advertising, 2018; ISBA, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; PepsiCo UK, 2018; 

Talon Outdoor, 2018). Despite evidence on the scale of the problem clearly presented in the 

consultation document (Mayor of London, 2018a), the Food and Drink Federation, for instance, 

argued that it “would for the first time in the UK create a ban on food products being advertised 

regardless of the proportion of children and adults seeing the adverts, and would impose stricter 

regulations on food compared to alcohol” (Food and Drink Federation, 2018). Similarly, and 
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echoing concerns voiced by advertising businesses, the self-regulatory body ASA (Advertising 

Standards Authority, 2018) argued that 

most TFL properties at most times of day have an entirely or almost entirely 

adult audience. Banning HFSS ads on these properties, at these times 

wouldn’t do anything to reduce child exposure to HFSS ads and, therefore, 

an outright ban would appear to be completely disproportionate to the stated 

aim. 

Though distinct in their use of the legal principle of proportionality, these arguments 

essentially connect a range of other claims discussed in this section. In summary, they convey the 

picture that restricting HFSS advertising would result in costs to the economy and society which 

would not be justified by any potential benefits, as well as challenging the policy’s suitability—

compared to less intrusive voluntary measures—and necessity. Proportionality arguments were 

also connected to denials of the evidence base underlying the policy (discussed below). The 

British Soft Drink Association, for instance, claimed that “academic research has consistently 

failed to establish a direct link between food and drink marketing and childhood obesity, therefore 

we are not convinced by the proportionality of further restrictions” (British Soft Drinks 

Association, 2018). 

Unintended costs to public health 

Respondents claimed that the advertising restrictions might have an unintentional 

negative effect on public health by restricting the visibility of ‘healthier’ alternatives (Advertising 

Association, 2018; British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; Clear Channel, 2018; Dairy UK, 2018; 

Exterion Media, 2018; Food and Drink Federation, 2018; Innocent, 2018; Institute of Practitioners 

in Advertising, 2018; ISBA, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; McDonald’s, 2018; PepsiCo 

UK, 2018; Uber Eats, 2018), or even prompting a shift towards alcohol advertising (ISBA, 2018); 

the latter contradicting Outsmart’s earlier claim that it would not be possible to re-sell advertising 

space. McDonald’s (McDonald’s, 2018) warned that the policy risked “inadvertently increasing 

the obesogenic environment” because 

only regulating marketing would have the unintended consequence of 

reducing the visibility of choice and restricting the information customers 

need to make the right choices for themselves and their families. […] 

restricting marketing in the wrong way will remove a key competitive lever 

and force business to consider changes to the price and quality of their food 

as the only remaining differentiators in the market. 
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Similarly, a number of respondents appealed for their own, ‘healthier’ items such as fruit 

drinks (Innocent, 2018), reformulated soft drinks (British Soft Drinks Association, 2018), and 

dairy products (Dairy UK, 2018) to be excluded from the advertising restrictions so as not to 

discourage their consumption or ongoing reformulation efforts, particularly in light of concerns 

that more of these products would be classed as HFSS under the draft updated 2018 Nutrient 

Profiling Model (Public Health England, 2018). As of April 2021, the outcome of the 2018 

consultation on the updated Model is pending. 

Containing or denying potential benefits to public health 

Commercial actors downplayed the potential benefits of the advertising restrictions, 

arguing they are unlikely to work, were not supported by evidence, and not needed. This 

undermining of potential policy benefits was rooted in arguments that childhood obesity is too 

complex to be appropriately addressed by advertising restrictions, and instead required a ‘holistic 

approach’ comprising a strong role for industry and non-statutory interventions (ISBA, 2018; 

Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; 

Outsmart, 2018; PepsiCo UK, 2018). Ironically, the limited nature of the policy proposal, focused 

on out-of-home advertising, was used as an argument against regulatory action rather than in 

favour of more comprehensive measures. For example, some advertising industry respondents—

notably all in the outdoor advertising business—warned that the policy would merely shift 

advertising into other, less regulated spaces, such as online (JC Decaux, 2018; Kinetic 

Worldwide, 2018; Outdoor Plus, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Ubiquitous, 2018). 

Central to challenges to the policy’s effectiveness were discussions of evidence, invoked 

both as a rhetorical concept and by referring to specific sources. Despite compelling evidence that 

advertising influences children’s diets (Norman et al., 2016; Sadeghirad et al., 2016; WHO 

Regional Office for Europe, 2018; Smith et al., 2019), food and advertising industry actors 

commonly claimed that empirical evidence in support of the advertising restrictions was absent 

or insufficient (Advertising Association, 2018; Advertising Standards Authority, 2018; British 

Soft Drinks Association, 2018; Exterion Media, 2018; Food and Drink Federation, 2018; 

Outsmart, 2018; PepsiCo UK, 2018). A number of respondents explicitly questioned the 

established link between advertising and eating behaviour (Advertising Association, 2018; British 

Soft Drinks Association, 2018): the ASA, for instance, argued that “evidence consistently shows 

that advertising has no more than a modest influence on children’s food preferences”, citing no 

evidence to support that specific claim or anywhere in their submission (Advertising Standards 

Authority, 2018). 
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Similarly, respondents portrayed the proposed advertising restrictions as redundant 

despite persistently high obesity rates (Lifestyles Team, 2020; Public Health England, 2021), 

arguing that existing regulation, co-regulation, or self-regulation was sufficient, or that the 

problem could be addressed through non-statutory measures. Several ultra-processed food 

industry actors underscored that they have responsible marketing measures in place and claimed 

they do not advertise to children (British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; Domino’s, 2018; Just 

Eat, 2018; Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 

2018; McDonald’s, 2018; Uber Eats, 2018). KFC, for instance, stated they "do not and never will 

target children in [their] advertising, no matter the product or media channel" (Kentucky Fried 

Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018). The Committees of Advertising Practice’s CAP and 

BCAP Codes were frequently invoked as sufficient (Advertising Association, 2018; Advertising 

Standards Authority, 2018; British Soft Drinks Association, 2018; Clear Channel, 2018; Exterion 

Media, 2018; Food and Drink Federation, 2018; Institute of Practitioners in Advertising, 2018; 

ISBA, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; PepsiCo UK, 2018; Primesight, 2018), with the 

Food and Drink Federation, for example, arguing that “[t]he UK has one of the strictest 

advertising regulatory regimes in the world” (Food and Drink Federation, 2018). In addition to 

highlighting ongoing voluntary efforts, many respondents endorsed further non-statutory 

measures as a more desirable alternative, such as expanding existing self-regulatory practices 

(Clear Channel, 2018; Domino’s, 2018; Just Eat, 2018; Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) 

Limited, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; 

Primesight, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 2018; Uber Eats, 2018) or harnessing advertising to promote 

healthy behaviour (Clear Channel, 2018; JC Decaux, 2018; Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great 

Britain) Limited, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; McDonald’s, 

2018; Outdoor Plus, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Taxi Media, 2018). McDonald’s, 

for instance, made an appeal “to discuss how we can use our marketing skill to help the Mayor 

achieve his objectives” (McDonald’s, 2018). Correspondingly, a number of advertising industry 

respondents proposed a food equivalent to Drinkaware and GambleAware notices on alcohol and 

gambling adverts (Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 

2018), linking to the existing TreatWise initiative founded by snack producer Mondelez 

International (Be treatwise, 2020; Mondelēz International, 2021). In a similar vein, using 

technological innovation to spatially and temporally restrict HFSS advertising was a popular 

alternative (British Takeaway Campaign, 2018; Clear Channel, 2018; Domino’s, 2018; ISBA, 

2018; Just Eat, 2018; Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 

2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 2018; Uber Eats, 2018). Domino’s, for 

example, explained that “[t]his might mean changing the time of day at which our ads are shown 



 

 

216 

 

to avoid them being seen by children, for example, stopping them in late afternoon when children 

are on their way home from school” (Domino’s, 2018).  

Respondents also criticised the effectiveness and appropriateness of the technical model 

underlying the proposed policy: the British Soft Drink Association, for example, stated that the 

Nutrient Profiling Model defines “products as HFSS, not as ‘unhealthy’ and therefore we do not 

believe the NPM [Nutrient Profiling Model] is the appropriate mechanism for determining 

whether food and drink products are ‘unhealthy’” (British Soft Drinks Association, 2018). 

Instrumental strategies 

Our analysis of instrumental strategies was based on consultation responses and 

correspondence between commercial actors and policymakers. The majority of interactions we 

discuss took place via the GLA and the associated Child Obesity Taskforce. 

Coalition management 

Coalitions between companies were the key technique we identified under coalition 

management. Several business associations which represent food and/or advertising companies 

responded to the London Food Strategy consultation (Advertising Association, 2018; British Soft 

Drinks Association, 2018; Dairy UK, 2018; Food and Drink Federation, 2018; Outsmart, 2018); 

as stated above, the majority of companies which opposed the advertising restrictions were 

members of at least one responding association. Notably, these associations did not represent any 

of the companies which supported the policy (Appendix 5.2). Advertising companies coalesced 

around Outsmart, with several referring to (Advertising Association, 2018; Clear Channel, 2018; 

Exterion Media, 2018; Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Outdoor Plus, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 2018; 

Ubiquitous, 2018) or even using sections from the association’s consultation response in their 

own statement (Kinetic Worldwide, 2018). One business group, the British Takeaway Campaign, 

was less transparent than others about who it represents. With a stated aim to “[champion] all 

those involved in the supply, preparation and delivery of takeaway food” (British Takeaway 

Campaign, 2018), the group listed Just Eat as a member, but its submission and public website 

failed to clarify that it was established by a public relations agency, Newington Communications, 

on behalf of Just Eat in 2017 (British Takeaway Campaign, 2018; Public Affairs Board, 2018; 

British Takeaway Campaign, 2020; Newington Communications, 2020). 

Direct involvement and influence 
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Although the GLA and TfL did solicit companies’ views, ultra-processed food industry 

actors in particular endeavoured to increase their direct access to policymakers in several ways. 

These included requesting, arranging, and attending meetings, and attempting to join the 

Taskforce, which appeared to be seen as an important point of access. 

Food and advertising industry actors took part in the policy process by responding to the 

London Food Strategy consultation (Mayor of London, 2018c), which the GLA proactively 

encouraged some actors to participate in (Mayor of London, 2019a, b). As shown in Figure 5.3 

and Appendix 5.3, GLA and TfL officials also held up to eight meetings per month with industry 

stakeholders before the policy came into force. Some meetings were formally listed as part of the 

consultation process (Mayor of London, 2018c) while other, more informal interactions only 

emerged from correspondence between industry and officials: KFC, for instance, participated in 

at least three phone calls with members of the Taskforce and GLA staff, and invited a Taskforce 

member to a “magical mystery tour” of London eateries and a tour of Brixton (Mayor of London, 

2019b). The same member also received an invite to KFC’s annual Restaurant Manager 

conference (Mayor of London, 2019b). Notably, advertising industry body Outsmart expressed 

its disappointment at the level of involvement the GLA granted advertising industry stakeholders 

during the policy formulation process (Mayor of London, 2020a). 

 

 

Figure 5.3 Timeline of the year leading up to the introduction of the TfL advertising restrictions 

and engagements with food and advertising industry actors during this time. Details can be found 

in Appendix 5.3. 
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We also found evidence of attempts to establish access to policymakers, both longer-term 

and in the acute context of the advertising restrictions. McDonald’s, for instance, reached out 

directly to Taskforce members in April and to TfL in May 2018, asking “to meet for a coffee to 

have a chat about public health” even before the London Food Strategy consultation was officially 

launched. The company later applied to become a member of the Taskforce, although 

correspondence suggests that the application was delayed and thus not considered. Similarly, 

multiple emails suggest that KFC proposed “collaboration” with the Taskforce between August 

and October 2018, the nature of which we were unable to determine due to redactions. Public 

relations agencies also played a role in access-seeking: Just Eat was introduced to the Taskforce 

chair by Newington Communications, who also engaged with the GLA on behalf of the British 

Takeaway Campaign it helped establish (Mayor of London, 2020a). 

Information management 

Despite discursively contesting the evidence base supporting the policy, many 

commercial actors did not cite evidence in their consultation submissions. Where food and 

advertising industry actors shared or offered to share evidence with officials, they often had a role 

in its creation. 

Sixteen of 27 submissions did not refer to any evidence in the context of advertising 

(Domino’s, 2018; Innocent, 2018; Institute of Practitioners in Advertising, 2018; Kentucky Fried 

Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; McDonald’s, 2018; 

Outdoor Plus, 2018; Subway, 2018; Talon Outdoor, 2018; Taxi Media, 2018; Uber Eats, 2018; 

Ubiquitous, 2018) and those which cited evidence did so sparsely, only supporting selected points 

and largely relying on reports over peer-reviewed sources (see Appendix 5.4 for details). Across 

food and advertising industry submissions, the most frequently cited piece of evidence was a 2014 

McKinsey Global Institute report without apparent food or advertising industry links (Dobbs et 

al., 2014). 

In consultation responses and correspondence with officials, a number of industry actors 

shared research they had conducted or commissioned themselves (British Takeaway Campaign, 

2018; Dairy UK, 2018; Outsmart, 2018). For instance, emails suggest that KFC hired an agency 

to conduct research on “youth eating and snacking behaviour”. To our knowledge, this research 

remained unpublished. KFC invited GLA officials and Taskforce members to a research debrief 

at the offices of APCO Worldwide, a registered lobbyist for KFC (Public Affairs Board, 2018), 
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but the GLA responded to a Freedom of Information enquiry that they did not hold a copy of the 

presented research. Additionally, commercial actors sought involvement in evidence creation: 

McDonald’s, for instance, claiming that there was insufficient evidence for restricting advertising, 

offered support for “a London wide study of the causes of obesity” (McDonald’s, 2018) through 

financing and expertise. 

Respondents also shared information to favourably impact their image, such as corporate 

social responsibility initiatives in the areas of physical activity (British Soft Drinks Association, 

2018; Lucozade Ribena Suntory, 2018; McDonald’s, 2018), food security (Kentucky Fried 

Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, 2018; PepsiCo UK, 2018), other social or environmental causes 

(Clear Channel, 2018; McDonald’s, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; Primesight, 2018), and partnerships 

with public health bodies such as Public Health England (McDonald’s, 2018; Subway, 2018). For 

instance, Innocent raised its status as a ‘B corporation’ —issued by a private organisation to 

corporations which “balance profit and purpose” based on ratings of social and environmental 

performance (B Lab, 2020)—on several occasions (Innocent, 2018; Mayor of London, 2019a) 

but did not explicitly mention being owned by soda multinational Coca-Cola (Innocent, 2018) in 

its consultation response. Food companies frequently invoked ‘responsible advertising’ initiatives 

which challenged the need for the proposed advertising restrictions, and offered further 

commitments as an alternative. 

Legal strategies 

Three advertising industry actors hinted at the potential for legal challenges, suggesting 

that this is something commercial actors may have been considering. Advertising industry body 

Outsmart disputed the three-month implementation period, stating that “we believe it would need 

to be at least six months after any policy announcement is made to prevent the threat of legal 

action” (Mayor of London, 2020a). In the consultation, Outsmart and two other advertising 

industry members cautioned that the proposed policy carried a higher potential for a legal 

challenge compared to self-regulatory approaches (Kinetic Worldwide, 2018; Outsmart, 2018; 

Talon Outdoor, 2018). Talon Outdoor (Talon Outdoor, 2018), for instance, stated that a ‘targeted’, 

self-regulated approach would “[reduce] the pressure for legal testing of the regulation”, while 

Kinetic Worldwide (Kinetic Worldwide, 2018) claimed that 

[s]elf-regulation is easier to manage from a regulatory perspective, as 

detailed and comprehensive regulations do not need to be drafted and 

enacted. Unilateral estatespecific [sic] regulation, as proposed here, would 

be under the same scrutiny as government regulation, but may have a higher 

potential for legal challenge. 
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Discussion 

In 2019 the GLA introduced a policy prohibiting HFSS advertising across the TfL estate 

which caters to nearly nine million Londoners and represents 40% of the city’s out-of-home 

advertising revenue (Mayor of London, 2018b). To our knowledge, this is the first study to 

comprehensively examine industry efforts to oppose food advertising regulation in the UK. 

Overall, our findings broadly align with evidence of ultra-processed food industry practices 

documented in other countries around the world (Mialon et al., 2019; Robertson, Sacks and 

Miller, 2019; Hunt, 2020; Mialon et al., 2020a; Mialon, Crosbie and Sacks, 2020; Mialon et al., 

2020b; Ojeda et al., 2020; Tanrikulu et al., 2020; Vandenbrink, Pauzé and Potvin Kent, 2020; 

Mulligan et al., 2021) and draw comparisons with political practices of other unhealthy 

commodity industries (Knai et al., 2021). As such, this study may have relevance for 

policymakers seeking to introduce restrictions to HFSS food and other unhealthy commodity 

advertising on publicly owned infrastructure, who want to prepare for the types of lobbying 

arguments and activities they may face. 

Key findings and links to the broader literature 

We found that the majority of food and advertising industry actors opposed the 

advertising restrictions, with most advocating for voluntary measures or modifications to the 

policy in their own interest instead. The industry actors in favour of the policy were predominantly 

small businesses. Fast food companies such as McDonald’s and KFC, and the services that 

distribute their products—Uber Eats, Deliveroo, and Just Eat—all opposed it. In the sections 

below, we discuss the interlinking instrumental and discursive strategies we observed, and 

contextualise them within the wider literature on corporate political activity. 

Discursively, opposition was rooted in an underlying framing of obesity as a problem of 

individual responsibility. Through four key discursive strategies, commercial actors sought to 

simultaneously underplay the potential public health benefits of the policy and exaggerate its 

potential costs to the economy, public health, and society. These overarching strategies align with 

evidence on other unhealthy commodity industries (Smith, Savell and Gilmore, 2013; Savell, 

Gilmore and Fooks, 2014; Savell, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). One noteworthy difference in 

discourse between the food and advertising industries was that the latter commonly warned of 

costs to their own industry in consultation responses, whereas the former largely did not. In this 

respect, ultra-processed food industry behaviour draws similarities with tobacco industry 

discourse, which tends to present policy costs as losses to the wider economy and society, rather 

to themselves (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). One possible reason advertising actors used 
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these arguments might be the lesser denormalisation and critical attention they have experienced 

as an industry, compared to large food corporations. This dynamic also reflects in arguments used 

by tobacco corporations in low and middle-income countries, where their industry is less 

denormalised (Matthes et al., 2021). 

In parallel, food and advertising corporations and their representative associations used 

several instrumental strategies in attempts to gain access to the policy process, retain this access, 

and shape policy outcomes. Representatives of both industries were invited to participate in the 

consultation process by the GLA, and companies participated directly and indirectly through 

business associations. Attempts to increase this access included requesting formal and informal 

meetings with officials, for instance, applying for membership of or seeking collaboration with 

the Child Obesity Taskforce, even though the Taskforce was not involved in policy development 

or implementation. Opposing food and advertising industry actors engaged with the policy 

process directly and through business associations, while those who supported the policy were 

only represented directly. Evidence across unhealthy commodity industries suggests that such 

groups play a vital role in channelling the business voice in public health policy debates, allowing 

companies to be represented multiple times (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016; Capewell and 

Lloyd-Williams, 2018; McCambridge, Mialon and Hawkins, 2018; Lauber et al., 2020; Mialon 

et al., 2021). Coalitions like these thereby provide channels for amplifying corporate narratives 

and manufacturing a potentially misleading impression of substantial opposition (Ulucanlar, 

Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). 

We observed industry using inconsistent evidential standards across discursive strategies: 

industry respondents challenged the substantial evidence underlying the advertising restrictions, 

yet only cited few sources, often reports rather than peer-reviewed evidence, to support their 

arguments against the advertising restrictions. As research from other public health areas shows, 

the instrumental and sometimes misleading use of evidence, both as an idea and via the citation 

of sources, is key to corporate attempts to legitimise arguments against regulation (Ulucanlar et 

al., 2014; Fooks et al., 2019). Commercial actors also shared (or offered to share) data and 

research they had sponsored with officials. This is potentially concerning considering a growing 

body of evidence indicating that industry-funded research is more likely to reach favourable or 

non-threatening conclusions than independent research (Bes-Rastrollo et al., 2014; Schillinger et 

al., 2016; Fabbri et al., 2017; Fabbri, Holland and Bero, 2018; Sacks et al., 2020). Similarly, 

‘gifted’ data may come with an implicit expectation of reciprocity (Campbell et al., 2021). 
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Industry actors invoked corporate social responsibility initiatives and partnerships, 

potentially to convey a picture of the food and advertising industries as responsible societal actors. 

This aspect of information management may play a role in shaping the degree to which 

commercial actors are able to be involved in policymaking (Fooks et al., 2013). 

Lastly, some advertising industry representatives indicated a legal challenge to the policy 

might follow. This also links to the discursive use of the legal principle of proportionality, which, 

at its core, requires that a measure must be necessary and must not exceed what is required to 

achieve its objective (WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2017). Specifically, industry actors 

claimed that the advertising restrictions were disproportionate on the basis that the burden on 

business and wider society resulting from the policy was not justified by its potential benefits to 

public health, and alternative (voluntary) measures would achieve the objective.  

Strengths and limitations 

A key limitation of this work is that our sampling was restricted by the Freedom of 

Information processes we used to collect data. The Freedom of Information Act is subject to a 

number of exemptions, relating, for example, to public authority costs of retrieving data or 

commercial confidentiality (2000), restricting the types and amount of data which can be 

requested and accessed. Investigations of this kind would be greatly facilitated by increased 

transparency of consultation processes, such as publishing consultation responses as standard 

practice, and an improved lobby register across all levels of public sector governance (McKay 

and Wozniak, 2020). Because we focused on industry-policymaker-interactions, we can only 

present a limited picture of the actual political activities that took place. This is particularly the 

case regarding the analysis of instrumental strategies, which benefits from using diverse types of 

data and having access to internal industry documents. For instance, our data is not suited to 

provide insights into techniques such as engagement with civil society or media: advertising 

industry body Outsmart, for instance, has launched a ‘Get Smart, Outside’ campaign focused on 

making the case against advertising restrictions (Get Smart Outside, 2021). We were only able to 

examine a timespan of ten months prior to the introduction of the policy due to limitations to how 

much information we could request. However, commercial actors may have sought to shape the 

policy at other stages, such as in its implementation. For example, we found evidence of 

advertising companies calling for an extension to the implementation period. Lastly, we were 

unable to establish if the activities discussed here had any actual impact on policy outcomes.  

Implications 
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Overall, the claims made by industry actors are not supported by independent public 

health evidence, which suggests that self-regulation of HFSS marketing is insufficient to prevent 

its established effects on children’s behaviour and food intake (Hastings et al., 2006; Sadeghirad 

et al., 2016; WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2018; Russell, Croker and Viner, 2019). 

Respondents’ denial of the need for further advertising regulation was also based on claims that 

existing regulations are some of the strongest in the world, a notion challenged by civil society 

organisations which have consistently pointed out flaws in the existing UK system of self-and co-

regulation (Cancer Research UK, 2016; Reynolds, Holt and Bernhardt, 2019). Counter to 

warnings made by commercial actors, overall TfL revenue has slightly increased from 152.1 

million in 2018 to 158.3 million since the advertising restrictions were introduced (Transport for 

London, 2019, 2020a, b). The public health impact of the policy is being explored through an 

independent evaluation that is underway as of April 2021. Although the restrictions alone are 

unlikely to have a measurable impact on obesity rates—as commercial actors pointed out—, 

rejecting the policy on the basis that it only addresses one part of a complex problem reflects a 

‘complexity fallacy’ (Petticrew, 2017) which is common across unhealthy commodity industries 

and stands in the way of necessary incremental progress to overcome complex challenges. 

The mere possibility of legal challenges, as implied by some advertising industry actors, 

can create regulatory or policy ‘chill’, leading to a public authority delaying, weakening, or 

abandoning a policy to avoid costly litigation (WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2017; Schram 

et al., 2018; Sattorova, 2020). Experiences from other unhealthy commodity industries indicate 

that the core aim of corporate legal threats and action is not to win a case, but rather stall or ‘chill’ 

the policy process: tobacco companies, for instance, publicly argued that health warning labels 

on cigarette packs contravened their trademark rights under international treaties, even though 

they had been given consistent legal advice that this was not the case (Crosbie and Glantz, 2014). 

There is a need for analysis of the legal barriers and opportunities with regard to local government 

regulation of food environments (Reeve et al., 2020), to facilitate the disentangling of 

unsubstantiated legal claims and genuine legal hurdles. Similarly, proportionality claims, 

although not explicitly framed as legal arguments, do carry legal connotations. Thus, it is crucial 

that evidence underlying proposals for regulatory policies is framed in a way which demonstrates 

how the measure can contribute to public health, or obesity prevention more specifically, and no 

less restrictive, equally effective, alternative measure is available to achieve this objective 

(Alemanno and Garde, 2013; Garde, 2017). Though arguably more proportionate, the voluntary 

and educational measures proposed by industry should not be seen as alternatives to regulation 

but implemented alongside advertising restrictions. 
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It is notable that the implemented policy includes a mechanism for advertisers to apply 

to TfL for products to be exempt from the restrictions. These guidelines were revised four months 

after their adoption, following initial media debate around the removal of a grocery advert 

containing butter, bacon, and jam, and reports of continued ‘junk-food’ advertising across TfL 

(Reynolds and Sleigh, 2019; Ungoed-Thomas, 2019). A recent report by TfL states that 44 adverts 

were rejected on the basis of the HFSS advertising restrictions in 2019/2020, and of 81 valid 

exception applications, 27 were rejected (Transport for London, 2020b). The proximity of TfL to 

the companies affected by the advertising restrictions poses a potential threat to the organisation’s 

ability to be an independent arbiter in this matter: TfL’s partnerships in recent years have included 

companies which pushed back against the advertising restrictions, such as Lucozade Ribena 

Suntory (Transport for London, 2017) and JC Decaux (Transport for London, 2020b). 

Furthermore, the TfL staff members responsible for enforcing the application of the Healthier 

Food Advertising policy are from TfL’s advertising team and thus also responsible for meeting 

advertising revenue targets. 

We highlight the strong but often overlooked role of the advertising industry and its 

coherence with the ultra-processed food industry in opposing HFSS marketing restrictions. 

Further research is needed to critically examine the role they do and should play in the regulation 

of advertising. Similarly, delivery companies, which attempted to position themselves as 

technology rather than food companies, should not be overlooked as a potentially powerful player 

in public health policy. Notably, the ASA, which describes itself as “the UK’s independent 

advertising regulator” (Advertising Standards Authority, 2021a), was among the organisations 

opposing the TfL advertising restrictions, aligned in its position and arguments with the wider 

advertising industry. 

Conclusion 

We uncovered substantial and comprehensive efforts by food and advertising companies 

to lobby against TfL's advertising restrictions. As the UK government develops further 

restrictions on HFSS marketing to children, opposing voices have echoed the arguments identified 

in this study, claiming that the regulations will not work (McCarthy, 2020), are neither evidence-

based nor needed (Barnes, 2020), and will have negative consequences (Vizard, 2020). Given the 

potential consequences of commercial influence on dietary public health regulation, it will be 

important for public bodies to consider the ways in which they engage with industry actors 

(Mialon et al., 2020c). Where engagement is deemed necessary, it is important to scrutinise the 
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evidence underlying industry claims. This may be facilitated by integrating conflict of interest 

disclosure and structured reporting of evidence into consultation processes. 
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Commentary 

As mentioned in the paper, an official evaluation of the TfL advertising restrictions is 

underway. The first paper from that project was published shortly before this paper in May 2021. 

Thompson et al (2021) present a qualitative thematic content analysis of news and trade media 

coverage of the policy, finding that arguments against it centred around the inappropriateness of 

childhood obesity as a policy priority, doubt surrounding the underlying evidence, and potential 

costs. In addition, the authors report ad hominem attacks on Sadiq Khan that were often connected 

to claims that childhood obesity was the wrong policy priority. Thompson et al’s findings align 

with those presented in paper V above in that they indicate the arguments to oppose the policy in 

consultation responses were also reflected in media reporting. A second evaluation paper was 

published in November 2021. Drawing on interviews with policymakers and industry 

representatives, Meiksin et al (2021) examine the policy development process and 

implementation of the advertising restrictions. Adopting a less critical approach, the authors 

highlight some of the challenges reported in paper V: limited time between the announcement 

and implementation of the policy, practicalities surrounding the definition of “junk food” and 

nutrient profiling, and the legal landscape. Further, they report that the close involvement of 

industry in the policy process may have facilitated the policy implementation and the exceptions 

process provided an important means to refine the policy. While their conclusion concerning “the 

importance of ensuring such policies are applied in a way that is perceived as reasonable by 

industry [...]” should perhaps be reconsidered in the context of our findings which highlight the 

extent and consistency of pushback by major food and advertising industry actors, the paper 

makes an important contribution in examining the wider policy dynamics holistically and 

highlighting procedural issues other public authorities can learn from. 

Evidence from the evaluation of the TfL policy is eagerly awaited by the public health 

community due to its significance not only for the regulation of unhealthy food advertising but 

also the use of public advertising space as a public health policy lever. The findings may, for 

instance, address common concerns surrounding the impact of such policies on advertising 

revenue. Such evidence may be instrumental in pre-empting and countering industry opposition 

which, in the case of the Australian Capital Territory, led to significant watering down of a similar 

policy (Chung et al., 2021). 

The industry pushback within and outside the policy process may be at least partly 

explained by its precedent-setting function rather than the economic importance of London as a 

market alone. With the policy being the first of its kind, other jurisdictions were watching with 

interest and three years after its introduction, several local authorities within and outside London 
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have adopted similar or stronger measures to restrict HFSS advertising on publicly owned 

advertising space (Haringey Council, 2019; Southwark Council, 2019; Merton Council, 2020; 

Bristol City Council, 2021). As governments enter new territory in seeking to regulate unhealthy 

advertising on online spaces (Department for Digital Culture Media and Sport and Department of 

Health and Social Care, 2021), opposition by commercial actors is strong (Barnes, 2020; 

McCarthy, 2020; Vizard, 2020; Get Smart Outside, 2021). 

Recent data indicating a marked rise in childhood obesity due to the impact of COVID-

19 (Lifestyles Team and NHS Digital, 2021) reinforces the urgent need for action on unhealthy 

advertising and other factors which contribute to food environments that promote dietary ill 

health. As a companion piece to paper V by Professor Stanton Glantz (2021) concludes, “progress 

on reducing NCDs will require understanding, anticipating, and countering these corporations’ 

efforts to block effective NCD policies” – we add to this understanding by exploring the sub-

national level which, to date, has not received significant attention in the UK. 

In the next chapter, I move on to discuss the findings presented in Chapters 3 to 5, 

connecting them and exploring their implications in the context of the wider CDoH literature. 
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Chapter 6:  General discussion 
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As set out in Chapter 1, the overarching aim of this thesis was to explore how the UPFI 

seeks to influence dietary public health regulation at different levels of governance. To address 

this, I examined four research questions. In the section below, I answer each of these questions 

by drawing together papers I to V as well as the broader literature. 

6.1 What are the arguments used by UPFI actors in dietary public 

health policy debates, and how is evidence used to support these? 

(Research question 1) 

While paper I examines the use of arguments against regulatory approaches in general, 

papers IV and V map arguments in the context of specific policies, SSB taxation and marketing 

restrictions, respectively. All papers consistently indicate that commercial actors use a core set of 

arguments to discursively minimise or deny possible policy benefits and exaggerate potential 

negative impacts. 

Economic arguments alleging devastating effects on the wider economy, employment, 

and businesses within the industry emerged as very common and were highlighted as the most 

politically impactful narrative in the context of SSB taxation (paper IV). Economic concerns were 

also raised in the context of the TfL advertising restrictions and reflected as a key concern in 

media reporting and policymaking circles (Meiksin et al., 2021; Thompson et al., 2021). As 

discussed in Chapter 1, these economic arguments are largely unfounded, moreover, the current 

“double burden of maldistribution” (Wood et al., 2021a) – the accumulation of wealth among a 

small set of shareholders of the corporations which dominate the UPF market at the expense of 

socioeconomically disadvantaged groups and countries – challenges the much-invoked economic 

importance of the industry. 

Some arguments, for instance, those surrounding individual freedom or nanny state 

accusations, originate rarely from companies directly, rather, they are voiced by allied parties 

such as free-market think tanks. Similar patterns have been observed by others (Abdool Karim, 

Kruger and Hofman, 2020). This would explain why they did not arise in papers I and V which 

examine consultation responses from industry actors. 

Paper I goes beyond specific dietary NCD policies to separately consider arguments 

which relate to governance. Aligned with an overall framing of industry as a legitimate and 

necessary partner in policymaking and public sector intervention as superfluous, UPFI actors 

went on to argue that measures intended to safeguard nutrition policy from undue influence were 

unfair and inconsistent with good governance principles. 
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6.2 What are the instrumental strategies used by UPFI actors in 

engagement with dietary public health policy? (Research question 2) 

The research presented in this thesis consistently found that industry actors used a key set 

of three instrumental strategies: coalition management, information management, and direct 

involvement and influence in policymaking, with a fourth legal strategy in the sub-national and 

national context where litigation is a relevant threat. 

In forming, joining, and managing coalitions within and outside the industry, UPF 

corporations can disseminate and amplify narratives in their favour, fostering an impression of 

widespread support for industry positions. Across all studies, business associations emerged as 

the most active opponents of regulatory policies, alongside UPF corporations themselves. 

Business associations play a key role in coordinating lobbying activities, especially in settings 

where the ability of individual corporations to participate is restricted (e.g., WHO governance, 

see paper III). Likewise, science- or policy-focused coalitions or opaque campaign groups 

emerged as crucial tools to generate the impression of diverse and legitimate support for industry 

positions. I found little evidence of attempts to weaken or fragment opposing coalitions, which is 

in line with the literature discussed in section 1.2.3. 

Information management, in particular corporate influence on science and its use in 

policymaking, is a key pillar of corporate strategy across levels of governance. Although 

increasingly controversial within the public health community (Collin et al., 2017), UPFI funding 

of obesity and nutrition research remains common. By amplifying favourable information – for 

instance, citing it in policy submissions – UPFI actors not only lend support to their claims, but 

also position themselves as legitimate, credible stakeholders through alignment with ideals of 

evidence-based policymaking. Beyond the scientific space, the dissemination of industry-

favourable information and arguments may manifest in the form of media campaigns, for 

instance, to reduce public support for a policy. Similarly, reputation management via CSR 

initiatives and seeking affiliation with credible societal actors is core to the (re)legitimisation of 

corporate actors, which in turn links to the level of access they may be granted to decision-making 

spaces. Even though evidence – a supposed lack thereof in favour of regulatory approaches and 

plenty supporting alternatives to regulation – plays a key role in UPFI discursive strategies, 

papers II and V indicate that, across the examples of WHO NCD governance and the TfL 

advertising restrictions, evidence was cited sparingly and of lower quality. In addition to 

producing and amplifying favourable information, suppressing unfavourable evidence forms a 
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complementary strategy to shape the information environment. Across Chapters 3 to 5, I 

document how UPFI actors cast doubt on the evidence underlying regulatory policies. 

As having a seat at the policy table provides a powerful channel for influence, efforts by 

UPFI actors to gain or use access to decision-making fora are documented across Chapters 3 to 

5. With multistakeholder governance approaches prevalent internationally, UPF corporations are 

often proactively invited to participate in relevant processes, which may reach from written 

consultation feedback to formal committee membership. In addition, traditional lobbying takes 

place across policy settings and levels of governance – sometimes playing into diverging interests 

between different parts of government – but is challenging to document due to a lack of relevant 

disclosure data. Similarly hard to evidence, the movement of ex-public sector employees to 

industry or vice versa, only documented in paper III, can result in powerful transfers of access 

and insider knowledge. 

While none of the studies within this thesis found evidence of legal action in the context 

of dietary NCD policy, the use of legal arguments and threats was reported in papers IV and V 

which explored national and sub-national levels of governance. In the global setting of the WHO, 

legal claims were less relevant as there is no direct route for corporations to initiate legal action 

against the organisation. Notably, proportionate measures which are well-designed, underpinned 

by evidence, and developed following due process should be compliant with international trade 

and investment law (Curtis and Garde, 2018). Although legal analysis of existing and proposed 

policies may help reassure public authorities to an extent, the onus to justify and defend such 

measures is currently on states; as such, it is crucial that trade and investment law moves public 

health and human rights from the periphery to the core of its policy considerations (Curtis and 

Garde, 2018).  

6.3 How does UPFI political activity differ across levels of 

governance? (Research question 3) 

The findings presented in this thesis suggest that UPFI pushback against regulatory 

measures aimed at improving diets is pervasive across levels of governance, manifests in the same 

key set of strategies, and tends to involve a small core set of corporations, alongside their allies. 

The concept of policy transfer helps to explain why this multi-pronged approach is key 

to corporate strategy. Dolowitz and Marsh (1996, p.344) define policy transfer as “a process in 

which knowledge about policies, administrative arrangements, institutions etc. in one time and/or 

place is used in the development of policies, administrative arrangements and institutions in 
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another time and/or place”. Importantly, such transfer of policies, ideas, and lessons takes place 

not only between governments and international organisations, but also between and with non-

state actors such as corporations and NGOs (Hawkins, Holden and Mackinder, 2020). To 

contextualise the findings of the research presented within this thesis, the concept of policy 

transfer is relevant in two distinct ways: first, the transfer of regulatory policies such as SSB 

taxation and advertising restrictions poses a threat to the UPFI as increased spread and success of 

these measures would signify a reduction in consumption; second, corporate actors within the 

UPFI likely engage in learnings which inform their political behaviour. 

As noted in Chapter 5, the force with which major industry actors pushed back against 

the 2019 TfL advertising restrictions may be partly explained by the crucial role of policy 

precedents which may determine future uptake elsewhere. Similarly, it illuminates why industry 

associations strongly contested the inclusion of SSB taxation in WHO recommendations; even 

though not binding, such guidance has a major normative influence on the spread of policy ideas 

(Stone, 2012). 

Approaching efforts to undermine regulation through a multilevel governance lens also 

reveals how policy coherence can be weaponised to stymie the spread of threatening policy ideas. 

In cases where innovative regulations are passed at the sub-national level, such as the TfL 

advertising restrictions, coherence with national policy was deployed as a counter-argument, 

while the efforts by the WHO to guide Member States in managing and preventing CoI were 

contested on the basis that this would go further than national approaches (papers I and V). 

Notably, while using policy coherence in arguments against new measures at one level of 

governance, UPFI actors appear to contest similar measures at other levels so as to maintain a 

“low bar” for coherence. 

Transnational corporations which operate across jurisdictions are in an exceptional 

position to engage in such learning and adjust their behaviour to different contexts, as Hawkins 

et al (2020) demonstrate in an in-depth study of the tobacco industry’s fight against standardised 

cigarette packaging. Evidence from papers I, II, and IV in this thesis, combined with the wider 

literature, indicates that SSB taxation has been heavily contested across global, regional, national, 

and sub-national levels (Tselengidis and Östergren, 2018; Abdool Karim, Kruger and Hofman, 

2020; Campbell et al., 2020; Carriedo et al., 2021a; Crosbie et al., 2021). Although actors do vary 

across geographical settings, transnational corporations such as Coca-Cola were involved in the 

vast majority of cases and internal documentation suggests that such efforts were coordinated at 

least regionally (Goltzman and Kammerer, 2016). Overall, this supports the conclusion that 
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transnational UPF corporations and some trade associations that represent them operate as 

multilevel players (Eising, 2004). In a food system consisting of highly heterogenous actors, this 

positions such multilevel players as well-suited entry points for research and monitoring on 

corporate conduct.  

6.4 What are the implications of the above for public health policy and 

governance? (Research question 4) 

In the sections below, I will discuss a number of implications in more detail; first, what 

the findings from this thesis can tell us about similarities in the behaviour of the UPF and tobacco 

industries; second, how we may safeguard public health policymaking from industry interference; 

third, what this means for the pervasive multistakeholder governance approach.  

6.4.1 Parallels with tobacco industry political activity 

In many ways, the findings from this thesis confirm what others have long argued – that 

the major corporations manufacturing UPFs undermine public health in similar ways to those 

manufacturing cigarettes (Brownell and Warner, 2009; Gilmore, Savell and Collin, 2011). 

Overall, UPFI discursive strategies align with those of the tobacco industry (Ulucanlar, Fooks 

and Gilmore, 2016). In the context of specific policies, this manifests as an expansion of negative 

policy impacts on society, the economy, and industry, along with a denial or minimisation of 

potential positive effects of a policy. In their efforts to block and weaken efforts by the WHO to 

support Member States in addressing CoI in nutrition policy, UPFI actors mirrored rhetoric 

employed by the tobacco industry over a decades earlier, which strategically drew on a narrow 

conception of good governance to promote measures that increase corporate access to 

policymaking and position Article 5.3 of the WHO FCTC as incoherent with this ideal (Smith et 

al., 2009). Similarly, UPFI instrumental strategies follow patterns documented in research on the 

tobacco industry (Ulucanlar, Fooks and Gilmore, 2016). Professional services organisations such 

as consultancies, PR agencies, and legal firms play a key role in facilitating the above strategies 

and represent a clear point of overlap between unhealthy commodity industries which is one factor 

that may contribute to an overlap in practices. For instance, the PR consultancy APCO Worldwide 

which has long-standing tobacco links (Tobacco Control Research Group, 2020) appeared in two 

studies within this thesis – when lobbying the French government on behalf of Coca-Cola in the 

context of an SSB tax increase (paper IV), and as representing its client KFC in the lead-up to the 

TfL advertising restrictions (paper V). 

Despite these similarities, I note a greater emphasis on the role of partnership approaches 

to policymaking by the UPFI. It also appears that the tobacco industry’s political activities have 
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become increasingly indirect and confrontational, whereas those of the UPF industry remain 

characterised by an approach of appeasement and co-option (Lacy-Nichols and Williams, 2021). 

Denormalisation, that is, how the status of an industry changes when it becomes less accepted, 

provides one way of examining these differences. The tobacco industry’s attempts to subvert 

regulation across levels of governance have been widely documented and knowledge of their 

unethical practices contributed to increasing industry denormalisation and subsequent exclusion 

of tobacco companies from public health policymaking via the WHO FCTC (Malone, Grundy 

and Bero, 2012). 

The well-documented case of tobacco suggests that CPA may shift in several ways with 

increasing industry denormalisation, specifically increased reputation management, coalition 

management (use of third parties and alliances with other industries), and litigation (Jiang and 

Ling, 2013; Peeters et al., 2016; Hawkins et al., 2018; Bialous, 2019). A recent illustration of the 

latter trend is Japan Tobacco International’s now-defunct “The Future of Brands” campaign 

which seeks to position tobacco as a cautionary tale for other industries at risk of stricter 

regulation, such as the food and beverage sector (Japan Tobacco International, 2019). The tobacco 

industry has attempted to regain legitimacy through extensive CSR programmes, attempting to 

rehabilitate its image in response to the public health advances which marginalised it (Dorfman 

et al., 2012; Hawkins et al., 2018). Dorfman et al (2012) argue that the soda industry has evolved 

this strategy by using CSR sooner than the tobacco industry, acting pre-emptively upon first signs 

of denormalisation. Longitudinal research documents a shift in soda industry framing away from 

denying that obesity is a public health issue towards acknowledging the problem and framing 

industry as a part of the solution, with self-regulatory commitments proliferating after 2006 

(Lacy-Nichols, Scrinis and Carey, 2019, 2020; Lacy-Nichols and Williams, 2021). Similar 

patterns are recognisable within the tobacco industry: while its “spoiled identity” (Chapman and 

Freeman, 2008) is pervasive across nations with advanced tobacco control policies, the same 

cannot be said for the tobacco industry in many low- and middle-income countries or other 

sectors, namely the UPF and alcohol industries (Dorfman et al., 2012; Matthes et al., 2021). As 

such, drawing on insights from tobacco provides an opportunity for estimating how UPFI CPA 

may evolve in response to a changing policy environment. 

6.4.2 Safeguarding public health from industry interference 

The findings presented in Chapters 3 to 5 strongly support the need for better measures 

to reduce CPA or at least prevent it from resulting in industry influence. Collin et al (2017) 

suggest that, compared to the tobacco and alcohol industries, there is significantly less agreement 

within the international public health community regarding how to engage with the UPFI. Yet, 
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by highlighting that UPFI political activity poses a similar threat to public health efforts than the 

behaviour of the tobacco industry, this thesis adds to a substantial body of evidence supporting a 

clear case for increased coherence in the way we govern interactions with unhealthy commodity 

industries (Knai et al., 2021). Although this is a highly complex issue, there are a number of 

measures public sector institutions can adopt to prevent and address industry interference (Mialon 

et al., 2020c). I discuss some of these approaches below, however, it is important to note that they 

should be embedded within wider efforts to strengthen public health, for instance, technical 

support, the creation and dissemination of high-quality, independent evidence, and strong 

coalitions in favour of public health measures.  

While I argue that the inherent CoI between the profit motive and the public health motive 

in this context precludes meaningful participation of UPF corporations in deliberations regarding 

which policies are appropriate and effective, consulting them on the implementation of said 

policies is considered important (Galea and McKee, 2014). Tools such as the WHO draft 

approach for the prevention and management of conflicts of interest in the policy development 

and implementation of nutrition programs at country level (World Health Organization, 2017c) 

can support and justify decision-making regarding interactions with commercial actors by 

walking through potential risks and benefits, and alignment of values and activities with public 

health. Provisions for transparency, accountability, and independent monitoring and evaluation 

are crucial in order for such tools to successfully address CoI. To minimise loopholes, it is 

important that such measures are also applied to third parties that may have ties to commercial 

actors and extended beyond policymaking spaces. Charities and research organisations, for 

example, are not mandated to publicly disclose their funding sources in the UK, which means that 

organisations such as the free-market think tank Institute of Economic Affairs are able to maintain 

the appearance of independence despite decades of funding from the tobacco industry (Tobacco 

Tactics, 2021). 

Interactions between corporations and public institutions can also be actively managed, 

for example, by establishing procedural guidelines for advisory committees or by introducing 

policies which limit or prohibit donations or gifts to decision-makers. Lastly, public institutions 

may introduce policies prohibiting the involvement of certain commercial sectors in public health 

decision-making, as has been done with WHO FCTC Article 5.3 (World Health Organization, 

2003). While the implementation of such measures is less than perfect, there is emerging evidence 

that they work towards reducing industry access to policymaking (Crosbie, Sebrié and Glantz, 

2012; Malone and Bialous, 2014; Fooks et al., 2017). There is a potential for tools such as Article 

5.3 of the WHO FCTC to serve as a blueprint for other areas of NCD policy – notably food and 
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alcohol – however, further research is needed to map pathways of impact, evaluate such tools, 

and establish how to best implement them. The latter is especially relevant to the food industry, 

the heterogeneity of which appears to work in favour of a narrow but powerful sub-set of actors 

who harness the cumulative legitimacy of the sector to undermine public health regulation. 

Considering the tobacco industry response to Article 5.3 (Smith et al., 2009; Malone and Bialous, 

2014) and UPFI actors’ reaction to the WHO draft tool to guide engagement with commercial 

actors (see papers I and III), it is likely that governance instruments which manage or restrict 

commercial access to policymaking will be subject to significant CPA. 

When thinking about reducing corporate influence on health policy, it is important to 

consider the important role evidence plays. While evidence does not necessarily relate to policy 

in a linear way, it informs and shapes decisions. Following on from the industry practices and 

arguments examined in this thesis, three main takeaways emerge. First, industry influence on 

science – for instance, via sponsorship of research or individual academics – forms an important 

backdrop for more direct efforts to influence policymaking. Yet, UK universities’ policies 

governing CoI in relation to health-harming commodities, for example, have been found to be 

largely inadequate (Collin et al., 2021). As such, improved measures to reduce the influence of 

commercial interests on science are necessary. Second, considering industry tendencies to 

disseminate evidence that is not independent or lower in quality, scrutiny is required regarding 

how evidence is used in policymaking and which evidential standards are applied. Third, key 

arguments used by UPFI actors provide indications for policymakers and advocates not only to 

prepare counter-arguments but also to design policy evaluations in a way that specifically 

addresses the key concerns raised, for instance, surrounding impacts on employment. 

To assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of such measures, there is a clear need 

for researchers in the CDoH field to move from documenting the problem at hand to include 

possible solutions to corporate interference across spheres of society (Mialon et al., 2020c). 

Moreover, it is crucial to note that although the focus of this thesis were policymaking spaces, the 

public sphere is powerful in establishing what is acceptable and what is not. The so-called 

“Overton window” (Mackinac Center for Public Policy, 2021) illustrates the concept that 

politically acceptable policy ideas reside within a window which can shift over time, and 

endorsing policies which lie outside this window means that a government or politician risks 

losing public support. Although the Overton window is determined by broader societal norms and 

values, corporate influence on the public discourse can contribute to actual or perceived shifts in 

its boundaries (McKee and Stuckler, 2018). Thus, the public space should be prioritised alongside 

policymaking and scientific spaces when thinking about addressing corporate influence. 
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6.4.2.1 The multistakeholderism trap 

The multi-stakeholder approach has all but become a norm over the last decades. The 

concept of collaborative governance is rooted in assumptions that private sector interests can be 

aligned with the public interest in a way that will mobilise private sector resources and expertise, 

and garner broad support for measures in the public interest (Börzel and Panke, 2007; Bäckstrand 

and Kylsäter, 2014). However, evidence indicates that this is not how the realpolitik tends to play 

out. An analysis of the UK Public Health Responsibility Deal as a prominent example of 

collaborative governance indicates that tensions between public health and commercial interests, 

navigated via informal “back stage” negotiations, had clear implications for the effectiveness of 

the deal and civil society was marginalised in the process (Ralston, 2021). As such, positioning 

consensus and inclusivity as core values – equal to or above other values such as human rights 

and transparency – risks providing powerful commercial actors with disproportionate access to 

health policy spaces and risks undermining efforts to regulate harmful products and practices 

(Carriedo et al., 2021b). As discussed in Chapter 3 in the context of the WHO, the paradigmatic 

nature of multistakeholderism may lend credibility to legitimacy claims by commercial actors and 

remove power from a WHO that is already weakened by a funding crisis. Given the urgency of 

the problem at hand, evidence on the lack of progress achieved through collaborative approaches 

suggests that governments should carefully consider if and how engagement with UPFI actors 

can contribute to addressing dietary NCDs. 

6.4.3 Outlook 

Below I discuss two directions I believe to be of particular interest and importance for 

research in this field. 

6.4.3.1 Researching the environmental impact of the ultra-processed food and 

beverage industry 

As a lack of global action on human-induced climate change brings humanity ever closer 

to a point of no return (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2021), it is essential for 

public health researchers to consider that our current food system has not only given rise to high 

levels of obesity and dietary NCDs while failing to address food insecurity but also continues to 

degrade our planet. Thus, dietary change is non-negotiable if the SDGs and emissions reductions 

targets in line with the Paris Climate accord are to be achieved. To accomplish this, however, the 

artificial silos of health versus environmental research, policy, and practice must be broken down. 

There are indications that UPFs also have a detrimental impact on the natural environment – 

through packaging waste, high land and water use, and carbon dioxide emissions – which may 

add to the urgency to reduce UPF consumption (Monteiro et al., 2019; da Silva et al., 2021). 
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However, this area has so far been under-researched and requires more attention (Seferidi et al., 

2020). UPF market leaders such as Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Mondelez, and Nestlé are all among the 

top plastic polluters, alongside tobacco giant Philip Morris International, Unilever, and Procter & 

Gamble (Break Free From Plastic, 2020). In behaviour which resembles their activities in the 

public health space, these corporations have also lobbied against the regulation of plastic 

packaging and launched initiatives which shift the responsibility for plastic waste towards 

consumers (Delemare Tangpuori et al., 2020; Yates et al., 2021). Based on learnings from public 

health policy, it is likely that these activities will increase with growing public attention and 

regulatory pressure. It is therefore crucial that future research on the CDoH does not overlook 

planetary health – similarly, efforts to foster environmentally sustainable food systems must not 

come at the cost of dietary health (Wickramasinghe et al., 2021). 

6.4.3.2 Documenting upstream corporate political activity 

In an analogy to the different types of policy interventions, Miller and Harkins (2010) 

introduce a helpful distinction between upstream and downstream policy influence. Downstream 

influence concerns corporate attempts to shape specific policy measures which have a direct 

influence on industries, whereas upstream influence targets higher-level governance decisions 

which may not necessarily impact companies directly but shape how policy decisions are made. 

Upstream CPA has received significantly less attention than its downstream counterpart; the 

successful campaign by British American Tobacco and allied corporate actors for Better 

Regulation in the EU represents one well-documented exception. This package of regulatory 

reforms includes, for instance, a commitment to cut so-called “red tape” and a requirement to 

assess the business impact of policies which likely facilitated corporate challenges to regulation 

and secured early industry involvement in policy discussions (Smith et al., 2010; Smith et al., 

2015; Corporate Europe Observatory, 2020). Often promoted under the mantle of good 

governance (Smith et al., 2009), such upstream corporate influence is likely to have a decisive 

impact on policy outcomes for years, if not decades, to come. Moving forward, more research is 

needed to unpick these governance mechanisms and how they interact with corporate efforts to 

undermine regulation in the public interest. 

6.5 Strengths and limitations 

Specific limitations regarding each study are discussed in Chapters 3 to 5. This section 

addresses the overarching strengths and limitations of this thesis and raises some methodological 

reflections. 
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First, the research presented in this thesis examines the behaviour of corporations in the 

context of NCD policy, not its impact. Policy change (or the lack thereof) cannot be attributed to 

the actions of a single group of actors; rather, it is the result of interactions within a complex 

system of actors, institutions, and processes. The same activity may have a different impact 

depending on the context in which it takes place, and in order to determine the actual or potential 

impact of CPA, broader dynamics such as the political context and the power various actors hold 

would have to be analysed in depth. Yet, although the research presented in this thesis does not 

allow for conclusions regarding the impact of CPA, the overall slow progress towards 

implementing policies to address obesity and dietary NCDs suggests that the UPFI has enjoyed 

some success. Furthermore, I argue that there is distinct value in mapping what is done to 

influence policymaking as documenting the problem at hand is required to identify and justify 

solutions. 

Second, the empirical research presented in this thesis predominantly concentrates on one 

part of the policy cycle. Partly due to the relative ease of identifying and accessing relevant data, 

much of contemporary CPA research, including this thesis, mainly covers the policy development 

stage of the policy cycle. Although I touch on other stages of the policy process in papers III and 

IV, this is a clear limitation which should be addressed in further research that may, for instance, 

take a longitudinal approach to studying the influence of corporate actors, as Greenhalgh (2019) 

and Hawkins and McCambridge (2020) have done. This would, however, likely not be feasible 

within a three-year PhD programme. 

Third, this thesis was a lesson in choosing methodological pragmatism over 

perfectionism in many ways. Each data source used in this thesis has important limitations: data 

from key informants is inevitably shaped by each participant’s experiences, knowledge, and 

interests, as well as subject to potential recall issues; internal documents have only been released 

sporadically and may be subject to interpretation errors where contextual information is missing; 

document requests under the Freedom of Information Act, while often the only way to obtain 

non-public documentation relating to corporate engagement with policymakers, yields an 

incomplete picture; similarly, policy documents such as consultation responses provide good 

insights into discursive strategies but cover instrumental strategies only to a small extent. Thus, 

throughout this thesis I have used triangulation between data sources to address some of these 

shortfalls.  

Lastly, the majority of interviews for paper III were conducted remotely due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic and geographical differences, which presents a trade-off between access 
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and rapport. On one hand, this made it possible to minimise time demands on interviewees and 

the researcher, while, on the other hand, remote interviews made it more challenging to build 

rapport with interviewees I had not previously met. Although most interviews would not have 

been possible face-to-face, it is likely that the more detached nature of these interactions has 

affected the quality of data collected. I also made the decision not to engage with industry 

representatives as part of key informant interview and survey studies. Researchers who 

interviewed former tobacco industry employees highlight this as an important resource of 

information on tobacco industry conduct (Watts, Burton and Freeman, 2021); I believe that this 

method has significant potential to provide insights on the behaviour of other unhealthy 

commodity industries and thus recommend that further studies consider recruiting former 

employees of relevant UPFI corporations, following the useful advice provided by Watts et al 

(2021). 

6.6 Conclusions 

This thesis contributes to our understanding of UPFI political activity across levels of 

governance, thus adding to a growing evidence base which supports measures to address industry 

interference in public health policy. It is evident that transnational UPF corporations, like their 

counterparts from other unhealthy commodity industries, have no particular competence in public 

health but rather continue to invest substantial resources into opposing evidence-informed 

measures such as SSB taxation. This leads to the conclusion that multistakeholder governance 

cannot be justified as an appropriate default approach to NCD policy. Rather, the legitimacy of 

the UPFI in policy spaces should be questioned in light of its political conduct which so closely 

resembles that of the tobacco industry before it (Knai et al., 2021). More and better measures to 

identify and minimise CoI in policymaking, while recognising the heterogeneity of actors within 

the food sector, are required as a crucial step towards tackling this problem. 

However, alongside effective public health policies and comprehensive efforts to 

minimise corporate influence on the science and policy underlying it, we need wider societal 

change to move away from a consumptagenic system which undermines human and 

environmental health (Friel, 2020b; Friel, 2020a). The ongoing devastation brought on by 

COVID-19 has provided corporations, including unhealthy commodity manufacturers which 

contributed to the underlying illnesses that make individuals more vulnerable to severe illness or 

death from the virus, with opportunities to further entrench their power and foster deregulation 

(Collin et al., 2020; Maani et al., 2021). Yet, there are also opportunities to build back in a fairer 

and more equitable way as we slowly approach a post-pandemic world, by tackling the upstream 

drivers of inequity, rethinking how we govern public sector decision-making, and improving 
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external accountability, monitoring, and evaluation (Maani et al., 2021; MC et al., 2021). Standing 

among the rubble of the old normal, it is of paramount importance that we act ambitiously and 

harness the once-in-a-lifetime disruption created by the pandemic in favour of people and the 

planet. 

 

 

  



 

 

255 

 

References 

Aaron, D.G. and Siegel, M.B., 2017. Sponsorship of National Health Organizations by Two Major Soda 

Companies. Am J Prev Med, 52(1), pp. 20-30. 

Abdool Karim, S., Kruger, P. and Hofman, K., 2020. Industry strategies in the parliamentary process of 

adopting a sugar-sweetened beverage tax in South Africa: a systematic mapping. Global Health, 

16(1), p. 116. 

Adams, J., Hofman, K., Moubarac, J.-C. and Thow, A.M., 2020. Public health response to ultra-processed 

food and drinks. BMJ, 369, p. m2391. 

Adams, J., Mytton, O., White, M. and Monsivais, P., 2016. Why Are Some Population Interventions for 

Diet and Obesity More Equitable and Effective Than Others? The Role of Individual Agency. 

PLoS Med, 13(4), p. e1001990. 

Afshin, A., Sur, P.J., Fay, K.A., Cornaby, L., Ferrara, G., Salama, J.S., Mullany, E.C., Abate, K.H., 

Abbafati, C., Abebe, Z., Afarideh, M., Aggarwal, A., Agrawal, S., Akinyemiju, T., Alahdab, F., 

Bacha, U., Bachman, V.F., Badali, H., Badawi, A., Bensenor, I.M., Bernabe, E., Biadgilign, 

S.K.K., Biryukov, S.H., Cahill, L.E., Carrero, J.J., Cercy, K.M., Dandona, L., Dandona, R., Dang, 

A.K., Degefa, M.G., El Sayed Zaki, M., Esteghamati, A., Esteghamati, S., Fanzo, J., Farinha, 

C.S.e.S., Farvid, M.S., Farzadfar, F., Feigin, V.L., Fernandes, J.C., Flor, L.S., Foigt, N.A., 

Forouzanfar, M.H., Ganji, M., Geleijnse, J.M., Gillum, R.F., Goulart, A.C., Grosso, G., Guessous, 

I., Hamidi, S., Hankey, G.J., Harikrishnan, S., Hassen, H.Y., Hay, S.I., Hoang, C.L., Horino, M., 

Islami, F., Jackson, M.D., James, S.L., Johansson, L., Jonas, J.B., Kasaeian, A., Khader, Y.S., 

Khalil, I.A., Khang, Y.-H., Kimokoti, R.W., Kokubo, Y., Kumar, G.A., Lallukka, T., Lopez, 

A.D., Lorkowski, S., Lotufo, P.A., Lozano, R., Malekzadeh, R., März, W., Meier, T., Melaku, 

Y.A., Mendoza, W., Mensink, G.B.M., Micha, R., Miller, T.R., Mirarefin, M., Mohan, V., 

Mokdad, A.H., Mozaffarian, D., Nagel, G., Naghavi, M., Nguyen, C.T., Nixon, M.R., Ong, K.L., 

Pereira, D.M., Poustchi, H., Qorbani, M., Rai, R.K., Razo-García, C., Rehm, C.D., Rivera, J.A., 

Rodríguez-Ramírez, S., Roshandel, G., Roth, G.A., Sanabria, J., et al., 2019. Health effects of 

dietary risks in 195 countries, 1990-2017: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease 

Study 2017. Lancet. 

Allen, L., Cobiac, L. and Townsend, N., 2017. Quantifying the global distribution of premature mortality 

from non-communicable diseases. Journal of Public Health, 39(4), pp. 698-703. 

Anaf, J., Baum, F.E., Fisher, M., Harris, E. and Friel, S., 2017. Assessing the health impact of 

transnational corporations: a case study on McDonald’s Australia. Glob Health, 13. 

APCO, 2018. Contribuer aux débats relatifs à la taxe sur les boissons rafraîchissantes sans alcool dans 
le cadre des débats budgétaires de l'automne 2017 [Online]. Haute Autorité pour la transparence 

de la vie publique. Available from: https://www.hatvp.fr/fiche-

organisation/?organisation=408747368#&fiche=DC34M1HQ. 

Askari, M., Heshmati, J., Shahinfar, H., Tripathi, N. and Daneshzad, E., 2020. Ultra-processed food and 

the risk of overweight and obesity: a systematic review and meta-analysis of observational 

studies. Int J Obes, 44(10), pp. 2080-2091. 

Backholer, K., Sarink, D., Beauchamp, A., Keating, C., Loh, V., Ball, K., Martin, J. and Peeters, A., 2016. 

The impact of a tax on sugar-sweetened beverages according to socio-economic position: a 

systematic review of the evidence. Public Health Nutr, 19(17), pp. 3070-3084. 

https://www.hatvp.fr/fiche-organisation/?organisation=408747368#&fiche=DC34M1HQ
https://www.hatvp.fr/fiche-organisation/?organisation=408747368#&fiche=DC34M1HQ


 

 

256 

 

Bäckstrand, K. and Kylsäter, M., 2014. Old Wine in New Bottles? The Legitimation and Delegitimation 

of UN Public–Private Partnerships for Sustainable Development from the Johannesburg Summit 

to the Rio+20 Summit. Globalizations, 11(3), pp. 331-347. 

Baker, P., 2013. Chapter 26 - Doing Health Policy Research: How to Interview Policy Elites. In: C. 

Banwell, S. Ulijaszek and J. Dixon, eds. When Culture Impacts Health. San Diego, CA: Academic 

Press, pp. 309-317. 

Baker, P., Gill, T., Friel, S., Carey, G. and Kay, A., 2017. Generating political priority for regulatory 

interventions targeting obesity prevention: an Australian case study. Soc Sci Med, 177, pp. 141-

149. 

Baker, P., Hawkes, C., Wingrove, K., Demaio, A.R., Parkhurst, J., Thow, A.M. and Walls, H., 2018. What 

drives political commitment for nutrition? A review and framework synthesis to inform the 

United Nations Decade of Action on Nutrition. BMJ Glob Health, 3(1), p. e000485. 

Bandy, L.K., Hollowell, S., Harrington, R., Scarborough, P., Jebb, S. and Rayner, M., 2021a. Assessing 

the healthiness of UK food companies' product portfolios using food sales and nutrient 

composition data. PLoS One, 16(8), p. e0254833. 

Bandy, L.K., Scarborough, P., Harrington, R.A., Rayner, M. and Jebb, S.A., 2020. Reductions in sugar 

sales from soft drinks in the UK from 2015 to 2018. BMC Medicine, 18(1), p. 20. 

Bandy, L.K., Scarborough, P., Harrington, R.A., Rayner, M. and Jebb, S.A., 2021b. The sugar content of 

foods in the UK by category and company: A repeated cross-sectional study, 2015-2018. PLoS 

Med, 18(5), p. e1003647. 

Barlow, P., Labonte, R., McKee, M. and Stuckler, D., 2018. Trade challenges at the World Trade 

Organization to national noncommunicable disease prevention policies: A thematic document 

analysis of trade and health policy space. PLoS Med, 15(6), p. e1002590. 

Barlow, P., McKee, M., Basu, S. and Stuckler, D., 2017. Impact of the North American Free Trade 

Agreement on high-fructose corn syrup supply in Canada: a natural experiment using synthetic 

control methods. CMAJ, 189(26), pp. E881-E887. 

Barlow, P. and Thow, A.M., 2021. Neoliberal discourse, actor power, and the politics of nutrition policy: 

A qualitative analysis of informal challenges to nutrition labelling regulations at the World Trade 

Organization, 2007-2019. Soc Sci Med, 273, p. 113761. 

Barnes, T., 2020. Junk food adverts ‘to be banned before 9pm’ as part of UK obesity crackdown. The 
Independent [Online]. Available from: https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/junk-

food-adverts-ban-watershed-obesity-coronavirus-a9635476.html [Accessed 25 November 2021]. 

Baysinger, B.D., 1984. Domain Maintenance as an Objective of Business Political Activity: An Expanded 

Typology. Academy of Management Review, 9(2), pp. 248-258. 

Béland, D., 2005. Ideas and Social Policy: An Institutionalist Perspective. Social Policy & Administration, 

39(1), pp. 1-18. 

Bero, L., 2003. Implications of the Tobacco Industry Documents for Public Health and Policy. Annu Rev 

Public Health, 24(1), pp. 267-288. 

Bialous, S.A., 2019. Impact of implementation of the WHO FCTC on the tobacco industry’s behaviour. 

Tob Control, pp. tobaccocontrol-2018-054808. 

Blanco-Rojo, R., Sandoval-Insausti, H., López-Garcia, E., Graciani, A., Ordovás, J.M., Banegas, J.R., 

Rodríguez-Artalejo, F. and Guallar-Castillón, P., 2019. Consumption of Ultra-Processed Foods 

and Mortality: A National Prospective Cohort in Spain. Mayo Clin Proc, 94(11), pp. 2178-2188. 

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/junk-food-adverts-ban-watershed-obesity-coronavirus-a9635476.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/junk-food-adverts-ban-watershed-obesity-coronavirus-a9635476.html


 

 

257 

 

Bloom, D.E., Cafiero, E.T., Jané-Llopis, E., Abrahams-Gessel, S., Bloom, L.R., Fathima, S., Feigl, A.B., 

Gaziano, T., Mowafi, M., Pandya, A., Prettner, K., Rosenberg, L., Seligman, B., Stein, A., & 

Weinstein, C. , 2011. The Global Economic Burden of Non-communicable Diseases. Geneva. 

Available from: https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-economic-burden-non-communicable-

diseases. 

Bloomberg Philanthropies, 2021. Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Advocacy [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.bloomberg.org/public-health/promoting-healthy-food-choices/sugar-sweetened-

beverage-advocacy/ [Accessed 6 December 2021]. 

Blüher, M., 2019. Obesity: global epidemiology and pathogenesis. Nat Rev Endocrinol, 15(5), pp. 288-

298. 

Bødker, M., Pisinger, C., Toft, U. and Jørgensen, T., 2015. The rise and fall of the world's first fat tax. 

Health Policy, 119(6), pp. 737-742. 

Börzel, T.A. and Panke, D., 2007. Network governance: Effective and legitimate? Theories of democratic 

network governance. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 153-166. 

Boyland, E. and Tatlow-Golden, M., 2017. Exposure, Power and Impact of Food Marketing on Children: 

Evidence Supports Strong Restrictions. Eur J Risk Regul, 8(2), pp. 224-236. 

Brambila-Macias, J., Shankar, B., Capacci, S., Mazzocchi, M., Perez-Cueto, F.J.A., Verbeke, W. and 

Traill, W.B., 2011. Policy Interventions to Promote Healthy Eating: A Review of What Works, 

What Does Not, and What is Promising. Food Nutr Bull, 32(4), pp. 365-375. 

Braun, V. and Clarke, V., 2013. Successful qualitative research: a practical guide for beginners. London: 

Sage. 

Break Free From Plastic, 2020. BRANDED Volume III: Demanding Corporate Accountability for Plastic 

Pollution. Available from: https://www.breakfreefromplastic.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/12/BFFP-2020-Brand-Audit-Report.pdf. 

Bridge, G., Flint, S.W. and Tench, R., 2020. An exploration of the portrayal of the UK soft drinks industry 

levy in UK national newspapers. Public Health Nutr, 23(17), pp. 3241-3249. 

Briggs, A., 2019. “Sin taxes”—the language is wrong, but the evidence is clear. BMJ, 366, p. l4616. 

Bristol City Council, 2021. Advertising and Sponsorship Policy [Online]. Available from: 

https://democracy.bristol.gov.uk/documents/s58004/Appendix%20Ai%20-

%20Advertising%20and%20Sponsorship%20Policy.pdf [Accessed 21 November 2021]. 

Brownell, K.D. and Warner, K.E., 2009. The Perils of Ignoring History: Big Tobacco Played Dirty and 

Millions Died. How Similar Is Big Food? Milbank Q, 87(1), pp. 259-294. 

Burlandy, L., Alexandre, V.P., Gomes, F.d.S., Castro, I.R.R.d., Dias, P.C., Henriques, P., Carvalho, 

C.M.P.d. and Castro Júnior, P.C.P.d., 2016. Health promotion policies and potential conflicts of 

interest involving the commercial private sector. Ciencia & saude coletiva, 21(6), pp. 1809-1818. 

Buse, K., Mays, N. and Walt, G., 2012. Making health policy. 2nd edition ed. Berkshire, UK: Open 

University Press. 

Buse, K., Tanaka, S. and Hawkes, S., 2017. Healthy people and healthy profits? Elaborating a conceptual 

framework for governing the commercial determinants of non-communicable diseases and 

identifying options for reducing risk exposure. Global Health, 13(1), p. 34. 

Campbell, N., Browne, S., Claudy, M., Mialon, M., Hercberg, S., Goiana-da-Silva, F. and Finucane, F., 

2021. The Gift of Data: Industry-Led Food Reformulation and the Obesity Crisis in Europe. 

Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 40(3), pp. 389-402. 

https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-economic-burden-non-communicable-diseases
https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-economic-burden-non-communicable-diseases
https://www.bloomberg.org/public-health/promoting-healthy-food-choices/sugar-sweetened-beverage-advocacy/
https://www.bloomberg.org/public-health/promoting-healthy-food-choices/sugar-sweetened-beverage-advocacy/
https://www.breakfreefromplastic.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/BFFP-2020-Brand-Audit-Report.pdf
https://www.breakfreefromplastic.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/BFFP-2020-Brand-Audit-Report.pdf
https://democracy.bristol.gov.uk/documents/s58004/Appendix%20Ai%20-%20Advertising%20and%20Sponsorship%20Policy.pdf
https://democracy.bristol.gov.uk/documents/s58004/Appendix%20Ai%20-%20Advertising%20and%20Sponsorship%20Policy.pdf


 

 

258 

 

Campbell, N., Mialon, M., Reilly, K., Browne, S. and Finucane, F.M., 2020. How are frames generated? 

Insights from the industry lobby against the sugar tax in Ireland. Soc Sci Med, p. 113215. 

Carriedo, A., Koon, A.D., Encarnación, L.M., Lee, K., Smith, R. and Walls, H., 2021a. The political 

economy of sugar-sweetened beverage taxation in Latin America: lessons from Mexico, Chile 

and Colombia. Global Health, 17(1), p. 5. 

Carriedo, A., Lauber, K., Miller, M.M. and Ralston, R., 2021b. Lacking Clarity or Strategic Ambiguity?; 

Comment on “Competing Frames in Global Health Governance: An Analysis of Stakeholder 

Influence on the Political Declaration on Non-Communicable Diseases”. Int J Health Policy 

Manag, pp. -. 

Carriedo, A., Lock, K. and Hawkins, B., 2020. Policy Process And Non-State Actors’ Influence On The 

2014 Mexican Soda Tax. Health Policy Plan, 35(8), pp. 941-952. 

Chang, K., Khandpur, N., Neri, D., Touvier, M., Huybrechts, I., Millett, C. and Vamos, E.P., 2021. 

Association Between Childhood Consumption of Ultraprocessed Food and Adiposity Trajectories 

in the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children Birth Cohort. JAMA Pediatr, pp. 

e211573-e211573. 

Chapman, S. and Freeman, B., 2008. Markers of the denormalisation of smoking and the tobacco industry. 

Tob Control, 17(1), pp. 25-31. 

Chung, A., Zorbas, C., Riesenberg, D., Sartori, A., Kennington, K., Ananthapavan, J. and Backholer, K., 

2021. Policies to restrict unhealthy food and beverage advertising in outdoor spaces and on 

publicly owned assets: A scoping review of the literature. Obes Rev, n/a(n/a), p. e13386. 

Civil Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism for relations with the CFS, 2020. Civil Society letter 

to the UN Secretary General on the UN Food Systems Summit [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.csm4cfs.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/EN_CSO-Letter-to-UNSG-on-UN-food-

systems-summit.pdf [Accessed 18 August 2021]. 

Clapp, J., 2021. The problem with growing corporate concentration and power in the global food system. 

Nature Food, 2(6), pp. 404-408. 

Clapp, J., Noyes, I. and Grant, Z., 2021. The Food Systems Summit’s Failure to Address Corporate Power. 

Development. 

Clapp, J. and Scrinis, G., 2017. Big Food, Nutritionism, and Corporate Power. Globalizations, 14(4), pp. 

578-595. 

Clark, S.E., Hawkes, C., Murphy, S.M.E., Hansen-Kuhn, K.A. and Wallinga, D., 2012. Exporting obesity: 

US farm and trade policy and the transformation of the Mexican consumer food environment. Int 

J Occup Environ Health, 18(1), pp. 53-64. 

Clarke, T., 2020. The Contest on Corporate Purpose: Why Lynn Stout was Right and Milton Friedman 

was Wrong. Accounting, Economics, and Law: A Convivium, 10(3). 

Collin, J., 2012. Tobacco control, global health policy and development: towards policy coherence in 

global governance. Tob Control, 21(2), pp. 274-280. 

Collin, J., Hill, S., Ralston, R. and Westerman, L., 2020. Signalling Virtue, Promoting Harm - Unhealthy 
commodity industries and COVID-19. Geneva. Available from: 

https://ncdalliance.org/resources/signalling-virtue-promoting-harm. 

Collin, J., Hill, S.E., Kandlik Eltanani, M., Plotnikova, E., Ralston, R. and Smith, K.E., 2017. Can public 

health reconcile profits and pandemics? An analysis of attitudes to commercial sector engagement 

in health policy and research. PLoS One, 12(9), p. e0182612. 

https://www.csm4cfs.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/EN_CSO-Letter-to-UNSG-on-UN-food-systems-summit.pdf
https://www.csm4cfs.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/EN_CSO-Letter-to-UNSG-on-UN-food-systems-summit.pdf
https://ncdalliance.org/resources/signalling-virtue-promoting-harm


 

 

259 

 

Collin, J., Plotnikova, E. and Hill, S.E., 2018. One unhealthy commodities industry? Understanding links 

across tobacco, alcohol and ultra-processed food manufacturers and their implications for tobacco 

control and the SDGS. Tob Induc Dis, 16(1). 

Collin, J., Wright, A., Hill, S.E. and Smith, K.E., 2021. Conflicted and confused? Health harming 

industries and research funding in leading UK universities. BMJ, 374, p. n1657. 

Commission, E., 2021. Transparency Register [Online]. Brussels: European Commission. Available 

from: https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/homePage.do [Accessed 8 November 

2021]. 

Commission on Ending Childhood Obesity, 2016. Report of the commission on ending childhood obesity. 
Geneva. Available from: 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/204176/9789241510066_eng.pdf. 

Coordination Committee of the Civil Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism for relations with the 

CFS, 2021. CSM Letter to the CFS Chair on the UN Food Systems Summit [Online]. Rome: Civil 

Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism for relations with the UN Committee on World Food 
Security. Available from: https://www.csm4cfs.org/letter-csm-coordination-committee-cfs-

chair/ [Accessed 9 March 2021]. 

Corporate Europe Observatory, 2020. 'Better Regulation': corporate-friendly deregulation in disguise. 

Available from: https://corporateeurope.org/en/power-lobbies/2016/06/better-regulation-

corporate-friendly-deregulation-disguise [Accessed 8 November 2021]. 

Correa, T., Fierro, C., Reyes, M., Dillman Carpentier, F.R., Smith Taillie, L. and Corvalan, C., 2019. 

Responses to the Chilean law of food labeling and advertising: exploring knowledge, perceptions 

and behaviors of mothers of young children. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act, 16(1), p. 21. 

Corvalán, C., Reyes, M., Garmendia, M.L. and Uauy, R., 2019. Structural responses to the obesity and 

non-communicable diseases epidemic: Update on the Chilean law of food labelling and 

advertising. Obes Rev, 20(3), pp. 367-374. 

Costello, A., 2021. WHO in its present form is not fit for purpose—an essay by Anthony Costello. BMJ, 

375, p. n2644. 

Crosbie, E., Carriedo, A. and Schmidt, L., 2020. Hollow Threats: Transnational Food and Beverage 

Companies’ Use of International Agreements to Fight Front-of-Pack Nutrition Labeling in 

Mexico and Beyond. Int J Health Policy Manag, pp. -. 

Crosbie, E., Pomeranz, J.L., Wright, K.E., Hoeper, S. and Schmidt, L., 2021. State Preemption: An 

Emerging Threat to Local Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Taxation. Am J Public Health, 111(4), pp. 

677-686. 

Crosbie, E., Sebrié, E.M. and Glantz, S.A., 2012. Tobacco industry success in Costa Rica: the importance 

of FCTC article 5.3. Salud Publica Mex, 54(1), pp. 28-38. 

Curtis, J. and Garde, A., 2018. Overcoming the legal challenge to end childhood obesity: Pathways 

towards positive harmonization in law and governance. In: A. Garde, J. Curtis and O. De Schutter, 

eds. Ending Childhood Obesity: A challenge at the Crossroads of International Economic and 

Human Rights Law. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 339-369. 

da Silva, J.T., Garzillo, J.M.F., Rauber, F., Kluczkovski, A., Rivera, X.S., da Cruz, G.L., Frankowska, A., 

Martins, C.A., da Costa Louzada, M.L., Monteiro, C.A., Reynolds, C., Bridle, S. and Levy, R.B., 

2021. Greenhouse gas emissions, water footprint, and ecological footprint of food purchases 

according to their degree of processing in Brazilian metropolitan areas: a time-series study from 

1987 to 2018. Lancet Planet Health, 5(11), pp. e775-e785. 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/homePage.do
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/204176/9789241510066_eng.pdf
https://www.csm4cfs.org/letter-csm-coordination-committee-cfs-chair/
https://www.csm4cfs.org/letter-csm-coordination-committee-cfs-chair/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/power-lobbies/2016/06/better-regulation-corporate-friendly-deregulation-disguise
https://corporateeurope.org/en/power-lobbies/2016/06/better-regulation-corporate-friendly-deregulation-disguise


 

 

260 

 

de Lacy-Vawdon, C. and Livingstone, C., 2020. Defining the commercial determinants of health: a 

systematic review. BMC Public Health, 20(1), pp. 1022-1022. 

de Morais Sato, P., Mais, L.A., Khandpur, N., Ulian, M.D., Bortoletto Martins, A.P., Garcia, M.T., 

Spinillo, C.G., Urquizar Rojas, C.F., Jaime, P.C. and Scagliusi, F.B., 2019. Consumers’ opinions 

on warning labels on food packages: A qualitative study in Brazil. PLoS One, 14(6), p. e0218813. 

Delemare Tangpuori, A., Harding-Rolls, G., Urbancic, N. and Banegas Zallio, X.P., 2020. Talking Trash: 

The corporate playbook of false solutions to the plastic crisis. Utrecht. Available from: 

https://talking-trash.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/TalkingTrash_FullReport.pdf. 

Department for Digital Culture Media and Sport and Department of Health and Social Care, 2021. 

Consultation outcome: Introducing a total online advertising restriction for products high in fat, 

sugar and salt (HFSS) [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/total-restriction-of-online-advertising-for-

products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss/introducing-a-total-online-advertising-restriction-for-

products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss [Accessed 21 November 2021]. 

Dimbleby, H., 2021. National Food Strategy - The Plan. Available from: 

https://www.nationalfoodstrategy.org. 

Dobbin, F., Simmons, B. and Garrett, G., 2007. The Global Diffusion of Public Policies: Social 

Construction, Coercion, Competition, or Learning? Annu Rev Sociol, 33(1), pp. 449-472. 

Dodd, R., Santos, J.A., Tan, M., Campbell, N.R.C., Ni Mhurchu, C., Cobb, L., Jacobson, M.F., He, F.J., 

Trieu, K., Osornprasop, S. and Webster, J., 2020a. Effectiveness and Feasibility of Taxing Salt 

and Foods High in Sodium: A Systematic Review of the Evidence. Advances in Nutrition, 11(6), 

pp. 1616-1630. 

Dodd, R., Santos, J.A., Tan, M., Campbell, N.R.C., Ni Mhurchu, C., Cobb, L., Jacobson, M.F., He, F.J., 

Trieu, K., Osornprasop, S. and Webster, J., 2020b. Effectiveness and Feasibility of Taxing Salt 

and Foods High in Sodium: A Systematic Review of the Evidence. Adv Nutr. 

Dolowitz, D. and Marsh, D., 1996. Who Learns What from Whom: a Review of the Policy Transfer 

Literature. Political Studies, 44(2), pp. 343-357. 

Dorfman, L., Cheyne, A., Friedman, L.C., Wadud, A. and Gottlieb, M., 2012. Soda and Tobacco Industry 

Corporate Social Responsibility Campaigns: How Do They Compare? PLoS Med, 9(6), p. 

e1001241. 

Douglas, N., Knai, C., Petticrew, M., Eastmure, E., Durand, M.A. and Mays, N., 2018. How the food, 

beverage and alcohol industries presented the Public Health Responsibility Deal in UK print and 

online media reports. Crit Public Health, 28(4), pp. 377-387. 

Eastmure, E., Cummins, S. and Sparks, L., 2020. Non-market strategy as a framework for exploring 

commercial involvement in health policy: a primer. Soc Sci Med, p. 113257. 

Ecorys, 2014. Food taxes and their impact on competitiveness in the agri-food sector, a study. Brussels. 

Available from: https://ec.europa.eu/growth/content/food-taxes-and-their-impact-

competitiveness-agri-food-sector-study-0_en. 

Eising, R., 2004. Multilevel Governance and Business Interests in the European Union. Governance, 

17(2), pp. 211-245. 

Evans, J., 2021. Nestlé document says majority of its food portfolio is unhealthy. Financial Times 
[Online]. Available from: https://www.ft.com/content/4c98d410-38b1-4be8-95b2-d029e054f492 

[Accessed 25 November 2021]. 

https://talking-trash.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/TalkingTrash_FullReport.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/total-restriction-of-online-advertising-for-products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss/introducing-a-total-online-advertising-restriction-for-products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/total-restriction-of-online-advertising-for-products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss/introducing-a-total-online-advertising-restriction-for-products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/total-restriction-of-online-advertising-for-products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss/introducing-a-total-online-advertising-restriction-for-products-high-in-fat-sugar-and-salt-hfss
https://www.nationalfoodstrategy.org/
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/content/food-taxes-and-their-impact-competitiveness-agri-food-sector-study-0_en
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/content/food-taxes-and-their-impact-competitiveness-agri-food-sector-study-0_en
https://www.ft.com/content/4c98d410-38b1-4be8-95b2-d029e054f492


 

 

261 

 

Fakhri, M., 2021. A/76/237 The right to food: note by the Secretary-General. New York, NY. Available 

from: https://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N21/208/03/PDF/N2120803.pdf?OpenElement. 

Fardet, A., 2016. Minimally processed foods are more satiating and less hyperglycemic than ultra-

processed foods: a preliminary study with 98 ready-to-eat foods. Food & Function, 7(5), pp. 

2338-2346. 

Fernandes Davies, V. and Jaime, P.C., 2017. Mandatory food labeling of trans fat acids: qualitative 

analysis of the public consultation. Interface (Botucatu), 61, pp. 133-139. 

Fernandes Davies, V., Moubarac, J.C., Medeiros, K.J. and Jaime, P.C., 2018. Applying a food processing-

based classification system to a food guide: a qualitative analysis of the Brazilian experience. 

Public Health Nutr, 21(1), pp. 218-229. 

Field, P. and Gauld, R., 2011. How do Vested Interests Maintain Outdated Policy? The Case of Food 

Marketing to New Zealand Children. Open Health Serv Policy J, 4, pp. 30-38. 

Finnemore, M. and Sikkink, K., 2001. TAKING STOCK: The Constructivist Research Program in 

International Relations and Comparative Politics. Annu Rev Polit Sci, 4(1), pp. 391-416. 

Fiolet, T., Srour, B., Sellem, L., Kesse-Guyot, E., Allès, B., Méjean, C., Deschasaux, M., Fassier, P., 

Latino-Martel, P., Beslay, M., Hercberg, S., Lavalette, C., Monteiro, C.A., Julia, C. and Touvier, 

M., 2018. Consumption of ultra-processed foods and cancer risk: results from NutriNet-Santé 

prospective cohort. BMJ, 360, p. k322. 

Fooks, G.J., Smith, J., Lee, K. and Holden, C., 2017. Controlling corporate influence in health policy 

making? An assessment of the implementation of article 5.3 of the World Health Organization 

framework convention on tobacco control. Global Health, 13(1), p. 12. 

Fooks, G.J., Williams, S., Box, G. and Sacks, G., 2019. Corporations' use and misuse of evidence to 

influence health policy: a case study of sugar-sweetened beverage taxation. Global Health, 15(1), 

p. 56. 

Forde, C.G., Mars, M. and de Graaf, K., 2020. Ultra-Processing or Oral Processing? A Role for Energy 

Density and Eating Rate in Moderating Energy Intake from Processed Foods. Curr Dev Nutr, 

4(3). 

Freudenberg, N., 2015. Lethal but legal: corporations, consumption, and protecting public health. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Freudenberg, N., Lee, K., Buse, K., Collin, J., Crosbie, E., Friel, S., Eisenkraft Klein, D., Madureira Lima, 

J., Marten, R., Mialon, M. and Zenone, M., 2021. Defining Priorities for Action and Research on 

the Commercial Determinants of Health: A Conceptual Review. Am J Public Health, 111(12), 

pp. 2202-2211. 

Friel, S., 2020a. Climate change and the people's health: the need to exit the consumptagenic system. 

Lancet, 395(10225), pp. 666-668. 

Friel, S., 2020b. Redressing the Corporate Cultivation of Consumption: Releasing the Weapons of the 

Structurally Weak. Int J Health Policy Manag, pp. -. 

Friel, S., Hattersley, L. and Townsend, R., 2015. Trade Policy and Public Health. Annu Rev Public Health, 

36(1), pp. 325-344. 

Friel, S., Ponnamperuma, S., Schram, A., Gleeson, D., Kay, A., Thow, A.-M. and Labonte, R., 2016. 

Shaping the discourse: What has the food industry been lobbying for in the Trans Pacific 

Partnership trade agreement and what are the implications for dietary health? Crit Public Health, 

26(5), pp. 518-529. 

https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N21/208/03/PDF/N2120803.pdf?OpenElement
https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N21/208/03/PDF/N2120803.pdf?OpenElement


 

 

262 

 

Fuchs, D. and Lederer, M.M.L., 2007. The Power of Business. Business and Politics, 9(3), pp. 1-17. 

Fuster, M., Burrowes, S., Cuadrado, C., Velasco Bernal, A., Lewis, S., McCarthy, B. and Shen, G.C., 

2020. Understanding policy change for obesity prevention: learning from sugar-sweetened 

beverages taxes in Mexico and Chile. Health Promot Int, 36(1), pp. 155-164. 

Galbraith-Emami, S. and Lobstein, T., 2013. The impact of initiatives to limit the advertising of food and 

beverage products to children: A systematic review. Obes Rev, 14(12), pp. 960-974. 

Galea, G. and McKee, M., 2014. Public–private partnerships with large corporations: Setting the ground 

rules for better health. Health Policy, 115(2), pp. 138-140. 

Garde, A., 2018. Global health law and non-communicable disease prevention: maximizing opportunities 

by understanding constraints. In: G.L. Burci and B.C.A. Toebes, eds. Research Handbook on 

Global Health Law. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 289-426. 

Get Smart Outside, 2021. Bans don’t work [Online]. Available from: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20210401111044/https://www.getsmartoutside.org.uk/bans-dont-

work [Accessed 1 April 2021]. 

Giles, A., Costigan, D., Graff, H., Stacey, R. and Mwatsama, M., 2019. The Hungarian public health 
product tax. Available from: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20201124033454/https:/ukhealthforum.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2019/01/Hungary.pdf. 

Gilmore, A.B., Savell, E. and Collin, J., 2011. Public health, corporations and the New Responsibility 

Deal: promoting partnerships with vectors of disease? J Public Health (Oxf), 33(1), pp. 2-4. 

Glantz, S.A., 2021. Understanding how unhealthy food companies influence advertising restrictions. 

PLoS Med, 18(9), p. e1003742. 

Global Food Research Program, 2020. Industry Self-regulation: Empty pledges. Chapel Hill, NC. 

Available from: https://www.globalfoodresearchprogram.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/08/Industry_Self-Regulation_Empty_Pledges_July_2020.pdf. 

Global Food Research Program, 2021. Front-of-Package (FOP) Food Labelling: Empowering consumers 

and promoting healthy diets. Chapel Hill, NC. 

Goldstein, K., 2002. Getting in the door: Sampling and completing elite interviews. PS: Political Science 

& Politics, 35(4), pp. 669-672. 

Goltzman, M. and Kammerer, P., 2016. INFORM: EU Public Policy developments in February & March 

2016 [Online]. DC Leaks Coca Cola Emails: DC Leaks. Available from: 

https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fncl0226. 

Gomez, E.J., 2019. Coca-Cola's political and policy influence in Mexico: understanding the role of 

institutions, interests and divided society. Health Policy Plan, 34(7), pp. 520-528. 

Goyens, M., Løgstrup, S., Godfrey, F., Lobstein, T., Gosme, L., Seebom, A. and Rundall, P., 2019. Civil 

Society Organisations Leave the EU Platform for Diet, Physical Activity and Health [Online]. 

BEUC, EHN, EPHA, CPME, COFACE, World Obesity, and IBFAN. Available from: 

https://www.coface-eu.org/consumers/civil-society-organisations-leave-the-eu-platform-for-

diet-physical-activity-and-health/ [Accessed 23 November 2021]. 

Greenhalgh, S., 2019. Soda industry influence on obesity science and policy in China. J Public Health 

Policy, 40(1), pp. 5-16. 

Gressier, M., Swinburn, B., Frost, G., Segal, A.B. and Sassi, F., 2021. What is the impact of food 

reformulation on individuals' behaviour, nutrient intakes and health status? A systematic review 

of empirical evidence. Obes Rev, 22(2), p. e13139. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20210401111044/https:/www.getsmartoutside.org.uk/bans-dont-work
https://web.archive.org/web/20210401111044/https:/www.getsmartoutside.org.uk/bans-dont-work
https://web.archive.org/web/20201124033454/https:/ukhealthforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Hungary.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20201124033454/https:/ukhealthforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Hungary.pdf
https://www.globalfoodresearchprogram.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Industry_Self-Regulation_Empty_Pledges_July_2020.pdf
https://www.globalfoodresearchprogram.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Industry_Self-Regulation_Empty_Pledges_July_2020.pdf
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fncl0226
https://www.coface-eu.org/consumers/civil-society-organisations-leave-the-eu-platform-for-diet-physical-activity-and-health/
https://www.coface-eu.org/consumers/civil-society-organisations-leave-the-eu-platform-for-diet-physical-activity-and-health/


 

 

263 

 

Hagenaars, L.L., Jeurissen, P.P.T. and Klazinga, N.S., 2017. The taxation of unhealthy energy-dense 

foods (EDFs) and sugar-sweetened beverages (SSBs): An overview of patterns observed in the 

policy content and policy context of 13 case studies. Health Policy, 121(8), pp. 887-894. 

Hagenaars, L.L., Jevdjevic, M., Jeurissen, P.P.T. and Klazinga, N.A., 2020. Six lessons from introducing 

sweetened beverage taxes in Berkeley, Cook County, and Philadelphia: A case study comparison 

in agenda setting and decision making. Health Policy, 124(9), pp. 932-942. 

Hall, K.D., Ayuketah, A., Brychta, R., Cai, H., Cassimatis, T., Chen, K.Y., Chung, S.T., Costa, E., 

Courville, A., Darcey, V., Fletcher, L.A., Forde, C.G., Gharib, A.M., Guo, J., Howard, R., Joseph, 

P.V., McGehee, S., Ouwerkerk, R., Raisinger, K., Rozga, I., Stagliano, M., Walter, M., Walter, 

P.J., Yang, S. and Zhou, M., 2019. Ultra-Processed Diets Cause Excess Calorie Intake and Weight 

Gain: An Inpatient Randomized Controlled Trial of Ad Libitum Food Intake. Cell Metabolism, 

30(2), pp. 1-11. 

Haringey Council, 2019. Haringey Council ban advertising on unhealthy foods [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.haringey.gov.uk/news/haringey-council-ban-advertising-unhealthy-foods 

[Accessed 21 November 2021]. 

Hawkes, C., 2009. Identifying Innovative Interventions to Promote Healthy Eating Using Consumption-

Oriented Food Supply Chain Analysis. J Hunger Environ Nutr, 4(3-4), pp. 336-356. 

Hawkes, C., Blouin, C., Henson, S., Drager, N. and Dubé, L., 2009. Trade, food, diet and health: 

perspectives and policy options. New Jersey: Wiley-Blackwell. 

Hawkes, C. and Buse, K., 2011. Public health sector and food industry interaction: it’s time to clarify the 

term ‘partnership’ and be honest about underlying interests. Eur J Public Health, 21(4), pp. 400-

401. 

Hawkes, C., Jewell, J. and Allen, K., 2013. A food policy package for healthy diets and the prevention of 

obesity and diet-related non-communicable diseases: the NOURISHING framework. Obes Rev, 

14(S2), pp. 159-168. 

Hawkins, B., Holden, C., Eckhardt, J. and Lee, K., 2018. Reassessing policy paradigms: A comparison of 

the global tobacco and alcohol industries. Global Public Health, 13(1), pp. 1-19. 

Hawkins, B., Holden, C. and Mackinder, S., 2018. A multi-level, multi-jurisdictional strategy: 

Transnational tobacco companies’ attempts to obstruct tobacco packaging restrictions. Glob 

Public Health, pp. 1-14. 

Hawkins, B., Holden, C. and Mackinder, S., 2020. The Battle for Standardised Cigarette Packaging in 

Europe: Multi-Level Governance, Policy Transfer and the Integrated Strategy of the Tobacco 

Industry. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hawkins, B. and McCambridge, J., 2020. ‘Tied up in a legal mess’: The alcohol industry's use of litigation 

to oppose minimum alcohol pricing in Scotland. Scott Aff, 29(1), pp. 3-23. 

He, F.J., Brinsden, H.C. and MacGregor, G.A., 2014. Salt reduction in the United Kingdom: a successful 

experiment in public health. J Hum Hypertens, 28(6), pp. 345-352. 

Hillman, A.J., 2003. Determinants of Political Strategies in U.S. Multinationals. Business and Society, 

42(4), pp. 455-484. 

Hilton, S., Buckton, C.H., Patterson, C., Katikireddi, S.V., Lloyd-Williams, F., Hyseni, L., Elliott-Green, 

A. and Capewell, S., 2019. Following in the footsteps of tobacco and alcohol? Stakeholder 

discourse in UK newspaper coverage of the Soft Drinks Industry Levy. Public Health Nutr, 

22(12), pp. 2317-2328. 

https://www.haringey.gov.uk/news/haringey-council-ban-advertising-unhealthy-foods


 

 

264 

 

HM Revenue & Customs, 2018. Soft Drinks Industry Levy: detailed information [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.gov.uk/topic/business-tax/soft-drinks-industry-levy [Accessed 30 September 2021]. 

Hoffman, B., 2013. Behind the Brands. Oxford. Available from: 

https://www.behindthebrands.org/images/media/Download-files/bp166-behind-brands-260213-

en.pdf. 

Holden, C. and Farnsworth, K., 2016. Social Policy. In: K. Lee and B. Hawkins, eds. Researching 

Corporations and Global Health Governance: An Interdisciplinary Guide. London: Rowman & 

Littlefield International, pp. 41-50. 

Holden, C. and Lee, K., 2009. Corporate Power and Social Policy: The Political Economy of the 

Transnational Tobacco Companies. Global Social Policy, 9(3), pp. 328-354. 

Huizinga, O. and Kruse, M., 2016. Food industry self-regulation scheme “EU Pledge” cannot prevent the 

marketing of unhealthy foods to children. Obes Rev, 1, pp. 24-28. 

Hunt, D., 2020. How food companies use social media to influence policy debates: a framework of 

Australian ultra-processed food industry Twitter data. Public Health Nutr, pp. 1-12. 

Hurt, R.D., Ebbert, J.O., Muggli, M.E., Lockhart, N.J. and Robertson, C.R., 2009. Open doorway to truth: 

legacy of the Minnesota tobacco trial. Mayo Clinic Proc, 84(5), pp. 446-456. 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2021. Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis 
[Online]. Available from: https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-working-group-i/ 

[Accessed 9 August 2021]. 

Investment Policy Hub, 2004a. Archer Daniels Midland and Tate & Lyle Ingredients Americas, Inc. v. 

United Mexican States (ICSID Case No. ARB(AF)/04/5) [Online]. UNCTAD. Available from: 

https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/167/adm-v-mexico 

[Accessed 27 October 2021]. 

Investment Policy Hub, 2004b. Corn Products International, Inc. v. United Mexican States (ICSID Case 

No. ARB(AF)/04/1) [Online]. UNCTAD. Available from: 

https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/166/corn-products-v-

mexico [Accessed 27 October 2021]. 

Investment Policy Hub, 2005. Cargill, Incorporated v. United Mexican States (ICSID Case No. 
ARB(AF)/05/2) [Online]. UNCTAD. Available from: 

https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/204/cargill-v-mexico 

[Accessed 27 October 2021]. 

Investment Policy Hub, 2010. Philip Morris Brand Sàrl (Switzerland), Philip Morris Products S.A. 
(Switzerland) and Abal Hermanos S.A. (Uruguay) v. Oriental Republic of Uruguay (ICSID Case 

No. ARB/10/7) [Online]. UNCTAD. Available from: 

https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/368/philip-morris-v-

uruguay [Accessed 27 October 2021]. 

Jaichuen, N., Phulkerd, S., Certthkrikul, N., Sacks, G. and Tangcharoensathien, V., 2018. Corporate 

political activity of major food companies in Thailand: an assessment and policy 

recommendations. Global Health, 14(1), p. 115. 

Japan Tobacco International, 2019. The Future of Brands [Online]. Available from: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20190823150518/https://thefutureofbrands.com/about-us/ 

[Accessed 23 August 2021]. 

Jenkin, G., Signal, L. and Thomson, G., 2012. Nutrition policy in whose interests? A New Zealand case 

study. Public Health Nutr, 15(8), pp. 1483-1488. 

https://www.gov.uk/topic/business-tax/soft-drinks-industry-levy
https://www.behindthebrands.org/images/media/Download-files/bp166-behind-brands-260213-en.pdf
https://www.behindthebrands.org/images/media/Download-files/bp166-behind-brands-260213-en.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-working-group-i/
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/167/adm-v-mexico
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/166/corn-products-v-mexico
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/166/corn-products-v-mexico
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/204/cargill-v-mexico
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/368/philip-morris-v-uruguay
https://investmentpolicy.unctad.org/investment-dispute-settlement/cases/368/philip-morris-v-uruguay
https://web.archive.org/web/20190823150518/https:/thefutureofbrands.com/about-us/


 

 

265 

 

Jenkin, G.L.S., Thompson, G., Russell, M.L., Edwards, R., Bowers, S.G., Hudson, S., Lanumata, T.S., 

Signal, L.N., Gifford, H. and Walton, M.D., 2016. Process, pitfalls and profits: lessons from 

interviewing New Zealand policy-makers. Health Promot Int, 33(2), pp. 187-194. 

Jensen, J.D. and Ronit, K., 2015. The EU pledge for responsible marketing of food and beverages to 

children: implementation in food companies. Eur J Clin Nutr, 69(8), pp. 896-901. 

Jiang, N. and Ling, P., 2013. Vested Interests in Addiction Research and Policy. Alliance between tobacco 

and alcohol industries to shape public policy. Addiction, 108(5), pp. 852-864. 

Jones, A., Neal, B., Reeve, B., Ni Mhurchu, C. and Thow, A.M., 2019. Front-of-pack nutrition labelling 

to promote healthier diets: current practice and opportunities to strengthen regulation worldwide. 

BMJ Glob Health, 4(6), p. e001882. 

Julia, C. and Hercberg, S., 2016. Research and lobbying conflicting on the issue of a front-of-pack 

nutrition labelling in France. Arch Public Health, 74(1), p. 51. 

Juul, F., Vaidean, G., Lin, Y., Deierlein, A.L. and Parekh, N., 2021. Ultra-Processed Foods and Incident 
Cardiovascular Disease in the Framingham Offspring Study. J Am Coll Cardiol, 77(12), pp. 1520-

1531. 

Kelly, B. and Jewell, J., 2018. HEALTH EVIDENCE NETWORK SYNTHESIS REPORT 61: What is the 

evidence on the policy specifications, development processes and effectiveness of existing front-

of-pack food labelling policies in the WHO European Region? Copenhagen. Available from: 

https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-

specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-

labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018. 

Kelly, P.M., Davies, A., Greig, A.J.M. and Lee, K.K., 2016. Obesity Prevention in a City State: Lessons 

from New York City during the Bloomberg Administration. Front Public Health, 4, pp. 60-60. 

Kickbusch, I., Allen, L. and Franz, C., 2016. The commercial determinants of health. Lancet Glob Health, 

4(12), pp. e895-e896. 

Knai, C., James, L., Petticrew, M., Eastmure, E., Durand, M.A. and Mays, N., 2017. An evaluation of a 

public-private partnership to reduce artificial trans fatty acids in England, 2011-16. Eur J Public 

Health, 27(4), pp. 605-608. 

Knai, C., Petticrew, M., Capewell, S., Cassidy, R., Collin, J., Cummins, S., Eastmure, E., Fafard, P., 

Fitzgerald, N., Gilmore, A.B., Hawkins, B., Jensen, J.D., Katikireddi, S.V., Maani, N., Mays, N., 

Mwatsama, M., Nakkash, R., Orford, J.F., Rutter, H., Savona, N., van Schalkwyk, M.C.I. and 

Weishaar, H., 2021. The case for developing a cohesive systems approach to research across 

unhealthy commodity industries. BMJ Glob Health, 6(2), p. e003543. 

Knai, C., Petticrew, M., Durand, M.A., Eastmure, E., James, L., Mehrotra, A., Scott, C. and Mays, N., 

2015. Has a public–private partnership resulted in action on healthier diets in England? An 

analysis of the Public Health Responsibility Deal food pledges. Food Policy, 54, pp. 1-10. 

Kneen, B., 1999. Restructuring food for corporate profit: The corporate genetics of Cargill and Monsanto. 

Agriculture and Human Values, 16(2), pp. 161-167. 

Konieczna, J., Morey, M., Abete, I., Bes-Rastrollo, M., Ruiz-Canela, M., Vioque, J., Gonzalez-Palacios, 

S., Daimiel, L., Salas-Salvadó, J., Fiol, M., Martín, V., Estruch, R., Vidal, J., Martínez-González, 

M.A., Canudas, S., Jover, A.J., Fernández-Villa, T., Casas, R., Olbeyra, R., Buil-Cosiales, P., 

Babio, N., Schröder, H., Martínez, J.A. and Romaguera, D., 2021. Contribution of ultra-processed 

foods in visceral fat deposition and other adiposity indicators: Prospective analysis nested in the 

PREDIMED-Plus trial. Clinical Nutrition. 

https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018
https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018
https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018


 

 

266 

 

Kraak, V.I., Harrigan, P.B., Lawrence, M., Harrison, P.J., Jackson, M.A. and Swinburn, B., 2012. 

Balancing the benefits and risks of public–private partnerships to address the global double 

burden of malnutrition. Public Health Nutr, 15(3), pp. 503-517. 

Kraak, V.I., Rincón-Gallardo Patiño, S. and Sacks, G., 2019. An accountability evaluation for the 

International Food & Beverage Alliance's Global Policy on Marketing Communications to 

Children to reduce obesity: A narrative review to inform policy. Obes Rev 

, 20(S2), pp. 90-106. 

Kumar, M., Gleeson, D. and Barraclough, S., 2018. Australia's Health Star Rating policy process: Lessons 

for global policy-making in front-of-pack nutrition labelling. Nutr Diet, 75(2), pp. 193-199. 

Lacy-Nichols, J., Scrinis, G. and Carey, R., 2019. The evolution of Coca-Cola Australia’s soft drink 

reformulation strategy 2003–2017: A thematic analysis of corporate documents. Food Policy, p. 

101793. 

Lacy-Nichols, J., Scrinis, G. and Carey, R., 2020. The politics of voluntary self-regulation: insights from 
the development and promotion of the Australian Beverages Council's Commitment. Public 

Health Nutr, 23(3), pp. 564-575. 

Lacy-Nichols, J. and Williams, O., 2021. “Part of the Solution:” Food Corporation Strategies for 

Regulatory Capture and Legitimacy. Int J Health Policy Manag, pp. -. 

Landwehr, S.C. and Hartmann, M., 2020. Industry self-regulation of food advertisement to children: 

Compliance versus effectiveness of the EU Pledge. Food Policy, 91, p. 101833. 

Lane, M.M., Davis, J.A., Beattie, S., Gómez-Donoso, C., Loughman, A., O'Neil, A., Jacka, F., Berk, M., 

Page, R., Marx, W. and Rocks, T., 2021. Ultraprocessed food and chronic noncommunicable 

diseases: A systematic review and meta-analysis of 43 observational studies. Obes Rev, 22(3), p. 

e13146. 

Lauria, F., Dello Russo, M., Formisano, A., De Henauw, S., Hebestreit, A., Hunsberger, M., Krogh, V., 

Intemann, T., Lissner, L., Molnar, D., Moreno, L.A., Reisch, L.A., Tornaritis, M., Veidebaum, 

T., Williams, G., Siani, A. and Russo, P., 2021. Ultra-processed foods consumption and diet 

quality of European children, adolescents and adults: results from the I.Family study. Nutr Metab 

Cardiovasc Dis. 

Le Bodo, Y., Etilé, F., Gagnon, F. and De Wals, P., 2019. Conditions influencing the adoption of a soda 

tax for public health: Analysis of the French case (2005–2012). Food Policy, 88, p. 101765. 

Lee, K. and Crosbie, E., 2020. Understanding Structure and Agency as Commercial Determinants of 

Health; Comment on “How Neoliberalism Is Shaping the Supply of Unhealthy Commodities and 

What This Means for NCD Prevention”. Int J Health Policy Manag, 9(7), pp. 315-318. 

Lee, K. and Hawkins, B., 2016. Researching Corporations and Global Health Governance: An 

Interdisciplinary Guide. London: Rowman & Littlefield International. 

Lee, K. and Smith, J., 2020. The role of the business sector in global health politics. In: C. McInnes, K. 

Lee and J. Youde, eds. The Oxford Handbook of Global Health Politics. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Lie, A.L., 2019. Power in Global Nutrition Governance. Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism 

and International Organizations, 25(2), pp. 277-303. 

Lifestyles Team and NHS Digital, 2021. National Child Measurement Programme, England 2020/21 

School Year [Online]. Available from: https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-

information/publications/statistical/national-child-measurement-programme/2020-21-school-

year [Accessed 20 November 2021]. 

https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/national-child-measurement-programme/2020-21-school-year
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/national-child-measurement-programme/2020-21-school-year
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/national-child-measurement-programme/2020-21-school-year


 

 

267 

 

Louzada, M.L.d.C., Ricardo, C.Z., Steele, E.M., Levy, R.B., Cannon, G. and Monteiro, C.A., 2018. The 

share of ultra-processed foods determines the overall nutritional quality of diets in Brazil. Public 

Health Nutr, 21(1), pp. 94-102. 

Maani Hessari, N., Ruskin, G., Mc, K.M. and Stuckler, D., 2019. Public Meets Private: Conversations 

Between Coca-Cola and the CDC. Milbank Q, 97(1), pp. 74-90. 

Maani, N., MC, V.A.N.S., Petticrew, M. and Galea, S., 2021. The Commercial Determinants of Three 

Contemporary National Crises: How Corporate Practices Intersect With the COVID-19 

Pandemic, Economic Downturn, and Racial Inequity. Milbank Q, 99(2), pp. 503-518. 

Maani, N., McKee, M., Petticrew, M. and Galea, S., 2020. Corporate practices and the health of 

populations: a research and translational agenda. Lancet Public Health, 5(2), pp. e80-e81. 

Machado, P.P., Steele, E.M., Levy, R.B., Sui, Z., Rangan, A., Woods, J., Gill, T., Scrinis, G. and Monteiro, 
C.A., 2019. Ultra-processed foods and recommended intake levels of nutrients linked to non-

communicable diseases in Australia: evidence from a nationally representative cross-sectional 

study. BMJ Open, 9(8), p. e029544. 

MacKenzie, R. and Holden, C., 2016. Analysing Corporate Documents. In: K. Lee and B. Hawkins, eds. 

Researching Corporations and Global Health Governance: An Interdisciplinary Guide. London: 

Rowman & Littlefield International, pp. 189-201. 

Mackinac Center for Public Policy, 2021. The Overton Window [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.mackinac.org/OvertonWindow [Accessed 1 December 2021]. 

Madureira Lima, J. and Galea, S., 2018. Corporate practices and health: a framework and mechanisms. 

Global Health, 14(1), p. 21. 

Malone, R.E. and Bialous, S.A., 2014. WHO FCTC article 5.3: promise but little progress. Tob Control, 

23(4), pp. 279-280. 

Malone, R.E., Grundy, Q. and Bero, L.A., 2012. Tobacco industry denormalisation as a tobacco control 

intervention: a review. Tob Control, 21(2), pp. 162-170. 

Mariath, A.B. and Martins, A.P.B., 2021. Sugary drinks taxation: industry’s lobbying strategies, practices, 

and arguments in the Brazilian legislature. Public Health Nutr, pp. 1-30. 

Marks, G., 1993. Structural Policy and Multilevel Governance in the EC. In: A. Cafruny and G. Rosenthal, 

eds. The State of the European Community. New York, NY: Lynne Rienner. 

Marks, J.H., 2019. The Perils of Partnership: Industry Influence, Institutional Integrity, and Public 

Health. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Marmot, M. and Bell, R., 2019. Social determinants and non-communicable diseases: time for integrated 

action. BMJ, 364, p. l251. 

Marten, R., Kadandale, S., Butler, J., Aguayo, V.M., Axelrod, S., Banatvala, N., Bettcher, D., Brumana, 

L., Buse, K., Casswell, S., Dain, K., Glassman, A., Heymann, D.L., Kickbusch, I., Marquez, P.V., 

Nordström, A., Paul, J., Jr., Peterson, S., Ralston, J., Rasanathan, K., Reddy, S., Smith, R.D., 

Soucat, A., Sperkova, K., Thompson, F. and Webb, D., 2018. Sugar, tobacco, and alcohol taxes 

to achieve the SDGs. Lancet, 391(10138), pp. 2400-2401. 

Martínez Steele, E., Juul, F., Neri, D., Rauber, F. and Monteiro, C.A., 2019. Dietary share of ultra-

processed foods and metabolic syndrome in the US adult population. Prev Med, 125, pp. 40-48. 

Martinez, S.W., 2007. The US food marketing system: recent developments, 1997-2006. 

https://www.mackinac.org/OvertonWindow


 

 

268 

 

Matthes, B.K., Lauber, K., Zatoński, M., Robertson, L. and Gilmore, A.B., 2021. Developing more 

detailed taxonomies of tobacco industry political activity in low-income and middle-income 

countries: qualitative evidence from eight countries. BMJ Glob Health, 6(3), p. e004096. 

MC, V.A.N.S., Maani, N., Cohen, J., McKee, M. and Petticrew, M., 2021. Our Postpandemic World: 

What Will It Take to Build a Better Future for People and Planet? Milbank Q, 99(2), pp. 467-502. 

McCambridge, J., Mialon, M. and Hawkins, B., 2018. Alcohol industry involvement in policymaking: a 

systematic review. Addiction, 113(9), pp. 1571-1584. 

McCarthy, J., 2020. Advertising trade bodies united in distaste for 'junk food' TV and online ad ban. The 

Drum [Online]. Available from: https://www.thedrum.com/news/2020/07/27/advertising-trade-

bodies-united-distaste-junk-food-tv-and-online-ad-ban [Accessed 20 January 2021]. 

McKee, M. and Stuckler, D., 2018. Revisiting the Corporate and Commercial Determinants of Health. 

Am J Public Health, 108(9), pp. 1167-1170. 

Meagher, M., 2020. Competition is Killing Us: How Big Business is Harming Our Society and Planet - 

and What To Do About It. London: Penguin Books. 

Meiksin, R., Er, V., Thompson, C., Adams, J., Boyland, E., Burgoine, T., Cornelsen, L., de Vocht, F., 

Egan, M., Lake, A.A., Lock, K., Mytton, O., White, M., Yau, A. and Cummins, S., 2021. 

Restricting the advertising of high fat, salt and sugar foods on the Transport for London estate: 

Process and implementation study. Soc Sci Med, p. 114548. 

Merton Council, 2020. Merton Council Advertising Policy: Advertising HFSS Food and Non-Alcoholic 

Drink Targeted At Children [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.merton.gov.uk/assets/Documents/advertising%20policy%20childhood%20obesity.

pdf [Accessed 21 November 2021]. 

Mialon, M., Corvalan, C., Cediel, G., Scagliusi, F.B. and Reyes, M., 2020a. Food industry political 

practices in Chile: “the economy has always been the main concern”. Global Health, 16(1), p. 

107. 

Mialon, M., Crosbie, E. and Sacks, G., 2020. Mapping of food industry strategies to influence public 

health policy, research and practice in South Africa. Int J Public Health, 65(7), pp. 1027-1036. 

Mialon, M., Gaitan Charry, D.A., Cediel, G., Crosbie, E., Baeza Scagliusi, F. and Pérez Tamayo, E.M., 

2020b. “The architecture of the state was transformed in favour of the interests of companies”: 

corporate political activity of the food industry in Colombia. Global Health, 16(1), p. 97. 

Mialon, M., Ho, M., Carriedo, A., Ruskin, G. and Crosbie, E., 2021a. Beyond nutrition and physical 

activity: food industry shaping of the very principles of scientific integrity. Global Health, 17(1), 

p. 37. 

Mialon, M., Julia, C. and Hercberg, S., 2018a. Nutri-score saga in France: how food industry actors tried 

to influence public health policies and public opinion. World Nutrition, 9(2), pp. 109-120. 

Mialon, M., Julia, C. and Hercberg, S., 2018b. The policy dystopia model adapted to the food industry: 

the example of the Nutri-Score saga in France. World Nutrition, 9(2). 

Mialon, M., Khandpur, N., Amaral Mais, L. and Bortoletto Martins, A.P., 2021b. Arguments used by 

trade associations during the early development of a new front-of-pack nutrition labelling system 

in Brazil. Public Health Nutr, 24(4), pp. 766-774. 

Mialon, M. and Mialon, J., 2018. Analysis of corporate political activity strategies of the food industry: 

evidence from France. Public Health Nutr, 1-15. 

https://www.thedrum.com/news/2020/07/27/advertising-trade-bodies-united-distaste-junk-food-tv-and-online-ad-ban
https://www.thedrum.com/news/2020/07/27/advertising-trade-bodies-united-distaste-junk-food-tv-and-online-ad-ban
https://www.merton.gov.uk/assets/Documents/advertising%20policy%20childhood%20obesity.pdf
https://www.merton.gov.uk/assets/Documents/advertising%20policy%20childhood%20obesity.pdf


 

 

269 

 

Mialon, M., Swinburn, B., Allender, S. and Sacks, G., 2016a. Systematic examination of publicly-

available information reveals the diverse and extensive corporate political activity of the food 

industry in Australia. BMC Public Health, 16(1), p. 283. 

Mialon, M., Swinburn, B. and Sacks, G., 2015. A proposed approach to systematically identify and 

monitor the corporate political activity of the food industry with respect to public health using 

publicly available information. Obes Rev, 16. 

Mialon, M., Swinburn, B., Wate, J., Tukana, I. and Sacks, G., 2016b. Analysis of the corporate political 

activity of major food industry actors in Fiji. Global Health, 12(1), p. 18. 

Mialon, M., Vandevijvere, S., Carriedo-Lutzenkirchen, A., Bero, L., Gomes, F., Petticrew, M., McKee, 

M., Stuckler, D. and Sacks, G., 2020c. Mechanisms for addressing and managing the influence 

of corporations on public health policy, research and practice: a scoping review. BMJ Open, 10(7), 

p. e034082. 

Miller, D. and Harkins, C., 2010. Corporate strategy, corporate capture: food and alcohol industry 

lobbying and public health. Crit Soc Policy, 30(4), pp. 564-589. 

Milsom, P., Smith, R., Baker, P. and Walls, H., 2021a. Corporate power and the international trade regime 

preventing progressive policy action on non-communicable diseases: a realist review. Health 

Policy Plan, 36(4), pp. 493-508. 

Milsom, P., Smith, R., Modisenyane, S.M. and Walls, H., 2021b. Do international trade and investment 

agreements generate regulatory chill in public health policymaking? A case study of nutrition and 

alcohol policy in South Africa. Global Health, 17(1), p. 104. 

Monteiro, C.A., Bertazzi Levy, R., Claro Moreira, R., Rugani Ribeiro de Castro, I. and Cannon, G., 2010. 

A new classification of foods based on the extent and purpose of their processing. Cadernos de 

saude publica, 26, pp. 2039-2049. 

Monteiro, C.A., Cannon, G., Lawrence, M., da Costa Louzada, M.L. and Pereira Machado, P., 2019. 

Ultra-processed foods, diet quality, and health using the NOVA classification system. Rome. 

Available from: http://www.fao.org/3/ca5644en/ca5644en.pdf. 

Monteiro, C.A., Lawrence, M., Millett, C., Nestle, M., Popkin, B.M., Scrinis, G. and Swinburn, B., 2021. 

The need to reshape global food processing: a call to the United Nations Food Systems Summit. 

BMJ Glob Health, 6(7), p. e006885. 

Monteiro, C.A., Moubarac, J.C., Cannon, G., Ng, S.W. and Popkin, B., 2013. Ultra-processed products 

are becoming dominant in the global food system. Obes Rev, 14 Suppl 2(S2), pp. 21-28. 

Moodie, R., Bennett, E., Kwong, E.J.L., Santos, T.M., Pratiwi, L., Williams, J. and Baker, P., 2021. Ultra-

Processed Profits: The Political Economy of Countering the Global Spread of Ultra-Processed 

Foods – A Synthesis Review on the Market and Political Practices of Transnational Food 

Corporations and Strategic Public Health Responses. Int J Health Policy Manag, pp. -. 

Moodie, R., Stuckler, D., Monteiro, C., Sheron, N., Neal, B., Thamarangsi, T., Lincoln, P., Casswell, S. 

and Lancet NCD Action Group, 2013. Profits and pandemics: prevention of harmful effects of 

tobacco, alcohol, and ultra-processed food and drink industries. Lancet, 381(9867), pp. 670-679. 

Moodie, R., Swinburn, B., Richardson, J. and Somaini, B., 2006. Childhood obesity--a sign of commercial 

success, but a market failure. Int J Pediatr Obes, 1(3), pp. 133-138. 

Morse, J.M., 1997. "Perfectly Healthy, but Dead": The Myth of Inter-Rater Reliability. Qual Health Res, 

7(4), pp. 445-447. 

Mounsey, S., Veerman, L., Jan, S. and Thow, A.M., 2020. The macroeconomic impacts of diet-related 

fiscal policy for NCD prevention: A systematic review. Econ Hum Biol, 37, p. 100854. 

http://www.fao.org/3/ca5644en/ca5644en.pdf


 

 

270 

 

Mpofu, E. and Garcia, E., 2021. Here is why we are boycotting the UN Food Systems Summit. Al Jazeera 
[Online]. Available from: https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2021/7/25/here-is-why-we-are-

boycotting-the-un-food-systems-summit [Accessed 20 August 2021]. 

Nardocci, M., Leclerc, B.-S., Louzada, M.-L., Monteiro, C.A., Batal, M. and Moubarac, J.-C., 2019. 

Consumption of ultra-processed foods and obesity in Canada. Can J Public Health, 110(1), pp. 

4-14. 

Niebylski, M.L., Redburn, K.A., Duhaney, T. and Campbell, N.R., 2015. Healthy food subsidies and 

unhealthy food taxation: A systematic review of the evidence. Nutrition, 31(6), pp. 787-795. 

Nisbett, N., Friel, S., Aryeetey, R., Gomes, F.d.S., Harris, J., Backholer, K., Baker, P., Blue Bird Jernigan, 

V. and Phulkerd, S., 2021. Equity and expertise in the UN Food Systems Summit. BMJ Global 

Health, 6(7), p. e006569. 

Nishtar, S., Niinistö, S., Sirisena, M., Vázquez, T., Skvortsova, V., Rubinstein, A., Mogae, F.G., Mattila, 

P., Ghazizadeh Hashemi, S.H., Kariuki, S., Narro Robles, J., Adewole, I.F., Sarr, A.D., Gan, K.Y., 

Piukala, S.M.u., Al Owais, A.R.B.M., Hargan, E., Alleyne, G., Alwan, A., Bernaert, A., 
Bloomberg, M., Dain, K., Frieden, T., Patel, V.H., Kennedy, A. and Kickbusch, I., 2018. Time to 

deliver: report of the WHO Independent High-Level Commission on NCDs. Lancet, 392(10143), 

pp. 245-252. 

Nixon, L., Mejia, P., Cheyne, A. and Dorfman, L., 2015a. Big Soda’s long shadow: news coverage of 

local proposals to tax sugar-sweetened beverages in Richmond, El Monte and Telluride. Crit 

Public Health, 25(3), pp. 333-347. 

Nixon, L., Mejia, P., Cheyne, A., Wilking, C., Dorfman, L. and Daynard, R., 2015b. "We're Part of the 

Solution": Evolution of the Food and Beverage Industry's Framing of Obesity Concerns Between 

2000 and 2012. Am J Public Health, 105(11), pp. 2228-2236. 

Nobles, J., Summerbell, C., Brown, T., Jago, R. and Moore, T., 2021. A secondary analysis of the 

childhood obesity prevention Cochrane Review through a wider determinants of health lens: 

implications for research funders, researchers, policymakers and practitioners. Int J Behav Nutr 

Phys Act, 18(1), p. 22. 

Obesity Health Alliance, 2021. Turning the Tide. Available from: http://obesityhealthalliance.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2021/09/Turning-the-Tide-A-10-year-Healthy-Weight-Strategy.pdf. 

Office of the Commissioner of Lobbying of Canada, 2021. Registry of Lobbyists [Online].  [Accessed 8 

November 2021]. 

Office of the Registrar of Consultant Lobbyists, 2021. The Register [Online]. Available from: 

https://registerofconsultantlobbyists.force.com/CLR_Search [Accessed 8 November 2021]. 

Ojeda, E., Torres, C., Carriedo, A., Mialon, M., Parekh, N. and Orozco, E., 2020. The influence of the 

sugar-sweetened beverage industry on public policies in Mexico. Int J Public Health, 65(7), pp. 

1037-1044. 

Pagliai, G., Dinu, M., Madarena, M.P., Bonaccio, M., Iacoviello, L. and Sofi, F., 2021. Consumption of 

ultra-processed foods and health status: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Br J of Nutr, 

125(3), pp. 308-318. 

Payán, D.D., Lewis, L.B., Cousineau, M.R. and Nichol, M.B., 2017. Advocacy coalitions involved in 

California's menu labeling policy debate: Exploring coalition structure, policy beliefs, resources, 

and strategies. Soc Sci Med, 177, pp. 78-86. 

Peekhaus, W., 2010. Monsanto discovers new social media. International Journal of Communication, 4, 

p. 22. 

https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2021/7/25/here-is-why-we-are-boycotting-the-un-food-systems-summit
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2021/7/25/here-is-why-we-are-boycotting-the-un-food-systems-summit
http://obesityhealthalliance.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Turning-the-Tide-A-10-year-Healthy-Weight-Strategy.pdf
http://obesityhealthalliance.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Turning-the-Tide-A-10-year-Healthy-Weight-Strategy.pdf
https://registerofconsultantlobbyists.force.com/CLR_Search


 

 

271 

 

Peeters, S., Costa, H., Stuckler, D., McKee, M. and Gilmore, A.B., 2016. The revision of the 2014 

European tobacco products directive: an analysis of the tobacco industry's attempts to ‘break the 

health silo’. Tob Control, 25(1), pp. 108-117. 

Pell, D., Penney, T., Hammond, D., Vanderlee, L., White, M. and Adams, J., 2019. Support for, and 

perceived effectiveness of, the UK soft drinks industry levy among UK adults: cross-sectional 

analysis of the International Food Policy Study. BMJ Open, 9(3), p. e026698. 

Petticrew, M., Katikireddi, S., Knai, C., Cassidy, R., Maani Hessari, N., Thomas, J. and Weishaar, H., 

2017. ‘Nothing can be done until everything is done’: the use of complexity arguments by food, 

beverage, alcohol and gambling industries. J Epidemiol Community Health, (71), pp. 1078–1083. 

Phulkerd, S., Jindarattanaporn, N., Cettakrikul, N. and Tangcharoensathien, V., 2016. Assessment of food 

industry policies and practices to create healthy food environments for preventing obesity and 

diet ‐ related non ‐  communicable diseases in Thailand. Available from: 

http://ihppthaigov.net/DB/publication/attachresearch/390/chapter1.pdf. 

Potvin Kent, M., Dubois, L. and Wanless, A., 2011. Self-regulation by industry of food marketing is 

having little impact during children's preferred television. Int J Pediatr Obes, 6(5-6), pp. 401-

408. 

Potvin Kent, M., Pauzé, E., Guo, K., Kent, A. and Jean-Louis, R., 2020. The physical activity and 

nutrition-related corporate social responsibility initiatives of food and beverage companies in 

Canada and implications for public health. BMC Public Health, 20(1), p. 890. 

Powell, L.M., Chriqui, J.F., Khan, T., Wada, R. and Chaloupka, F.J., 2013. Assessing the potential 

effectiveness of food and beverage taxes and subsidies for improving public health: a systematic 

review of prices, demand and body weight outcomes. Obes Rev, 14(2), pp. 110-128. 

Powell, L.M., Schermbeck, R.M. and Chaloupka, F.J., 2013. Nutritional Content of Food and Beverage 

Products in Television Advertisements Seen on Children's Programming. Child Obes, 9(6), pp. 

524-531. 

Price Waterhouse Coopers, 2013. Public Health Product Tax Study. Budapest. 

Project Reconnect, 2015. Edelman & Burson-Marsteller: Advice for public affairs professionals in the 
digital age. Available from: https://web.archive.org/web/20170331130446/http://www.project-

reconnect.com/articles/edelman--bursonmarsteller-advice-for-public-affairs-professionals-in-

the-digital-age [Accessed 14 August 2019]. 

Public Health England, 2017. Health matters: obesity and the food environment [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-

environment/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-environment--2 [Accessed 21 November]. 

Ralston, R., 2021. The informal governance of public-private partnerships in UK obesity policy: 

Collaborating on calorie reduction or reducing effectiveness? Soc Sci Med, 289, p. 114451. 

Ranald, P., 2019. When even winning is losing: The surprising cost of defeating Philip Morris over plain 

packaging. The Conversation [Online]. Available from: https://theconversation.com/when-even-

winning-is-losing-the-surprising-cost-of-defeating-philip-morris-over-plain-packaging-114279 

[Accessed 27 October 2021]. 

Rauber, F., Da Costa Louzada, M.L., Steele, E.M., Millett, C., Monteiro, C.A. and Levy, R.B., 2018. 

Ultra-Processed Food Consumption and Chronic Non-Communicable Diseases-Related Dietary 

Nutrient Profile in the UK (2008–2014). Nutrients, 10(5), p. 587. 

Rauber, F., Steele, E.M., Louzada, M.L.d.C., Millett, C., Monteiro, C.A. and Levy, R.B., 2020. Ultra-

processed food consumption and indicators of obesity in the United Kingdom population (2008-

2016). PLoS One, 15(5), p. e0232676. 

http://ihppthaigov.net/DB/publication/attachresearch/390/chapter1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170331130446/http:/www.project-reconnect.com/articles/edelman--bursonmarsteller-advice-for-public-affairs-professionals-in-the-digital-age
https://web.archive.org/web/20170331130446/http:/www.project-reconnect.com/articles/edelman--bursonmarsteller-advice-for-public-affairs-professionals-in-the-digital-age
https://web.archive.org/web/20170331130446/http:/www.project-reconnect.com/articles/edelman--bursonmarsteller-advice-for-public-affairs-professionals-in-the-digital-age
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-environment/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-environment--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-environment/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-environment--2
https://theconversation.com/when-even-winning-is-losing-the-surprising-cost-of-defeating-philip-morris-over-plain-packaging-114279
https://theconversation.com/when-even-winning-is-losing-the-surprising-cost-of-defeating-philip-morris-over-plain-packaging-114279


 

 

272 

 

Razavi, A., Adams, J. and White, M., 2019. What arguments and from whom are most influential in 

shaping public health policy: thematic content analysis of responses to a public consultation on 

the regulation of television food advertising to children in the UK. BMJ Open, 9(8), p. e028221. 

Redondo, M., Hernández-Aguado, I. and Lumbreras, B., 2018. The impact of the tax on sweetened 

beverages: a systematic review. Am J Clin Nutr, 108(3), pp. 548-563. 

Rico-Campà, A., Martínez-González, M.A., Alvarez-Alvarez, I., Mendonça, R.d.D., de la Fuente-

Arrillaga, C., Gómez-Donoso, C. and Bes-Rastrollo, M., 2019. Association between consumption 

of ultra-processed foods and all cause mortality: SUN prospective cohort study. BMJ, 365, p. 

l1949. 

Rincón-Gallardo Patiño, S., Rajamohan, S., Meaney, K., Coupey, E., Serrano, E., Hedrick, V.E., da Silva 

Gomes, F., Polys, N. and Kraak, V., 2020. Development of a Responsible Policy Index to Improve 

Statutory and Self-Regulatory Policies that Protect Children’s Diet and Health in the America’s 

Region. Int J Environ Res Public Health, 17(2), p. 495. 

Roberto, C.A., Swinburn, B., Hawkes, C., Huang, T.T., Costa, S.A., Ashe, M., Zwicker, L., Cawley, J.H. 
and Brownell, K.D., 2015. Patchy progress on obesity prevention: emerging examples, 

entrenched barriers, and new thinking. Lancet, 385(9985), pp. 2400-2409. 

Rodgers, A., Woodward, A., Swinburn, B. and Dietz, A.H., 2018. Prevalence trends tell us what did not 

precipitate the US obesity epidemic. Lancet Public Health, 3(4), pp. e162-e163. 

Ronit, K. and Jensen, J.D., 2014. Obesity and industry self-regulation of food and beverage marketing: a 

literature review. Eur J Clin Nutr, 68(7), pp. 753-759. 

Roth, G.A., Abate, D., Abate, K.H., Abay, S.M., Abbafati, C., Abbasi, N., Abbastabar, H., Abd-Allah, F., 

Abdela, J., Abdelalim, A., Abdollahpour, I., Abdulkader, R.S., Abebe, H.T., Abebe, M., Abebe, 

Z., Abejie, A.N., Abera, S.F., Abil, O.Z., Abraha, H.N., Abrham, A.R., Abu-Raddad, L.J., 

Accrombessi, M.M.K., Acharya, D., Adamu, A.A., Adebayo, O.M., Adedoyin, R.A., Adekanmbi, 

V., Adetokunboh, O.O., Adhena, B.M., Adib, M.G., Admasie, A., Afshin, A., Agarwal, G., 

Agesa, K.M., Agrawal, A., Agrawal, S., Ahmadi, A., Ahmadi, M., Ahmed, M.B., Ahmed, S., 

Aichour, A.N., Aichour, I., Aichour, M.T.E., Akbari, M.E., Akinyemi, R.O., Akseer, N., Al-Aly, 

Z., Al-Eyadhy, A., Al-Raddadi, R.M., Alahdab, F., Alam, K., Alam, T., Alebel, A., Alene, K.A., 

Alijanzadeh, M., Alizadeh-Navaei, R., Aljunid, S.M., Alkerwi, A.a., Alla, F., Allebeck, P., 

Alonso, J., Altirkawi, K., Alvis-Guzman, N., Amare, A.T., Aminde, L.N., Amini, E., Ammar, W., 

Amoako, Y.A., Anber, N.H., Andrei, C.L., Androudi, S., Animut, M.D., Anjomshoa, M., Ansari, 

H., Ansha, M.G., Antonio, C.A.T., Anwari, P., Aremu, O., Ärnlöv, J., Arora, A., Arora, M., 

Artaman, A., Aryal, K.K., Asayesh, H., Asfaw, E.T., Ataro, Z., Atique, S., Atre, S.R., Ausloos, 

M., Avokpaho, E.F.G.A., Awasthi, A., Quintanilla, B.P.A., Ayele, Y., Ayer, R., Azzopardi, P.S., 

Babazadeh, A., Bacha, U., Badali, H., Badawi, A., Bali, A.G., et al., 2018. Global, regional, and 

national age-sex-specific mortality for 282 causes of death in 195 countries and territories, 1980-

2017: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2017. Lancet, 392(10159), 

pp. 1736-1788. 

Rutter, H., 2012. The single most important intervention to tackle obesity…. Int J Public Health, 57(4), 

pp. 657-658. 

Rutter, H., Savona, N., Glonti, K., Bibby, J., Cummins, S., Finegood, D.T., Greaves, F., Harper, L., Hawe, 

P., Moore, L., Petticrew, M., Rehfuess, E., Shiell, A., Thomas, J. and White, M., 2017. The need 

for a complex systems model of evidence for public health. Lancet, 390(10112), pp. 2602-2604. 

Sabatier, P.A. and Weible, C.M., 2014. Theories of the policy process. Third ed. ed. Boulder, CO: 

Boulder, Colo : Westview. 



 

 

273 

 

Sainsbury, E., Magnusson, R., Thow, A.-M. and Colagiuri, S., 2020. Explaining resistance to regulatory 

interventions to prevent obesity and improve nutrition: A case-study of a sugar-sweetened 

beverages tax in Australia. Food Policy, 93, p. 101904. 

Savell, E., Fooks, G. and Gilmore, A.B., 2016. How does the alcohol industry attempt to influence 

marketing regulations? A systematic review. Addiction, 111(1), pp. 18-32. 

Savell, E., Gilmore, A.B. and Fooks, G., 2014. How does the tobacco industry attempt to influence 

marketing regulations? A systematic review. PLoS One, 9, p. e87389. 

Schrecker, T., 2020. Towards a Critical Political Economy of Global Health. In: C. McInnes, K. Lee and 

J. Youde, eds. The Oxford Handbook of Global Health Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Scott, C., Hawkins, B. and Knai, C., 2017. Food and beverage product reformulation as a corporate 

political strategy. Soc Sci Med, 172, pp. 37-45. 

Scrinis, G. and Monteiro, C.A., 2018. Ultra-processed foods and the limits of product reformulation. 

Public Health Nutr, 21(1), pp. 247-252. 

Seferidi, P., Scrinis, G., Huybrechts, I., Woods, J., Vineis, P. and Millett, C., 2020. The neglected 

environmental impacts of ultra-processed foods. Lancet Planet Health, 4(10), pp. e437-e438. 

Senate, U.S., 2021. Lobbying Disclosure Act (LDA) Reports [Online]. Available from: 

https://lda.senate.gov/system/public/ [Accessed 8 November 2021]. 

Shahid, M., Neal, B. and Jones, A., 2020. Uptake of Australia’s Health Star Rating System 2014–2019. 

Nutrients, 12(6), p. 1791. 

Shelton, R.C., Colgrove, J., Lee, G., Truong, M. and Wingood, G.M., 2017. Message framing in the 

context of the national menu-labelling policy: a comparison of public health and private industry 

interests. Public Health Nutr, 20(5), pp. 814-823. 

Smith, K.E., 2013. Beyond Evidence-Based Policy in Public Health: The Interplay of Ideas. London: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Smith, K.E., Fooks, G., Collin, J., Weishaar, H., Mandal, S. and Gilmore, A.B., 2010. “Working the 

System”—British American Tobacco's Influence on the European Union Treaty and Its 

Implications for Policy: An Analysis of Internal Tobacco Industry Documents. PLoS Med, 7(1), 

p. e1000202. 

Smith, K.E., Fooks, G., Gilmore, A.B., Collin, J. and Weishaar, H., 2015. Corporate coalitions and policy 

making in the European Union: how and why British American tobacco promoted “better 

regulation”. J Health Polit Policy Law, 40(2), pp. 325-372. 

Smith, K.E., Gilmore, A.B., Fooks, G., Collin, J. and Weishaar, H., 2009. Tobacco industry attempts to 

undermine Article 5.3 and the “good governance” trap. Tob Control, 18(6), pp. 509-511. 

Smith, K.E. and Katikireddi, S.V., 2013. A glossary of theories for understanding policymaking. J 

Epidemiol Community Health, 67(2), pp. 198-202. 

Smith, K.E., Savell, E. and Gilmore, A.B., 2013. What is known about tobacco industry efforts to 

influence tobacco tax? A systematic review of empirical studies. Tob Control, 22(2), pp. 144-

153. 

Smith Taillie, L., Reyes, M., Colchero, A., Popkin, B. and Corvalán, C., 2020. An evaluation of Chile’s 

Law of Food Labeling and Advertising on sugar-sweetened beverage purchases from 2015 to 

2017: A before-and-after study. PLoS Med, 17(2), p. e1003015. 

https://lda.senate.gov/system/public/


 

 

274 

 

Snowdon, C., 2016. New IEA briefing shows sugar levy will cost taxpayers billions. Available from: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20210719042203/https://iea.org.uk/publications/the-sugar-levy-a-

briefing/ [Accessed 19 July 2021]. 

Song, J., Brown, M.K., Tan, M., MacGregor, G.A., Webster, J., Campbell, N.R.C., Trieu, K., Ni Mhurchu, 

C., Cobb, L.K. and He, F.J., 2021. Impact of color-coded and warning nutrition labelling schemes: 

A systematic review and network meta-analysis. PLoS Med, 18(10), p. e1003765. 

Southwark Council, 2019. Junk food ads banned across Southwark Council’s advertising network 
[Online]. Available from: https://www.southwark.gov.uk/news/2019/jun/junk-food-ads-banned-

across-southwark-council-s-advertising-network [Accessed 21 November 2021]. 

Srour, B., Fezeu, L.K., Kesse-Guyot, E., Allès, B., Debras, C., Druesne-Pecollo, N., Chazelas, E., 

Deschasaux, M., Hercberg, S., Galan, P., Monteiro, C.A., Julia, C. and Touvier, M., 2020. 

Ultraprocessed Food Consumption and Risk of Type 2 Diabetes Among Participants of the 

NutriNet-Santé Prospective Cohort. JAMA Intern Med, 180(2), pp. 283-291. 

Srour, B., Fezeu, L.K., Kesse-Guyot, E., Allès, B., Méjean, C., Andrianasolo, R.M., Chazelas, E., 
Deschasaux, M., Hercberg, S., Galan, P., Monteiro, C.A., Julia, C. and Touvier, M., 2019. Ultra-

processed food intake and risk of cardiovascular disease: prospective cohort study (NutriNet-

Santé). BMJ, 365, p. l1451. 

Stanaway, J.D., Afshin, A., Gakidou, E., Lim, S.S., Abate, D., Abate, K.H., Abbafati, C., Abbasi, N., 

Abbastabar, H., Abd-Allah, F., Abdela, J., Abdelalim, A., Abdollahpour, I., Abdulkader, R.S., 

Abebe, M., Abebe, Z., Abera, S.F., Abil, O.Z., Abraha, H.N., Abrham, A.R., Abu-Raddad, L.J., 

Abu-Rmeileh, N.M.E., Accrombessi, M.M.K., Acharya, D., Acharya, P., Adamu, A.A., Adane, 

A.A., Adebayo, O.M., Adedoyin, R.A., Adekanmbi, V., Ademi, Z., Adetokunboh, O.O., Adib, 

M.G., Admasie, A., Adsuar, J.C., Afanvi, K.A., Afarideh, M., Agarwal, G., Aggarwal, A., 

Aghayan, S.A., Agrawal, A., Agrawal, S., Ahmadi, A., Ahmadi, M., Ahmadieh, H., Ahmed, 

M.B., Aichour, A.N., Aichour, I., Aichour, M.T.E., Akbari, M.E., Akinyemiju, T., Akseer, N., 

Al-Aly, Z., Al-Eyadhy, A., Al-Mekhlafi, H.M., Alahdab, F., Alam, K., Alam, S., Alam, T., 

Alashi, A., Alavian, S.M., Alene, K.A., Ali, K., Ali, S.M., Alijanzadeh, M., Alizadeh-Navaei, R., 

Aljunid, S.M., Alkerwi, A.a., Alla, F., Alsharif, U., Altirkawi, K., Alvis-Guzman, N., Amare, 

A.T., Ammar, W., Anber, N.H., Anderson, J.A., Andrei, C.L., Androudi, S., Animut, M.D., 

Anjomshoa, M., Ansha, M.G., Antó, J.M., Antonio, C.A.T., Anwari, P., Appiah, L.T., Appiah, 

S.C.Y., Arabloo, J., Aremu, O., Ärnlöv, J., Artaman, A., Aryal, K.K., Asayesh, H., Ataro, Z., 

Ausloos, M., Avokpaho, E.F.G.A., Awasthi, A., Ayala Quintanilla, B.P., Ayer, R., Ayuk, T.B., 

Azzopardi, P.S., et al., 2018. Global, regional, and national comparative risk assessment of 84 

behavioural, environmental and occupational, and metabolic risks or clusters of risks for 195 

countries and territories, 1990-2017: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 

2017. Lancet, 392(10159), pp. 1923-1994. 

Standards in Public Office Commission, 2021. Irish Register of Lobbying [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.lobbying.ie [Accessed 8 November 2021]. 

Stephenson, P., 2013. Twenty years of multi-level governance: ‘Where Does It Come From? What Is It? 

Where Is It Going?’. J Eur Public Policy, 20(6), pp. 817-837. 

Stone, D., 2012. Transfer and translation of policy. Policy Studies, 33(6), pp. 483-499. 

Stuckler, D. and Nestle, M., 2012. Big Food, Food Systems, and Global Health. PLoS Med, 9(6), p. 

e1001242. 

Stuckler, D., Reeves, A., Loopstra, R. and McKee, M., 2016. Textual analysis of sugar industry influence 

on the World Health Organization's 2015 sugars intake guideline. Bull World Health Organ, 

94(8), pp. 566-573. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20210719042203/https:/iea.org.uk/publications/the-sugar-levy-a-briefing/
https://web.archive.org/web/20210719042203/https:/iea.org.uk/publications/the-sugar-levy-a-briefing/
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/news/2019/jun/junk-food-ads-banned-across-southwark-council-s-advertising-network
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/news/2019/jun/junk-food-ads-banned-across-southwark-council-s-advertising-network
https://www.lobbying.ie/


 

 

275 

 

Summit, U.N.F.S., 2021. Program [Online]. Rome. Available from: 

https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/pre-summit_final_program_july_23_2021.pdf 

[Accessed 18 August 2021]. 

Suzuki, M., Webb, D. and Small, R., 2021. Competing Frames in Global Health Governance: An Analysis 

of Stakeholder Influence on the Political Declaration on Non-communicable Diseases. Int J 

Health Policy Manag. 

Swinburn, B., Egger, G. and Raza, F., 1999. Dissecting obesogenic environments: the development and 

application of a framework for identifying and prioritizing environmental interventions for 

obesity. Prev Med, 29(6 Pt 1), pp. 563-570. 

Swinburn, B.A., Kraak, V.I., Allender, S., Atkins, V.J., Baker, P.I., Bogard, J.R., Brinsden, H., Calvillo, 

A., De Schutter, O., Devarajan, R., Ezzati, M., Friel, S., Goenka, S., Hammond, R.A., Hastings, 

G., Hawkes, C., Herrero, M., Hovmand, P.S., Howden, M., Jaacks, L.M., Kapetanaki, A.B., 

Kasman, M., Kuhnlein, H.V., Kumanyika, S.K., Larijani, B., Lobstein, T., Long, M.W., Matsudo, 

V.K.R., Mills, S.D.H., Morgan, G., Morshed, A., Nece, P.M., Pan, A., Patterson, D.W., Sacks, 

G., Shekar, M., Simmons, G.L., Smit, W., Tootee, A., Vandevijvere, S., Waterlander, W.E., 

Wolfenden, L. and Dietz, W.H., 2019. The Global Syndemic of Obesity, Undernutrition, and 

Climate Change: The Lancet Commission report. Lancet, 393(10173), pp. 791-846. 

Swinburn, B.A., Sacks, G., Hall, K.D., McPherson, K., Finegood, D.T., Moodie, M.L. and Gortmaker, 

S.L., 2011. The global obesity pandemic: shaped by global drivers and local environments. 

Lancet, 378(9793), pp. 804-814. 

Teng, A.M., Jones, A.C., Mizdrak, A., Signal, L., Genc, M. and Wilson, N., 2019. Impact of sugar-

sweetened beverage taxes on purchases and dietary intake: Systematic review and meta-analysis. 

Obes Rev, 20(9), pp. 1187-1204. 

The Internet Archive, 2021. Wayback Machine [Online]. Available from: https://archive.org/web/ 

[Accessed 24 November 2021]. 

The World Bank, 2020. Taxes on sugar-sweetened beverages: International evidence and experiences. 

Washington, DC. Available from: 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/33969/Support-for-Sugary-

Drinks-Taxes-Taxes-on-Sugar-Sweetened-Beverages-Summary-of-International-Evidence-and-

Experiences.pdf?sequence=6. 

Thompson, C., Clary, C., Er, V., Adams, J., Boyland, E., Burgoine, T., Cornelsen, L., de Vocht, F., Egan, 

M., Lake, A.A., Lock, K., Mytton, O., Petticrew, M., White, M., Yau, A. and Cummins, S., 2021. 

Media representations of opposition to the ‘junk food advertising ban’ on the Transport for 

London (TfL) network: A thematic content analysis of UK news and trade press. SSM - 

Population Health, 15, p. 100828. 

Thow, A.M., Downs, S. and Jan, S., 2014. A systematic review of the effectiveness of food taxes and 

subsidies to improve diets: understanding the recent evidence. Nutr Rev, 72(9), pp. 551-565. 

Thow, A.M., Jones, A., Schneider, C.H. and Labonté, R., 2019. Global Governance of Front-of-Pack 

Nutrition Labelling: A Qualitative Analysis. Nutrients, 11(2), p. 268. 

Thow, A.M., Snowdon, W., Labonté, R., Gleeson, D., Stuckler, D., Hattersley, L., Schram, A., Kay, A. 

and Friel, S., 2015. Will the next generation of preferential trade and investment agreements 

undermine prevention of noncommunicable diseases? A prospective policy analysis of the Trans 

Pacific Partnership Agreement. Health Policy, 119(1), pp. 88-96. 

Tobacco Control Research Group, 2020. APCO Associates [Online]. Bath: University of Bath. Available 

from: https://tobaccotactics.org/wiki/apco-associates/ [Accessed 3 February 2021]. 

https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/pre-summit_final_program_july_23_2021.pdf
https://archive.org/web/
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/33969/Support-for-Sugary-Drinks-Taxes-Taxes-on-Sugar-Sweetened-Beverages-Summary-of-International-Evidence-and-Experiences.pdf?sequence=6
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/33969/Support-for-Sugary-Drinks-Taxes-Taxes-on-Sugar-Sweetened-Beverages-Summary-of-International-Evidence-and-Experiences.pdf?sequence=6
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/33969/Support-for-Sugary-Drinks-Taxes-Taxes-on-Sugar-Sweetened-Beverages-Summary-of-International-Evidence-and-Experiences.pdf?sequence=6
https://tobaccotactics.org/wiki/apco-associates/


 

 

276 

 

Tobacco Control Research Group, 2021. TobaccoTactics [Online]. Available from: 

https://tobaccotactics.org [Accessed 22 November 2021]. 

Tobacco Tactics, 2021. Institute of Economic Affairs [Online]. University of Bath. Available from: 

https://tobaccotactics.org/wiki/institute-of-economic-affairs/ [Accessed 25 October 2021]. 

Tortola, P.D., 2017. Clarifying multilevel governance. Eur J Polit Res, 56(2), pp. 234-250. 

Transport for London, 2019. TfL Ad Policy: Approval Guidance Food and Non-Alcoholic Drink 

Advertising [Online]. Available from: http://content.tfl.gov.uk/policy-guidance-food-and-drink-

advertising.pdf [Accessed 28 October 2020]. 

Tselengidis, A. and Östergren, P.-O., 2018. Lobbying against sugar taxation in the European Union: 

Analysing the lobbying arguments and tactics of stakeholders in the food and drink industries. 

Scand J Public Health, 0(0), p. 1403494818787102. 

UCSF Industry Documents Library, 2021. Master Settlement Agreement [Online]. University of 

California San Francisco. Available from: 

https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/collections/msa/ [Accessed 21 October 2021]. 

Ulucanlar, S., Fooks, G.J. and Gilmore, A.B., 2016. The Policy Dystopia Model: An interpretive analysis 

of tobacco industry political activity. PLoS Med, 13(9), p. e1002125. 

United Nations, 2015. Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. New 

York, NY. Available from: 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld. 

United Nations Children’s Fund, 2018. A child rights-based approach to food marketing: a guide for 

policy makers. New York, NY. Available from: https://sites.unicef.org/csr/files/A_Child_Rights-

Based_Approach_to_Food_Marketing_Report.pdf. 

University of California San Francisco, 2021. Food Industry Documents Archive [Online]. San Francisco, 

CA: University of California San Francisco. Available from: 

https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/food/ [Accessed 19 January 2021]. 

Vandenbrink, D., Pauze, E. and Potvin Kent, M., 2020. Strategies used by the Canadian food and beverage 

industry to influence food and nutrition policies. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act, 17(1), p. 3. 

Varpio, L., Ajjawi, R., Monrouxe, L.V., O'Brien, B.C. and Rees, C.E., 2017. Shedding the cobra effect: 

problematising thematic emergence, triangulation, saturation and member checking. Medical 

Education, 51(1), pp. 40-50. 

Vizard, S., 2020. Advertisers ‘deeply concerned’ by proposals for junk food ad ban. Marketing Week 

[Online]. Available from: https://www.marketingweek.com/advertisers-deeply-concerned-

proposals-junk-food-ad-ban/ [Accessed 19 January 2021]. 

Walls, H., Smith, R., Cuevas, S. and Hanefeld, J., 2019. International trade and investment: still the 

foundation for tackling nutrition related non-communicable diseases in the era of Trump? BMJ, 

365, p. l2217. 

Walt, G. and Gilson, L., 1994. Reforming the health sector in developing countries: the central role of 

policy analysis. Health Policy Plan, 9(4), pp. 353-370. 

Watts, C., Burton, S. and Freeman, B., 2021. Conducting tobacco industry informant interviews: lessons 

and implications for commercial determinants of health research. Health Promot Int. 

White, M., Aguirre, E., Finegood, D.T., Holmes, C., Sacks, G. and Smith, R., 2020. What role should the 

commercial food system play in promoting health through better diet? BMJ, 368, p. m545. 

https://tobaccotactics.org/
https://tobaccotactics.org/wiki/institute-of-economic-affairs/
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/policy-guidance-food-and-drink-advertising.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/policy-guidance-food-and-drink-advertising.pdf
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/collections/msa/
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
https://sites.unicef.org/csr/files/A_Child_Rights-Based_Approach_to_Food_Marketing_Report.pdf
https://sites.unicef.org/csr/files/A_Child_Rights-Based_Approach_to_Food_Marketing_Report.pdf
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/food/
https://www.marketingweek.com/advertisers-deeply-concerned-proposals-junk-food-ad-ban/
https://www.marketingweek.com/advertisers-deeply-concerned-proposals-junk-food-ad-ban/


 

 

277 

 

WHO Independent High-level Commission on NCDs, 2018. Report of the Technical Consultation. 
Geneva. Available from: https://www.who.int/ncds/governance/high-level-

commission/HLC_Final_report_of_the_Technical_Consultation_21-22_March_2018-

CORR1.pdf?ua=1. 

WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2018. Evaluating implementation of the WHO set of recommendations 
on the marketing of foods and non-alcoholic beverages to children. Progress, challenges and 

guidance for next steps in the WHO European Region. Copenhagen. Available from: 

https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-

prevention/nutrition/publications/2018/evaluating-implementation-of-the-who-set-of-

recommendations-on-the-marketing-of-foods-and-non-alcoholic-beverages-to-children.-

progress,-challenges-and-guidance-for-next-steps-in-the-who-european-region. 

WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2021. Marketing restrictions [Online]. Available from: 

https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/activities/marketing-

restrictions [Accessed 21 November 2021]. 

WHO South-East Asia, 2019. Seeing Red: How Sri Lanka is striving to stop NCDs. Available from: 

https://www.who.int/southeastasia/news/feature-stories/detail/seeing-red-how-sri-lanka-is-

striving-to-stop-ncds [Accessed 28 October 2021]. 

Wickramasinghe, K., Breda, J., Berdzuli, N., Rippin, H., Farrand, C. and Halloran, A., 2021. The shift to 

plant-based diets: are we missing the point? Global Food Security, 29, p. 100530. 

Wiist, W.H., 2010. The bottom line or public health: tactics corporations use to influence health and 

health policy and what we can do to counter them. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Williams, S.N., 2015. The incursion of ‘Big Food’ in middle-income countries: a qualitative documentary 

case study analysis of the soft drinks industry in China and India. Crit Public Health, 25(4), pp. 

455-473. 

Wood, B., Baker, P., Scrinis, G., McCoy, D., Williams, O. and Sacks, G., 2021a. Maximising the wealth 

of few at the expense of the health of many: a public health analysis of market power and 

corporate wealth and income distribution in the global soft drink market. Globalization and 

Health, 17(1), p. 138. 

Wood, B., Ruskin, G. and Sacks, G., 2019. Targeting Children and Their Mothers, Building Allies and 

Marginalising Opposition: An Analysis of Two Coca-Cola Public Relations Requests for 

Proposals. Int J Environ Res Public Health, 17(1), p. 12. 

Wood, B., Williams, O., Nagarajan, V. and Sacks, G., 2021b. Market strategies used by processed food 

manufacturers to increase and consolidate their power: a systematic review and document 

analysis. Global Health, 17(1), p. 17. 

World Cancer Research Fund, 2019. Lessons on implementing a robust front-of-pack food label. 

Available from: https://www.wcrf.org/sites/default/files/PPA-Building-Momentum-2-WEB.pdf. 

World Cancer Research Fund, 2021. NOURISHING database [Online]. Available from: 

https://policydatabase.wcrf.org/level_one?page=nourishing-level-one. 

World Cancer Research Fund International, 2019a. Building Momentum evidence table: effects of 
implemented restrictions on food advertising and other forms of commercial promotion [Online]. 

Available from: https://www.wcrf.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/BM3-evidence-table.pdf 

[Accessed 3 October 2021]. 

World Cancer Research Fund International, 2019b. Building Momentum: lessons on implementing robust 

restrictions of food and non-alcoholic beverage marketing to children [Online]. Available from: 

wcrf.org/buildingmomentum [Accessed 3 October 2021]. 

https://www.who.int/ncds/governance/high-level-commission/HLC_Final_report_of_the_Technical_Consultation_21-22_March_2018-CORR1.pdf?ua=1
https://www.who.int/ncds/governance/high-level-commission/HLC_Final_report_of_the_Technical_Consultation_21-22_March_2018-CORR1.pdf?ua=1
https://www.who.int/ncds/governance/high-level-commission/HLC_Final_report_of_the_Technical_Consultation_21-22_March_2018-CORR1.pdf?ua=1
https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/publications/2018/evaluating-implementation-of-the-who-set-of-recommendations-on-the-marketing-of-foods-and-non-alcoholic-beverages-to-children.-progress,-challenges-and-guidance-for-next-steps-in-the-who-european-region
https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/publications/2018/evaluating-implementation-of-the-who-set-of-recommendations-on-the-marketing-of-foods-and-non-alcoholic-beverages-to-children.-progress,-challenges-and-guidance-for-next-steps-in-the-who-european-region
https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/publications/2018/evaluating-implementation-of-the-who-set-of-recommendations-on-the-marketing-of-foods-and-non-alcoholic-beverages-to-children.-progress,-challenges-and-guidance-for-next-steps-in-the-who-european-region
https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/publications/2018/evaluating-implementation-of-the-who-set-of-recommendations-on-the-marketing-of-foods-and-non-alcoholic-beverages-to-children.-progress,-challenges-and-guidance-for-next-steps-in-the-who-european-region
https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/activities/marketing-restrictions
https://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/activities/marketing-restrictions
https://www.who.int/southeastasia/news/feature-stories/detail/seeing-red-how-sri-lanka-is-striving-to-stop-ncds
https://www.who.int/southeastasia/news/feature-stories/detail/seeing-red-how-sri-lanka-is-striving-to-stop-ncds
https://www.wcrf.org/sites/default/files/PPA-Building-Momentum-2-WEB.pdf
https://policydatabase.wcrf.org/level_one?page=nourishing-level-one
https://www.wcrf.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/BM3-evidence-table.pdf


 

 

278 

 

World Health Organization, 2003. WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Control. Geneva. Available 

from: https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/42811/9241591013.pdf?sequence=1. 

World Health Organization, 2012. A framework for implementing the set of recommendations on the 

marketing of foods and non-alcoholic beverages to children. Geneva. Available from: 

https://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/framework_marketing_food_to_children/en/. 

World Health Organization, 2015. Addressing and managing conflicts of interest in the planning and 

delivery of nutrition programmes at country level: Report of a technical consultation convened 
in Geneva, Switzerland, on 8–9 October 2015. Geneva. Available from: 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/206554/9789241510530_eng.pdf?sequence=1. 

World Health Organization, 2016. Shanghai Declaration on promoting health in the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development. Geneva. Available from: 

https://www.who.int/healthpromotion/conferences/9gchp/shanghai-declaration.pdf?ua=1. 

World Health Organization, 2017a. Montevideo Roadmap 2018-2030 on NCDs as a Sustainable 

Development Priority. Geneva. Available from: https://www.who.int/conferences/global-ncd-

conference/Roadmap.pdf. 

World Health Organization, 2017b. Safeguarding against possible conflicts of interest in nutrition 
programmes: Draft approach for the prevention and management of conflicts of interest in the 

policy development and implementation of nutrition programmes at country level. Geneva. 

Available from: http://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/EB142/B142_23-en.pdf?ua=1. 

World Health Organization, 2017c. Safeguarding against possible conflicts of interest in nutrition 

programmes: Draft approach for the prevention and management of conflicts of interest in the 

policy development and implementation of nutrition programmes at country level. Report by the 
Director-General. Geneva. Available from: 

https://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/EB142/B142_23-en.pdf?ua=1. 

World Health Organization, 2017d. Tackling NCDs: ‘Best buys’ and other recommended interventions 

for the prevention and control of noncommunicable diseases. Geneva. Available from: 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/259232/WHO-NMH-NVI-17.9-eng.pdf. 

World Health Organization, 2019. Double burden of malnutrition [Online]. Geneva: World Health 

Organization. Available from: https://www.who.int/nutrition/double-burden-malnutrition/en/ 

[Accessed 21 August 2019]. 

Yates, J., Gillespie, S., Savona, N., Deeney, M. and Kadiyala, S., 2021. Trust and responsibility in food 

systems transformation. Engaging with Big Food: marriage or mirage? BMJ Global Health, 6(11), 

p. e007350. 

  

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/42811/9241591013.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/framework_marketing_food_to_children/en/
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/206554/9789241510530_eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.who.int/healthpromotion/conferences/9gchp/shanghai-declaration.pdf?ua=1
https://www.who.int/conferences/global-ncd-conference/Roadmap.pdf
https://www.who.int/conferences/global-ncd-conference/Roadmap.pdf
http://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/EB142/B142_23-en.pdf?ua=1
https://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/EB142/B142_23-en.pdf?ua=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/259232/WHO-NMH-NVI-17.9-eng.pdf
https://www.who.int/nutrition/double-burden-malnutrition/en/


 

 

279 

 

Appendices 

Chapter 1: 

• Appendix 1.1: Literature review approach (general background) 

Chapter 3: 

• Appendix 3.1: Business associations and their links to a purposive sample of four 

multinational food corporations (paper I) 

• Appendix 3.2: Coding framework used to map positions on policy and preferred 

governance approaches (paper I) 

• Appendix 3.3: Summary of policy positions across all business associations in our sample 

(paper I) 

• Appendix 3.4: All pieces of evidence cited to support core claims around regulation 

(paper II) 

• Appendix 3.5: Search strategy (paper III) 

• Appendix 3.6: Included literature and internal industry documents (paper III) 

Chapter 4: 

• Appendix 4.1: Literature review (paper IV) 

• Appendix 4.2: Most active opponents in SSB tax debates, based on respondents’ 

observations (paper IV) 

• Appendix 4.3: Active business associations and membership of leading SSB corporations 

(paper IV) 

Chapter 5: 

• Appendix 5.1: Freedom of Information requests and responses (paper V) 

• Appendix 5.2: Excluded food/advertising industry and non-industry actors, and their 

positions on the advertising restrictions (paper V) 

• Appendix 5.3: List of meetings between officials and food/advertising industry 

representatives (paper V) 

• Appendix 5.4: Use of evidence in consultation submissions (paper V)  



 

 

280 

 

Appendix 1.1: Literature review approach (general background) 

I adopted a scoping review approach to identify relevant literature and a framework approach to 

qualitatively synthesise it. The review process was structured using the five steps set out by Arksey and 

O’Malley (2005): identifying the research question, identifying relevant literature, screening the relevant 

studies, charting the data, and collating, summarising, and reporting the results.  

 

Search: I identified search terms based on an initial review of relevant articles and trial searches, focusing 

on specificity over sensitivity. We searched PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science Core Collection. 

Searches were conducted using combinations of the following terms: 

- political activit* / lobb* / interfere* / influenc* / argument* 

- food / soda / beverage / drink* 

- advertis*/ marketing / label* / tax / levy / school food / guidelines 

- policy / legislat* / regulat* 

- obesity / non*communicable disease* / public health" 

- industry* / company* / corporat* 

 

Screening: To be included in the review, papers needed to be focus on corporate political activity (or aspects 

of it, as defined by the PDM) of ultra-processed food industry actors and their affiliates, in the context of 

dietary NCD policy. Peer-reviewed papers were included if they were published between 2010 and 2021, 

written in English, and based on empirical research. I excluded papers if they did not cover political activity 

(or an aspect thereof) as a substantial aspect of the study, focused on political activity in the context of other 

policy areas such as trade, sustainability, or food safety, were based solely on academic literature, or 

covered activities which took place before 2000. Studies which covered multiple industries were included 

only if it was clearly discernible which results applied to the UPFI specifically. Moreover, commentaries, 

editorials, opinion pieces, conference abstracts, books and book chapters, and articles without clear methods 

were excluded. 

 

Data extraction and analysis: I drew on a framework synthesis approach to review the relevant literature, 

using the PDM as an a priori framework, with the option of identifying emerging themes where evidence 

does not fit into this a priori framework. I coded arguments and techniques in an inductive way, applying 

our own interpretation of the documented behaviour rather than adopting the original authors’ 

categorisation. 

In addition to arguments and techniques, I coded the following contextual factors: level of governance (sub-

national, national, regional, global) and policy type (fiscal policies, labelling, marketing restrictions, 

guidelines, education). 

My aim was to map where evidence of certain UPF industry arguments and techniques exists, however it 

is important to consider that absence of evidence does not equal evidence of absence, particularly in light 

of the challenges associated with obtaining comprehensive data in this field.  
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Appendix 3.1: Business associations and their links to a purposive sample of 

four multinational food corporations (paper I) 

This table indicates whether any of the four largest packaged food and soft drink companies are members 

of the business associations in our sample (includes subsidiaries). A ✓ means that the company is a direct 

member, a (✓) signifies an indirect link through another organisation (supporting evidence is linked). We 

used the most recent available information in March 2020. Past membership if it changed after consultation 

submissions were made. 

 
Name Description Membership 

Coca-Cola PepsiCo Nestlé Mondelez 

International Food 

and Beverage 

Alliance (IFBA) 

Association of the twelve largest food and 

soft drink companies which focuses on the 

global level of policymaking and holds 
special consultative status with the UN’s 

Economic and Social Committee. 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

ConMexico Mexican trade association bringing 

together food, beverage (alcoholic & non-

alcoholic), household, and personal care 
sectors. 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Food Industry Asia 

(FIA) 

 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Grocery 

Manufacturers 
Association (GMA) 

U.S.-based grocery trade association. Now 

called Consumer Brands Association 
✓ ✓ ✓1 ✓ 

International Council 

of Beverages 

Associations (ICBA) 

International association representing the 

non-alcoholic beverage industry, including 

national and regional associations. 

✓ ✓ (✓, through 

ANDI) 

(✓, through 

ANDI) 

U.S. Council for 
International 

Business (USCIB) 

U.S.-based general business association 
focused on international trade. 

✓ ✓1 x (✓, through 

GMA) 

Alianza 

Latinoamericana de 

Asociaciones de la 
Industria de 

Alimentos y Bebidas2 

(ALAIAB) 

Latin American food and beverage industry 

association. 
(✓, 

through 
various 

member 

BAs) 

(✓, 

through 
various 

member 

BAs) 

(✓, through 

various 
member 

BAs) 

(✓, through 

various 
member 

BAs) 

German Federation 

for Food Law and 
Food Science (BLL) 

German food and beverage industry trade 

association. 
✓ x ✓ x 

Federalimentare2 Italian food and beverage industry trade 

association. 
(✓, 

through 
AssoBibe 

& Italian 

Food 

Union) 

(✓, 

through 
AssoBibe 

& Italian 

Food 

Union) 

(✓, through 

AssoLatte 
& Italian 

Food 

Union) 

(✓, through 

Italian Food 
Union) 

Engaging America’s 
Global Leadership2 

(EAGL) 

U.S.-based private sector coalition, focused 
on promoting U.S. engagement with 

international organisations. 

(✓, 

through 

GMA) 

(✓, 

through 

GMA) 

(✓, through 

GMA) 

(✓, through 

GMA) 

International Special 

Dietary Foods 
Industries2 (ISDI) 

International association representing 

manufacturers and marketers of special 
dietary foods. 

(✓, 

through 

ABIA) 

(✓, 

through 

ABIA) 

(✓, through 

ABIA) 

(✓, through 

ABIA) 

Asociación Nacional 

de Fabricantes de 

Alimentos y Bebidas 
(ANFAB) 

Ecuadorian food and beverage industry 

trade association. 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Australian Food and 

Grocery Council 

(AFGC) 

Australian food and grocery trade 

association. 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Associação Brasileira 
da Indústria de 

Alimentos (ABIA) 

Brazilian food industry trade association. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Cámara de la 

Industria de 

Alimentos de 
Colombia (ANDI) 

Colombian food and beverage industry 

trade association. 

x ✓ ✓ ✓ 

https://web.archive.org/web/20190604141811/https:/ifballiance.org/
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604141811/https:/ifballiance.org/
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604141811/https:/ifballiance.org/
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604141811/https:/ifballiance.org/
https://web.archive.org/web/20191219192123/https:/www.conmexico.com.mx/
https://web.archive.org/web/20191219192123/https:/www.conmexico.com.mx/
https://web.archive.org/web/20191219192123/https:/www.conmexico.com.mx/
https://web.archive.org/web/20191219192123/https:/www.conmexico.com.mx/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163509/https:/foodindustry.asia/about/members
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163509/https:/foodindustry.asia/about/members
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163509/https:/foodindustry.asia/about/members
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163509/https:/foodindustry.asia/about/members
https://web.archive.org/web/20200201041651/https:/consumerbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membership-list/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200201041651/https:/consumerbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membership-list/
https://web.archive.org/web/20131226021050/http:/www.gmaonline.org/forms/MemberDirectory/viewMemberDirectoryAll
https://web.archive.org/web/20200201041651/https:/consumerbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membership-list/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309171748/https:/www.icba-net.org/icba-members/icba-members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309171748/https:/www.icba-net.org/icba-members/icba-members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309171748/https:/www.icba-net.org/icba-members/icba-members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309171748/https:/www.icba-net.org/icba-members/icba-members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309171748/https:/www.icba-net.org/icba-members/icba-members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309171748/https:/www.icba-net.org/icba-members/icba-members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309161338/https:/www.uscib.org/uscib-content/uploads/2018/09/AnnualReport2017_2018_FinalVer_small.pdf
https://www.uscib.org/uscib-content/uploads/2018/11/USCIB_AnnualReport2016_2017.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309161338/https:/www.uscib.org/uscib-content/uploads/2018/09/AnnualReport2017_2018_FinalVer_small.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309161338/https:/www.uscib.org/uscib-content/uploads/2018/09/AnnualReport2017_2018_FinalVer_small.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174035/http:/alaiab.org/wp/miembros/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309173213/https:/www.lebensmittelverband.de/de/mitglieder/unsere-mitglieder/industrielle-unternehmen/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309173213/https:/www.lebensmittelverband.de/de/mitglieder/unsere-mitglieder/industrielle-unternehmen/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309153930/http:/www.assobibe.it/aziende-associate/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309153930/http:/www.assobibe.it/aziende-associate/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154411/http:/www.assolatte.it/it/home/chi_siamo/marchi
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309154846/https:/www.unioneitalianafood.it/data/file/UnioneItalianaFood-ElencoAziende.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309184204/http:/americasgloballeadership.org/about-us/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309183241/https:/www.isdi.org/about/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309175327/https:/anfab.com/wp/sectores/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309175327/https:/anfab.com/wp/sectores/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309175327/https:/anfab.com/wp/sectores/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309175327/https:/anfab.com/wp/sectores/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200226155229/https:/www.afgc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/AFGC-Annual-Report-2019-FINAL.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200226155229/https:/www.afgc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/AFGC-Annual-Report-2019-FINAL.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200226155229/https:/www.afgc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/AFGC-Annual-Report-2019-FINAL.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200226155229/https:/www.afgc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/AFGC-Annual-Report-2019-FINAL.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174931/https:/www.abia.org.br/vsn/temp/z2019422RelatorioAnual2018.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174931/https:/www.abia.org.br/vsn/temp/z2019422RelatorioAnual2018.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174931/https:/www.abia.org.br/vsn/temp/z2019422RelatorioAnual2018.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309174931/https:/www.abia.org.br/vsn/temp/z2019422RelatorioAnual2018.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309173722/http:/www.andi.com.co/Home/Camara/16-industria-de-alimentos
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309173722/http:/www.andi.com.co/Home/Camara/16-industria-de-alimentos
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309173722/http:/www.andi.com.co/Home/Camara/16-industria-de-alimentos
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FoodDrinkEurope European food and beverage trade 

association. 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

International 

Sweeteners 

Association (ISA) 

International association representing 

manufacturers and users of low-calorie 

sweeteners. 

✓ ✓ x x 

Corn Refiners 

Association (CRA) 

US-based trade association representing 

corn refiners and users of such products 
(e.g. Tate & Lyle) 

x x x x 

Private Sector 

Mechanism to the 

UN Committee on 

World Food Security 
(PSM-CFS) 

Agri-food private sector platform which 

holds a seat in the CFS Advisory Group. 
(✓, 

through 

ICBA) 

✓ ✓ (✓, through 

USCIB) 

Global Dairy 

Platform 

International dairy trade association. - - - - 

International Dairy 

Federation2 3 

International dairy trade association with 

national committees as members. 
✓, one 

board 

member 

from 

Nestlé 

- - - 

AB Chile Chilean food and beverage industry trade 

association. 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

1The company was a member of this BA for at least part of the study period (Sept 2015 – Sept 2018) but has left since. 
2This is an umbrella association whose members are business associations rather than individual companies; therefore, only 

second-degree links can be indicated. 
3IDF has corporate partners does not share information on who these are (the authors corresponded with IDF). However, a link 

with Nestlé is indicated as board members include a Senior Executive of the company. 
 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163107/https:/www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/about-us/members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163107/https:/www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/about-us/members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163107/https:/www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/about-us/members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309163107/https:/www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/about-us/members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309182852/https:/www.sweeteners.org/isa-members
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309182852/https:/www.sweeteners.org/isa-members
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://web.archive.org/web/20200309162551/https:/agrifood.net/private-sector-mechanism
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/IDF-Annual-Report-2017-low-res-30-nov-2017.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/IDF-Annual-Report-2017-low-res-30-nov-2017.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/IDF-Annual-Report-2017-low-res-30-nov-2017.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/IDF-Annual-Report-2017-low-res-30-nov-2017.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/IDF-Annual-Report-2017-low-res-30-nov-2017.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/IDF-Annual-Report-2017-low-res-30-nov-2017.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604165143/http:/abchile.cl/index.php?page=empresas
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604165143/http:/abchile.cl/index.php?page=empresas
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604165143/http:/abchile.cl/index.php?page=empresas
https://web.archive.org/web/20190604165143/http:/abchile.cl/index.php?page=empresas
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Appendix 3.2: Coding framework used to map positions on policy and 

preferred governance approaches (paper I) 

Coding framework for positions on policy and governance. If a policy/tool was mentioned, we coded for 

opposition (policy/tool should not be introduced/included in WHO recommendations), support (policy/tool 

should be recommended), or neutral (mentioned but no preference expressed, or support for existing rather 

than new regulation). 

 
Category 

 

Policy/ tool Description 

Statutory 

regulation 

Taxation Fiscal policies aimed at improving public health by reducing 

consumption of a certain ingredient. In most cases this specifically 

related to the taxation of sugar-sweetened beverages. 

Mandatory labelling Introduction of mandatory rules for food and beverage labelling. 

Advertising restrictions Regulation of unhealthy food and beverage advertising through 

legislation. 

Self- & co-

regulation 

Self-regulation of advertising Regulation of unhealthy food and beverage advertising through 

industry-set standards or public-private-initiatives which are not 

legally binding. 

Voluntary labelling Rule-setting for food and beverage labelling by industry or through 

public-private-initiatives which are not legally binding. 

Reformulation Voluntary reformulation by industry or through public-private-

agreements which are not legally binding. 

Education Promotion of healthy lifestyles through education 

Co-regulation/ PPIs (general) Public-private-initiatives in which the public sector addresses public 

health issues by working with the private sector. 

Governance & 

policymaking 
architecture 

CoI safeguards Formal safeguards which would restrict the ability of commercial 

actors to engage in public health nutrition policy. 

Business impact assessment Impact assessments focused on evaluating the impact of policies on 

business (economically oriented forms of cost-benefit assessment 

included here). 

Include industry in reporting Inclusion of industry in the evaluation and reporting of NCD policy 

initiatives. 

Broad consultation Stakeholder consultation during policy development which includes 

a wide range of actors, notably business. 
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Appendix 3.3: Summary of policy positions across all business associations in 

our sample (paper I) 

Positions towards recommending the introduction of the policies/tools listed. 

 
Category 

 

Policy/ tool Policy positions expressed by organisations (n=21, AB Chile 

submission to HLC consultation excluded as faulty) 

Not explicitly 
addressed (/no opinion 

discernible) 

Supportive Opposed 

Statutory regulation Taxation 12 0 10 

Mandatory labelling 20 0 1 

Advertising restrictions 17 0 4 

Self- & co-regulation Self-regulation of advertising 11 10 0 

Voluntary labelling 14 7 0 

Reformulation 6 15 0 

Promoting healthy behaviour 

through education 

7 14 0 

Co-regulation/ PPIs (general) 0 21 0 

Governance & 

policymaking architecture 

CoI safeguards (as proposed) 15 0 6 

Include industry in reporting 16 5 0 

Business impact assessment 15 6 0 

Broad consultation 11 10 0 

 



 

 

 

Appendix 3.4: All pieces of evidence cited to support core claims around regulation (paper II)  

Consultations: Appendix 3 = Updating Appendix 3 of the WHO Global NCD Action Plan 2013–2020; Shanghai = Zero draft Shanghai Declaration on Health Promotion; 

Montevideo = Consultation on the Member State-led draft outcome document for WHO Global Conference on NCDs (Montevideo Roadmap); HLC = Web-based 

consultation of the WHO Independent High-level Commission on NCDs. 

Claims: R1 = regulation does not work; R2 = regulation will have negative consequences; R3 = rationale for regulation is flawed; AR = alternatives to regulation work 

(better); AR-C = compliance with alternatives to regulation is high. 

 
Nr Title Citing actor(s): 

consultation 

Claim(s) 

made 
Type of 

evidence 

Publication route Independence 
 

Externally peer-

reviewed? 

1 Accenture (2009-2011). Compliance Monitoring Reports for the International 

Council of Beverages Associations on Global Advertising in Television, Print 
and Internet. Washington, DC: ICBA. 

ICBA: Appendix 3 AR-C Strategy 

document 

Publication by private 

companies and 
organisations 

Industry-funded: 

Commissioned by 
ICBA 

Not peer-reviewed 

2 Accenture (2012). Compliance Monitoring Report for the International 
Council of Beverages Associations on Global Advertising in Television, Print 

and Internet. Washington, DC: ICBA. 

ICBA: Appendix 3 AR-C Strategy 
document 

Publication by private 
companies and 

organisations 

Industry-funded: 
Commissioned by 

ICBA 

Not peer-reviewed 

3 Accenture (2016). 2015 Compliance Monitoring Report for the International 

Food & Beverage Alliance on Global Advertising in Television, Print and 
Internet. Geneva: IFBA. 

FIA: Shanghai AR-C Strategy 

document 

Publication by private 

companies and 
organisations 

Industry-funded: 

Commissioned by 
IFBA 

Not peer-reviewed 

4 Aguilar, A., Gutierrez, E., & Seira, E. (2015). Taxing Calories in Mexico. 
Mexico City: Center for Economic Research, Autonomous Technological 

Institute of Mexico. 

ICBA: Appendix 3 R1 Research Publication by private 
companies and 

organisations 

Industry-linked: The 
paper originated from a 

collaboration with the 
food industry group 

ConMéxico 

Not peer-reviewed 

5 Bes‐Rastrollo, M., Sayon‐Orea, C., Ruiz‐Canela, M., & Martinez‐Gonzalez, 

M. A. (2016). Impact of sugars and sugar taxation on body weight control: A 
comprehensive literature review. Obesity, 24(7), 1410-1426. 

DOI: 10.1002/oby.21535 

ICBA: Appendix 3 R1 Research Peer-reviewed journals 

and other academic outlets 

Clearly independent Peer-reviewed 

6 Borys, J. M., Valdeyron, L., Levy, E., Vinck, J., Edell, D., Walter, L., ... & 

Barriguette, A. (2013). EPODE–a model for reducing the incidence of obesity 
and weight-related comorbidities. European endocrinology, 9(2), 116. DOI: 

10.17925/EE.2013.09.02.116 

IFBA: Shanghai AR Research Peer-reviewed journals 

and other academic outlets 

Industry-funded: 

Article supported by 
The Coca-Cola 

Company 

Peer-reviewed 

7 British Soft Drinks Association (2016). Sugar intake from soft drinks is 

falling year on year. London: British Soft Drinks Association. 

ICBA: Appendix 3 R1 Opinion Publication by private 

companies and 
organisations 

Industry-funded: 

Authored and released 
by British Soft Drinks 

Association 

Not peer-reviewed 

8 Canadian Beverage Association (2016). Canadian Beverage Association 

statement in response to calls for taxation on sugar-sweetened and 
artificially-sweetened beverages. Sarasota, FL: Newswire.  

ICBA: Appendix 3 R1 Opinion Publication by private 

companies and 
organisations 

Industry-funded: 

Authored and released 
by Canadian Beverage 

Association 

Not peer-reviewed 

https://www.icba-net.org/key-topics/marketing-to-children/
https://www.icba-net.org/key-topics/marketing-to-children/
https://www.icba-net.org/key-topics/marketing-to-children/
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://www.icba-net.org/key-topics/marketing-to-children/
https://www.icba-net.org/key-topics/marketing-to-children/
https://www.icba-net.org/key-topics/marketing-to-children/
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://ifballiance.org/publications/accenture-compliance-monitoring-report-2015/
https://ifballiance.org/publications/accenture-compliance-monitoring-report-2015/
https://ifballiance.org/publications/accenture-compliance-monitoring-report-2015/
https://foodindustry.asia/home
http://cie.itam.mx/sites/default/files/cie/15-04.pdf
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://doi.org/10.1002/oby.21535
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://doi.org/10.17925/ee.2013.09.02.116
https://ifballiance.org/
https://doi.org/10.17925/ee.2013.09.02.116
https://doi.org/10.17925/ee.2013.09.02.116
https://doi.org/10.17925/ee.2013.09.02.116
https://web.archive.org/web/20201221143404/https:/www.britishsoftdrinks.com/Press-releases-/Page-7/sugar-intake-from-soft-drinks-is-falling-year-on-year-136-since-2012
https://web.archive.org/web/20201221143404/https:/www.britishsoftdrinks.com/Press-releases-/Page-7/sugar-intake-from-soft-drinks-is-falling-year-on-year-136-since-2012
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https://ifballiance.org/
https://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h231
https://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h231
https://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h231
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6003578/)
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/259232/WHO-NMH-NVI-17.9-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/259232/WHO-NMH-NVI-17.9-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/259232/WHO-NMH-NVI-17.9-eng.pdf?sequence=1
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://nzier.org.nz/static/media/filer_public/f4/21/f421971a-27e8-4cb0-a8fc-95bc30ceda4e/sugar_tax_report.pdf
https://nzier.org.nz/static/media/filer_public/f4/21/f421971a-27e8-4cb0-a8fc-95bc30ceda4e/sugar_tax_report.pdf
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/nutrition-research-reviews/article/worldwide-trends-in-dietary-sugars-intake/C34DAC1F784A3C8EE10E73AA7872C4E5
http://www.icba-net.org/
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/nutrition-research-reviews/article/worldwide-trends-in-dietary-sugars-intake/C34DAC1F784A3C8EE10E73AA7872C4E5
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/nutrition-research-reviews/article/worldwide-trends-in-dietary-sugars-intake/C34DAC1F784A3C8EE10E73AA7872C4E5
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/nutrition-research-reviews/article/worldwide-trends-in-dietary-sugars-intake/C34DAC1F784A3C8EE10E73AA7872C4E5
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31046204/
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Appendix 3.5: Search strategy (paper III) 

Search terms used to identify relevant academic articles. Last updated 2 October 2020. 

 
Database Search type & 

limitations 

Search terms Results 

Web of Science Topic (title, 

abstract, 

keywords); 2000 

and after 

((corporat* OR industry OR commercial OR 

compan*) NEAR/5 ("political activity" OR 

influenc* OR interfere* OR lobb* OR involve*)) 

AND (food OR beverage OR sugar) AND ("world 

health organization" OR "united nations") 

49 

PubMed Title/abstract; 

2000 and after 

(corporat* OR industry OR commercial OR 

compan*) AND ("political activity" OR influenc* 

OR interfere* OR lobb* OR involve*) AND (food 

OR beverage OR sugar) AND ("world health 

organization" OR "united nations") 

59 

Scopus Title, abstract, 

keywords; 2000 

and after 

(corporat* OR industry OR commercial OR 

compan*) AND ("political activity" OR influenc* 

OR interference OR lobb* OR involvement) AND 

(food OR beverage OR sugar) AND ("world 

health organization" OR "united nations") 

192 

Google Scholar n/a (corporate OR industry OR commercial OR 

company) + ("political activity" OR influence OR 

interference OR lobby OR involvement) + (food 

OR beverage OR sugar) + ("world health 

organization" OR "united nations") + "global 

health" 

17,400 

(first 25 

pages of 

results 

screened) 

 



 

 

 

Appendix 3.6: Included literature and internal industry documents (paper III) 

Included academic literature from systematic searches. 

 
Title Journal Author(s) Year Type (classification from 

publisher) 

Political context of the World Health Organization: sugar industry threatens to 

scupper the WHO 

Int J Health Serv Boseley, S. 2003 Research Article 

 

Why the Bush administration and the global sugar industry are determined to 

demolish the 2004 WHO global strategy on diet, physical activity and health 

Public Health Nutrition Cannon, G. 2004 Research 

Addressing NCDs: Penetration of the Producers of Hazardous Products into Global 

Health Environment Requires a Strong Response: Comment on “Addressing NCDs: 

Challenges From Industry Market Promotion and Interferences" 

International journal of health 

policy and management 

Casswell, S. 2019 Commentary 

Will industry influence derail UN summit?  British Medical Journal Cohen, D. 2011 Feature 

US government rejects WHO’s attempts to improve diet British Medical Journal Dyer, O. 2004 News 

United States wins more time to lobby against WHO diet plan British Medical Journal Dyer, O. 2004 News 

The palm oil industry and noncommunicable diseases Bulletin of the World Health 

Organization 

Kadandale, S., Marten, R., 

Smith, R. 

2018 Research 

Transnational corporations and oral health: examples from the sugar industry Community Dent Health Kearns, C. E., Watt, R. G. 2019 Research 

Non-communicable disease governance in the era of the sustainable development 

goals: a qualitative analysis of food industry framing in WHO consultations 

Globalization and Health Lauber, K., Ralston, R., 

Mialon, M., Carriedo, A., 

Gilmore, A. B. 

2020 Research 

Public Meets Private: Conversations Between Coca-Cola and the CDC The Milbank Quarterly Maani, N., Ruskin, G., 
McKee, M., Stuckler, D. 

2019 Research 

Take me to your liter: politics, power and public-private partnerships with the sugar-

sweetened beverage industry in the post-2015 development agenda.  

Washington International Law 

Journal  

 

Moscetti, C. W., Taylor, A. L. 2015 Research 

World Health Organization’s Global Strategy on diet, physical activity and health: 

the process behind the scenes 

Scandinavian Journal of Nutrition Norum, K. R. 2005 Not specified 

Philanthrolateralism: Private Funding and Corporate Influence in the United Nations  Global Policy Seitz, K., Martens, J. 2017 Special Issue Article 

Are industry-funded charities promoting “advocacy-led studies” or “evidence-based 

science”?: a case study of the International Life Sciences Institute 

Globalization and Health Steele, S., Ruskin, G., 

Sarcevic, L., McKee, M., 
Stuckler, D. 

2019 Research 

Pushing partnerships: corporate influence on research and policy via the 

International Life Sciences Institute 

Public Health Nutrition Steele, S., Ruskin, G., 

Stuckler, D. 

2020 Research 

Commentary: UN high level meeting on non-communicable diseases: an opportunity 

for whom? 

British Medical Journal Stuckler, D., Basu, S., McKee, 

M. 

2011 Commentary 

Global Health Philanthropy and Institutional Relationships: How Should Conflicts of 

Interest Be Addressed?  

PLOS Medicine Stuckler, D., Basu, S., McKee, 

M. 

2011 Policy Forum 

Textual analysis of sugar industry influence on the World Health Organization's 

2015 sugars intake guideline 

Bulletin of the World Health 

Organization 

Stuckler, D., Reeves, A., 

Loopstra, R. 

2016 Research 



 

 

 

The WHO Global Strategy on Diet, Physical Activity and Health: The controversy 

on sugar 

Development Waxman, A. 2004 Thematic Section 

Politics of International Health in the Bush Administration Development Waxman, H. A. 2004 Thematic Section 

 

Commercial influence in control of non-communicable diseases British Medical Journal Whitaker, K., Webb, D., 

Linou, N. 

2018 Editorial 

 

 
Included internal food industry documents from searches of the Food Industry Documents Library. 

 
Title Author(s) Year Link 

Letter to Tommy G Thompson from American 

Advertising Foundation Regarding Draft Report of 

the Joint WHO and FAO Expert Consultation on 

Diet, Nutrition and the Prevention of Chronic 
Diseases 

American Advertising Federation AAoAA, American Bakers Association; American Feed 

Industry Association, American Frozen Foods Institute, American Meat Institute, Animal 

Health Institute, Biotechnology Industry Organization, Consumer Health Care Products 

Association, Council for Responsible Nutrition, Frozen Potato Products Institute, Grocery 
Manufacturers of America, International Dairy Foods Association, International Council of 

Grocery Manufacturers Associations, National Confectioners Association; Chocolate 

Manufacturers Association, National Council of Chain Restaurants, National Grocers 

Association, National Restaurant Association, National Soft Drink Association, Snack Food 

Association, Wheat Foods Council, US Chamber of Commerce, US Council for International 
Business 

2002 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/mtck0229 

Management by Objectives Unknown 2003 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/gtpj0226 

Performance and Compensation Review and 

Consideration 

Briscoe, A. 2004 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/xtpj0226 

Achievement for Discussion During Executive 

Session 

Briscoe, A. 2004 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/htpj0226 

ILSI draft IRS Form 990 for 2013 Brueggemeyer, B. 2014 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/yqkk0228 

International Government Relations & Public Affairs 

- Activities Week of March 16, 2015 

Cherry, K. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/fmdl0226 

FW: INFORM: International Food & Beverage 

Alliance 2014 Progress Report 

Goltzman, M. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/hzcl0226 

FW: UPDATED INFORM: World Health Assembly - 
May 26 

Goltzman, M. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs
/kjdl0226 

Re: Daily European Ness Flash - 25.06.15 Malaspina, A. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/kpcy0227 

[Email from Alex Malaspina concerning the Daily 

European News Flash] 

Peter, J. C., Malaspina, A. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/qxyk0228 

Reminder for the Mid-Year ILSI Board of Trustees 

Conference Call -- Thursday, July 9, 2015 

Harris, S. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/pjlk0228 

https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mtck0229
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mtck0229
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/gtpj0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/gtpj0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/xtpj0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/xtpj0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/htpj0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/htpj0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/yqkk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/yqkk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmdl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmdl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/hzcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/hzcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kjdl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kjdl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kpcy0227
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kpcy0227
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/qxyk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/qxyk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/pjlk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/pjlk0228


 

 

 

ILSI's Official Relations with the World Health 

Organization Discontinued 

Hentges, E. 2015 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/kzkk0228 

INFORM: Israel tax threat Goltzman, M., Banks, H. 2016 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/tmcl0226 

INFORM: WHO Europe Report on Adolescent 

Health calls softdrinks "a concern" 

Goltzman, M., Vermeulen, W, 2016 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/tncl0226 

[INFORM: 3-4 May BIAC Forum, Industry 
Organized OECD on Innovation in Health and Well-

Being] 

Goltzman, M., Vermeulen, W. 2016 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs
/tjcl0226 

FW: INFORM: World Health Assembly May 23-28 Goltzman, M., Vermeulen, W. 2016 https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs

/kqcl0226 

https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kzkk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kzkk0228
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/tmcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/tmcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/tncl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/tncl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/tjcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/tjcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kqcl0226
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kqcl0226


 

 

 

Appendix 4.1: Literature review (paper IV) 

Scopus, Web of Science Core Collection, and PubMed were searched in April 2021 using terms related to 

products (food, soda, beverage, drink*), regulatory areas (advertis*/ marketing/ label*/ tax/ levy/ school 

food/ guidelines & policy/ legislat*/ regulat* & obesity/ non-communicable disease*/ public health), and 

corporate political activity (political activit*/ lobb*/ interfere*/ influenc*/ argument* & industry*/ 

company*/ corporat*) to identify relevant, peer-reviewed articles based on empirical research and 

published in English between 2010 and 2021. 

 

All items included in the wider review were screened to establish if they include findings on industry 

interference with SSB taxation at the national level. In total, 25 relevant papers were identified, 15 of which 

specifically focused on SSB tax policy and 10 of which examined corporate political activity in general but 

included specific information in the context of SSB tax policy. 

 

Content relevant to SSB taxation in each paper was coded in Atlas.ti. The lower-level categories of practices 

and arguments were identified inductively and then classified into the overarching instrumental and 

discursive strategies from the Policy Dystopia Model, which fit well. 

 

 

https://atlasti.com/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1002125


 

 

 

Appendix 4.2: Most active opponents in SSB tax debates, based on respondents’ observations (paper IV)  

 

The numbers refer to the number of participants who rated each group on the provided scale from not involved to very active. 

  

Actor group Not involved Barely involved Occasionally active Regularly active Very active I don’t know 

Large food/ beverage 

companies 

- - 1 8 12 2 

Business associations - 1 3 4 11 4 

Small food/ beverage 

companies 

1 4 6 4 2 6 

Large retailers 5 2 4 3 2 7 

Small retailers 5 5 5 - - 8 

Other (non-food/ 

beverage) companies 

4 5 3 1 - 10 

Politicians 2 2 7 4 5 3 

Consumers or 

consumer groups 

8 6 5 4 - 3 

Charities/ NGOs 7 4 3 1 2 6 

Think tanks/ research 

organisations 

7 4 4 3 1 3 

Individual academics/ 

researchers 

3 5 8 5 - 2 
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Appendix 4.3: Active business associations and membership of leading SSB 

corporations (paper IV) 

Searches for member companies were conducted in October 2021 and may thus not represent membership 

at the time when SSB taxes were under consideration in each country. Subsidiaries of multinational 

corporations are included. 

 
Country Business association(s) Member companies (2020 global market 

leaders in soft drinks) 

The Coca-Cola Company (& 

subsidiaries) 

PepsiCo (& 

subsidiaries) 

BE FIEB-VIWF (Belgian Federation of Bottled Water and Soft Drink 

Producers) 

Yes Yes 

EE Karastusjookide Tootjate Liit (Estonian Soft Drinks Association) No website identified. Listed contact email 

addresses belong to Coca-Cola Hellenic. 

Eesti Toiduainetööstuse Liit (Estonian Food Industry Association, 

member of Estonian Chamber of Commerce and Industry) 

Yes No 

Estonian Chamber of Commerce and Industry Yes Yes 

Eesti Põllumajandus-Kaubanduskoja (Estonian Chamber of 

Agriculture and Commerce) 

No No 

FR Association Nationale de l’Industrie Alimentaire No membership list 

identified, but Coca-Cola is 

represented in executive role 

Not 

identifiable. 

Cultures Sucre No No 

Boissons Rafraîchissantes de France (member of ANIA) Yes Yes 

HU Association of Responsible Food Producers (FÉSZ) Yes No 

Hungarian Mineral Water, Fruit Juice and Soft Drink Association 

(MAGYÜSZ) 

Yes No 

IE Food Drink Ireland (Ibec trade association) No membership list identified 

Irish Beverage Council (Ibec trade association) No membership list identified 

Restaurants Association of Ireland No membership list identified 

NO NHO Mat og Drikke (FoodDrinkNorway) Yes Yes 

Virke (Federation of Norwegian Enterprise)  No membership list identified 

Bryggeri- og drikkevareforeningen (Norwegian Beer and Soft Drink 

Producers) 

Yes No 

PO PROBEB (Portuguese association of refreshing non-alcoholic 

beverages) 

Yes Yes 

KZ No business associations identified   

UK British Soft Drinks Association Yes Yes 

Food and Drink Federation Yes Yes 

National Farmers Union No membership list identified 

 
Total: 21 

Total identifiable:13 

 

 

European level business associations which were identified as active in study countries: 

• UNESDA (Union of European Soft Drink Associations) 

o In addition to Coca-Cola and PepsiCo, the following National business associations listed 

above are members: 

▪ Karastusjookide Tootjate Liit 

▪ Boissons Rafraîchissantes de France 

▪ Irish Beverage Council 

▪ PROBEB 

▪ FIEB VIWF 

▪ BSDA 

• FoodDrinkEurope 

o In addition to Coca-Cola and PepsiCo, the following National business associations listed 

above are members: 

▪ NHO Mat og Drikke (NO) 

▪ FELELŐS ÉLELMISZERGYÁRTÓK SZÖVETSÉGE (HU) 

▪ Food and Drink Federation (UK) 

https://www.fieb-viwf.be/fr/la-fieb/membres/
https://www.fieb-viwf.be/fr/la-fieb/membres/
https://www.inforegister.ee/en/80213365-KARASTUSJOOKIDE-TOOTJATE-LIIT-MTU
https://www.inforegister.ee/en/80213365-KARASTUSJOOKIDE-TOOTJATE-LIIT-MTU
https://toiduliit.ee/liikmed/liikmete-nimekiri
https://toiduliit.ee/liikmed/liikmete-nimekiri
https://www.koda.ee/en/members
https://epkk.ee/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/2021-10-25_Members_of_ECAC.pdf
https://epkk.ee/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/2021-10-25_Members_of_ECAC.pdf
https://www.ania.net/presentation-ania/organisation/conseil-dadministration
https://www.cultures-sucre.com/qui-sommes-nous/
https://www.boissonsrafraichissantes.com/
http://elelmiszeripar.hu/tagok/
https://italszovetseg.hu/tagjaink/
https://italszovetseg.hu/tagjaink/
https://www.ibec.ie/connect-and-learn/industries/food-and-drink/food-drink-ireland
https://www.ibec.ie/connect-and-learn/industries/food-and-drink/food-drink-ireland/irish-beverage-council
https://www.rai.ie/about-rai/
https://www.nhomd.no/dette-er-nho-mat-og-drikke/utvalg/
https://www.virke.no/english/
https://bryggeriforeningen.no/medlemsskap/vare-medlemmer/
https://bryggeriforeningen.no/medlemsskap/vare-medlemmer/
https://www.probeb.pt/associados/
https://www.probeb.pt/associados/
https://www.britishsoftdrinks.com/Membership-Directory
https://www.fdf.org.uk/fdf/about-fdf/members-list/?SearchTerm=&Tag=&SortOrder=&PageSize=50&Show=
https://www.nfuonline.com/about-us/
https://www.unesda.eu/our-members/
https://www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/members/
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▪ Food Drink Ireland (IE) 

▪ ASSOCIATION NATIONALE DES INDUSTRIES ALIMENTAIRES (FR) 

▪ UNESDA (EU level) 

• Energy Drinks Europe 

 

https://www.energydrinkseurope.org/about-ede/members/


 

 

 

Appendix 5.1: Freedom of Information requests and responses (paper V) 

Public 

authority 

Information requested Request date — 

response date 

Rationale Outcome 

GLA 69 priority London Food Strategy consultation responses, 

minus those which do not address the advertising ban 

14 May 2019—27 

Jul 2019 (53 

working days) 

Initial request for all 149 responses was narrowed down on GLA’s 

suggestion to reduce time needed to contact the submitting 

organisations. A priority sample of 69 was identified, including food 

and advertising industry, and financially linked third party 
organisations (established through web searches). 

Successful: 60 responses obtained with 

minor redactions (38 industry responses 

included in study). 

GLA 1.) Information on meetings with food/beverage/retail 

industry representatives regarding the advertising ban. 2.) 

Minutes and attendee lists for the following meetings: Just 

Eat meeting (20 Jun 2018), McDonald's meeting (4 Jun 
2018). 

3.) Correspondence between [named] officials and 

McDonald’s, KFC, Just Eat, Deliveroo (Apr 2018—Jan 

2019). 

30 Jul 2019—11 

Oct 2019 (53 

working days) 

The organisations included in the request for correspondence were 

highlighted in informal expert consultation as particularly active. 

Minutes for meetings with two of these actors (listed in the LFS 

consultation report) were requested, and a broad request was 
included to capture unlisted meetings. 

Partially successful: No meeting minutes 

held, but dates and (anonymised) 

attendees of other meetings were 

released. Correspondence was obtained 
with substantial redactions.1 

PHE Correspondence between [named] officials and 
McDonald’s, KFC, Just Eat, Deliveroo (Apr 2018—Jan 

2019). 

13 Aug 2019—11 
Sept 2019 (21 

working days) 

PHE officials were involved in policy development. The 
organisations included in the request for correspondence were 

highlighted in informal expert consultation as particularly active. 

No information held. 

TfL 1.) Minutes and attendee lists for the following meetings: 

Just Eat Meeting (20 Jun 2018), McDonald’s Meeting (4 

Jun 2018). 2.) Correspondence between TfL senior staff 
involved in the development of the advertising ban and 

Coca Cola, Nestlé UK, Deliveroo, McDonalds, KFC, Just 

Eat (Apr 2018—Jan 2019). 

15 Oct 2019—10 

Jan 2020 (61 

working days) 

Meeting minutes for Just Eat/McDonald’s were requested TfL was 

the organiser, and GLA did not hold any minutes. 

Partially successful: Correspondence 

obtained with minor redactions (none 

received with KFC). No meeting minutes 
held. 

GLA 1.) Correspondence between [named] officials and Coca-
Cola, Innocent, Nestlé UK, Unilever, the Food & Drink 

Federation (Apr 2018—Jan 2019). 2) Minutes for the 1 

January 2019 meeting with Nestlé UK. 

25 Oct 2019—22 
Nov 2019 (21 

working days) 

Correspondence was requested for major food and beverage industry 
actors who had participated in the LFS consultation and meetings. 

Based on a previous request, the Nestlé meeting was the only one 

GLA indicated minutes were taken. 

Successful: Correspondence obtained 
with minor redactions. No 

correspondence held for FDF. 

GLA Research on ‘youth eating and snacking behaviour' by KFC 10 Mar 2020—14 

Apr 2020 (24 
working days) 

GLA officials were invited to a briefing on this research by KFC 

(from previous requests). 

No information held 

GLA Correspondence between [named] officials and the 

Advertising Standards Authority, APCO Worldwide, 

Outsmart, Headland Consultancy, British Takeaway 

Campaign (BTC), PepsiCo (Apr 2018—Jan 2019) 

2 Jul 2020—7 

Aug 2020 (27 

working days) 

Expansion of correspondence data collection to key advertising 

actors (identified from consultation) and two PR agencies linked to 

KFC/Just Eat. BTC was included due to links to key player Just Eat.  

Partially successful: Some 

correspondence received (no data for 

APCO, ASA, PepsiCo & Headland) 

1An internal review was requested to challenge these redactions based on section 43(1) & 43(2) and section 41 Freedom of Information exemptions. The redactions were upheld. 

  



 

 

 

Appendix 5.2: Excluded food/advertising industry and non-industry actors, and their positions on the advertising restrictions 

(paper V) 

This list is based on the Freedom of Information responses we received, thus the non-industry respondents included here only represent a sample of other actors in the food 

space. 

Submitting organisation Type Sector1 Position toward 

advertising 

restrictions 

Statement on advertising restrictions2 

Association of 
Convenience Stores 

Business 
association 

Food/ beverage 
retail 

Not discussed No discussion of advertising restrictions. 

UK Hospitality Business 

association 

Foodservice No clear position 

taken 

“UKHospitality represents hospitality businesses, rather than advertisers or producers, but some of our membership 

advertise in a number of sites including TfL premises. We look forward to engaging with the upcoming consultation 

announced in this strategy, however we do have concerns around the definitions as to what is ‘healthy’ or 

‘unhealthy’ in terms of proposed banned advertising (as this could capture a whole host of products unnecessarily), 
and we would like to see more clarity around this going forward.” 

Beautiful Ornate Pieces 

Ltd 

Company Food/ beverage 

production 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“If the only option is something unhealthy, fast and cheap then that's all they have as an option. If you are provided 

with an alternative then it makes your choice even more better” 

CADA Design Company Advertising Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Advertising has a huge behavioural impact on us, and children are particularly susceptible. Advertisements are 

designed to nudge us toward spending money, and when public transport in London is free for children, they should 
not be forced to see unhealthy food choices.” 

FoodExchange Company Other (venue) Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Personally I like the idea and think it would be a step in the right direction but being realistic there is an impact that 

has to be considered, “financially”” 

Fruit Magpie Company Food/beverage 

production 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“If it improves healthy food choices this can only do good” 

Hep. instanbul vienna Company Other (consulting) Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

n/a 

Jamie Oliver Limited Company Foodservice Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Yes! It’s a fantastic, world-leading and evidence-based move that signals the mayor is putting child health first. The 

world's biggest poster advertising estate on the planet will now be a force for good for the 30 million journeys a day 
that it serves. The evidence is clear: there is a link between food promotion and children’s food preferences, what 

they buy and what they eat. Advertising also influences how much children eat, and can lead to them ‘pestering’ 

parents to buy unhealthy products. Public Health England concluded in its review that “marketing is effective in 

influencing the purchase and consumption of high sugar foods. […] Transport for London has one of the world’s 

most valuable advertising estates. Just as TfL kick-started the fight against tobacco ads 30 years ago, the mayor has 
now done the same with junk food. It’s brilliant that this ban includes brand and directional advertising, too. Do we 

really need all London schoolchildren to know how far away they are from the Golden Arches at all times of the 

day? And for kids exiting tube stations to be immediately nudged into going to the McDonald’s down the road 

before they’ve even had a chance to make a choice about what they actually want to eat? This is a big stride forward 

for public health that generations.” 



 

 

 

Karma - Good Food 

Shouldn't Be Wasted 

Company Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

n/a 

London Farmers Markets Company Food/ beverage 

retail 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Parents need help to introduce children to healthier preference and eating habits. This builds on, and goes further 

than, existing precedents in other European cities, such as Amsterdam, where since 1 January 2018, no junk food ads 

likely to appeal to children or teenagers are allowed to appear anywhere on the municipal subway system.”  

Maida Hill Place Company Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“We work in an area of deprivation; Type 2 diabetes, obesity, coronary heart disease and poor dental health are rife. 

Poverty is at the heart of this - education around healthy eating is crucial. We think a ban on unhealthy food is a 
good idea but also think more needs to be done about healthy alternatives which are also affordable.” 

Compassion in World 

Farming 

NGO Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

n/a 

Global Aquaculture 

Alliance 

NGO Other 

(certification) 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Eating unhealthy food should not appear as mainstream” 

Ecolocal on behalf of the 

Sutton Food Forum 

Partnership Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“We strongly support the Mayor’s proposal to ban advertising of food that is not healthy across the TfL estate. This 

also gives a good message to other organisations and authorities.” 

Good Food Greenwich Partnership Food/beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“This is an excellent and ambitious idea and we fully support it. We would like to add that the ban should include 

adherence to the International Code on Marketing of Breastmilk Substitutes to protect and support breastfeeding and 

minimise advertising of breast milk substitutes that undermine breastfeeding. There should also be encouragement 
for Local Authorities to adopt the same approach through the advertising contracts they hold. Can we have proactive 

healthy advertising where the unhealthy ads leave space? Also improve the digital offer and develop London-level 

positive role models. (I don’t understand the latter point!) We think the ban should extend to alcohol too. The 

rationale for the advertising ban on junk food/drink seems to be to reduce children’s exposure to unhealthy 

messaging around food and drink, but surely adults are also susceptible to the same influences.” 

Good Food Lewisham Partnership Food/beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“We are very supportive of this; But, what will replace this advertising? We are concerned the gap will be filled with 

other ‘nuisance class’ advertising – can we advertise more healthy options to broaden the appeal of healthier food 

and info on Peas Please – could the veg cities campaign be included into TfL advertising? We are concerned the ban 

only applies to products, not companies, so the likes of Coca Cola and McDonald’s will still be able to advertise 

other products on TfL. We would like to see more on sponsorship. Will the ban extend to sponsorship of events? We 
think the Mayor should write guidance for Local Authorities of how to legislate procurement at events. We want the 

ban to include infant formula and baby foods. We would like to see an integrated Public Health campaign across 

London” 

Alexandra Rose Charity Registered 
charity 

Food/ beverage 
other 

Adopt (or 
strengthen) 

“Our environment is saturated with messaging that is targeted at influencing the way that we consume. We need to 
do something bold to change the obesogenic environment and we think that this is an idea worth trying.” 

Be enriched Registered 

charity 

Registered charity Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“There is a strong correlation between the prevalence of food advertisements directed at children and their 

subsequent food preferences and choices. Research suggests that while unhealthy food advertisements don't 

necessarily directly result in childhood obesity, they may increase the likelihood of obesity as a result of poor food 

choices influenced by misleading and often manipulative advertising. Children and adolescents often turn to media 
and advertisements for guidance, and when the goal of the advertising is purely monetary rather than to promote the 

health and well-being of our youth, then a higher intervention is necessary.” 

Borough Market Registered 

charity 

Food/ beverage 

retail 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“We strongly welcome this policy, however note that it excludes advertising brand names where product is not 

displayed. We strongly recommend that the Mayor considers banning advertisements showing just a brand name, 

where that brand name is synonymous with food and drink that isn’t healthy. It is our position for example, that the 
McDonalds logo is so associated with Burgers and Fries that the imagery of the burger is ancillary.” 



 

 

 

FareShare Registered 

charity 

Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

n/a 

Flavour School Registered 

charity 

Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Junk food is so pervasive that chipping away at its all out assault on the senses, especially of children, is essential.”  

Food Ethics Council Registered 

Charity 

Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“Overall, we welcome the draft strategy document – particularly the breadth of issues covered (from household food 

insecurity to food growing, from Healthy start to public procurement and beyond) and the proposal of some bold 

interventions (e.g. banning junk food marketing in certain places), which – done well ‐ are much needed, given the 
scale of challenges we as society (and Londoners) face in relation to our food system.” 

Food Foundation Registered 

charity 

Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“The Food Foundation fully supports this proposal for the reasons outlined above. There will need to be careful work 

done on the scope of the ban. While the banning of adverts of specific foods which are high in fat, sugar and or salt 

is clear, it is not clear how the banning of brand only adverts will operate in practice. Specific thought will need to 

be given as to how e.g. McDonald’s salad would be handled or how a judgement would be made about whether a 
brand rather than a product were unhealthy (e.g. McDonald’s versus Tesco). Specific consideration will need to be 

given to directional advertising.” 

FoodCycle Registered 

charity 

Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“But this should also include alcohol. Alcohol is very unhealthy and destroys lives, especially those who may be in 

poverty, lonely or food insecure.” 

Made in Hackney Registered 
charity 

Food/ beverage 
other 

Adopt (or 
strengthen) 

n/a 

School Food Matters Registered 

Charity 

Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“We whole-heartedly support the Mayor’s plans to consult on a ban on advertising of food and drink that is not 

healthy across the TfL estate. This will support children’s health and wellbeing by limiting their exposure to 

unhealthy messages.” 

Covent Garden Market 
Authority 

Statutory body Food/ beverage 
retail 

Adopt (or 
strengthen) 

“The ban shows leadership by the GLA and sends a clear message about supporting good food in London.” 

Hackney Food Partnership Alliance Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

“HFP strongly supports the proposed ban on junk food advertising on TfL property. It would be an important and 

ambitious step to tackle the power that the food industry has on influencing the high consumption of unhealthy food 

and drink. HFP believes that a high proportion of Hackney residents are likely to support the ban too, as 

demonstrated in the results of a Sugar Smart residents survey last October in which 69% supported action “to restrict 
the advertising and promotion of food and drink high in sugar”. Evidence shows that junk food advertising increases 

the consumption of unhealthy food and drink and that its influence starts at a very early age. Therefore the ban could 

help create a healthier food culture and encourage the food industry to both increase advertising of healthier food 

and reformulate unhealthy food, as demonstrated by the recent sugar levy. Such bold action also has the potential to 
set an example to other cities and national government in the UK and abroad to take action, particularly if the 

learning and impact is shared. […]” 

Sustainable Food Cities 

Partnership Aberdeen 

Alliance Food/ beverage 

other 

Adopt (or 

strengthen) 

n/a 

 

1 Defined as follows: Food/beverage production = involved in the manufacture foods or beverages for retail; Food/beverage retail = involved in the sale of foods/beverages; Foodservice = fast food restaurant 
companies; Food delivery = companies who primarily coordinate or execute the delivery of foods/beverages to customers; advertising = companies which primarily market/advertise products; mixed/ other = does 

not fit into the other categories, or is a combination of organisations from various sectors. 
2 n/a means that a respondent merely indicated ‘yes’ to the advertising restrictions. 



 

 

 

Appendix 5.3: List of meetings between officials and food/advertising industry representatives (paper V)  

We list public authority meetings with industry during the development of the TfL ad ban (before it came into force on 25 February 2019). Information on formal meetings is 

drawn from the consultation report and a GLA response to a request for information on “meetings with food/beverage/retail industry representatives regarding the ban of 

unhealthy food advertising on the TfL estate”. Information on all other meetings was completed from correspondence obtained through Freedom of Information. 

Meeting date Participating companies/ associations Type Participating public bodies 

19 February 2019 Deliveroo Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

6 February 2019 Blue 449 and 3 of their clients (including KFC) 

and their creative agency partner 

Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

28 January 2019 British Retail Consortium, KFC, Starbucks, 

Costa, Waitrose 

Formal meeting, listed GLA 

17 January 2019 Brands, creative agencies and specialist OOH 

agencies (c120 representatives from various 

organisations) 

Formal meeting, listed GLA 

16 January 2019 CBI Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

15 January 2019 Nestlé UK Formal meeting, listed Taskforce, GLA 

11 January 2019 Fevertree Formal meeting, listed GLA 

3 January 2019 Coca-Cola Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

21 December 2018 Deliveroo Formal meeting, listed GLA 

20 December 2018 KFC Brixton tour Taskforce member & 1 other (redacted) 

18 December 2018 Unilever Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

17 December 2018 McDonald’s Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

11 December 2018 Outsmart Meeting/phone call GLA 

10 December 2018 Deliveroo Formal meeting, listed GLA 

5 December 2018 Just Eat Formal meeting, listed GLA, TfL 

22 November 2018 Just Eat Phone call GLA 

13 November 2018 McDonalds Formal meeting, listed GLA 

31 October 2018 KFC “Magical mystery tour” of London eateries Taskforce member & 1 other (redacted) 

19 October 2018 KFC Phone call Taskforce member 

28 September 2018 KFC Meeting at City Hall Taskforce member & others (redacted) 

September 2018 British Takeaway Campaign Phone call Taskforce member 

15 August 2018 KFC Phone call Taskforce member 

2 August 2018 McDonald’s Phone call re Taskforce membership GLA or Taskforce member (redacted) 

27 July 2018 KFC Phone call Taskforce member 

w/b 9 July McDonald’s Meeting re Taskforce membership Taskforce member 

2 July 2018 Clear Channel Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

26 June 2018 McDonald’s Meeting Taskforce member 

20 June 2018 Exterion Media Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

20 June 2018 Just Eat Formal meeting, listed TfL* 



 

 

 

19 June 2018 Advertising Standards Authority Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

11 June 2018 Incorporated Society of British Advertisers Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

11 June 2018 Just Eat Formal meeting, listed GLA 

6 June 2018 Kinetic Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

5 June 2018 Ocean Outdoor Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

4 June 2018 McDonalds Formal meeting, listed TfL 

11 May 2018 Outsmart Formal meeting, listed TfL* 

*The indicated public body is named as the organiser of this meeting in the London Food Strategy consultation summary report. Other public authorities may have been present.  

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix 5.4: Use of evidence in consultation submissions (paper V) 

For each submission opposing the TfL advertising ban, we identified whether any evidence was cited to support arguments in the context of the policy (as discussed under 

‘discursive strategies’). Links to other policies or guidelines (including those of companies) which merely attest to the existence of a policy/guideline were not included as 

evidence. 

Submitting organisation Evidence cited to 

oppose/challenge 

advertising restrictions?  

Summary of evidence use in the context of the advertising restrictions 

Food and Drink Federation Yes Refers to Buckingham (2009) to question link between advertising and obesity, Dobbs/McKinsey (2014) to argue that media restrictions 
have a limited population impact, and PHE (2015) / PHE (2018) to question the potential benefits of advertising restrictions.  

Innocent No - 

Just Eat Yes Cites CEBR (2017)—commissioned by Just Eat for the BTC, not available on BTC/CEBR websites at time of writing—to emphasise 

economic importance of the takeaway sector 

Domino’s No - 

KFC No Statistics are mentioned in the text, but the origin is unclear. 

Lucozade Ribena Suntory No Only references other guidelines throughout the submission. 

McDonalds  No Statistics are mentioned but not referenced in the text. 

PepsiCo UK Yes Cites Dobbs/McKinsey (2014), Livingstone (2004), and PHE (2018) to argue that advertising bans are unlikely to meaningfully affect 

obesity. 

Subway No - 

Uber Eats No - 

British Soft Drinks Association Yes Cites data from NHS Digital and PHE NDNS to argue that juice is an important contributor to children’s fruit/vegetable intake, and the 

latter is too low – thus, these products should be exempt from advertising restrictions. Invokes statistics of unclear origin to emphasise the 

economic importance of the soft drinks sector.  

British Takeaway Campaign (BTC) Yes Cites CEBR Takeaway Economy report 2017 (commissioned by just Eat for the BTC, not available on BTC/CEBR websites at time of 

writing) and statistics from a Just Eat survey (not fully referenced). to emphasise economic importance of the takeaway sector. 

Dairy UK  Yes Refers to a variety of sources—PHE NDNS, PHE (2018), EFSA (2008), FAO (2013), RSC (2014), DoH (1991)—to make the case for 

products containing >75% milk to be excluded from the advertising restrictions. 

ISBA  Yes Cites DHSC (2018) to argue that current UK advertising regulations are already strong enough. 

Advertising Association Yes Cites Dobbs/McKinsey (2014), Livingstone (2004), Buckingham (2009), and PHE (2018) to argue that media restrictions have only 

limited impact on behaviour. Vague reference to “TGI” survey data to support the same claim. 

ASA System No Refers to ‘the evidence’ to argue advertising only has a moderate influence on children’s food preferences but does not cite any sources in 

support. 

Clear Channel UK Ltd Yes Cites Dobbs/McKinsey (2014) to argue that measures such as education and portion control are “much more effective” than advertising 
restrictions. Mention of a report by Lord Darzi (without clear reference) in support of using out-of-home inventory to promote healthy 

behaviour. 

Exterion Media UK Limited Yes Cites DHSC (2018) to argue that UK advertising rules are among the strictest globally. Dobbs/McKinsey (2014) cited to argue that 

education and information interventions are proven to be more effective than media restrictions. Statistics on children’s use of the London 

Underground are mentioned but not clearly referenced. Mention of a report by Lord Darzi (without clear reference) in support of using out-
of-home inventory to promote healthy behaviour. 

http://info.babymilkaction.org/files/DCSF%20report.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/470179/Sugar_reduction_The_evidence_for_action.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/800675/Calories_Evidence_Document.pdf
https://cebr.com/reports/cebr-in-the-news/
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/21756/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/800675/Calories_Evidence_Document.pdf
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/statistics-on-obesity-physical-activity-and-diet/statistics-on-obesity-physical-activity-and-diet-england-2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey
https://cebr.com/reports/cebr-in-the-news/
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-diet-and-nutrition-survey
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/768368/NDEP_for_England_OH_Survey_5yr_2017_Report.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/826
http://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/5067e4f2-53f8-5c9a-b709-c5db17d55c20/
https://doi.org/10.1039/9781849737562
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/743790/Dietary_Reference_Values_-_A_Guide__1991_.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718903/childhood-obesity-a-plan-for-action-chapter-2.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/21756/
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130321045318/https:/www.education.gov.uk/publications/standard/publicationDetail/Page1/DCSF-00669-2009
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/800675/Calories_Evidence_Document.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718903/childhood-obesity-a-plan-for-action-chapter-2.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx


 

 

 

Institute of Practitioners in Advertising No Only references other guideline throughout the submission. 

JC Decaux No - 

Kinetic Worldwide No - 

Outdoor Plus No - 

Outsmart  Yes Refers to Lord Darzi report ‘Better Health for London’ and Dobbs/McKinsey (2014) to argue in favour of education campaign (instead of 

advertising restrictions). Dobbs/McKinsey (2014) is also invoked to highlight media restrictions as one of the least effective obesity 

interventions. Refers to Sheldon (2018) and OPRU (2017) to state that the 12% reduction of childhood obesity in Amsterdam cannot be 
attributed to its Metro advertising ban. Also uses own estimates (without references) to argue that the advertising restrictions would have a 

negative impact on business. 

Primesight Limited No Mention of a report by Lord Darzi (without clear reference) in support of using out-of-home inventory to promote healthy behaviour. 

Talon Outdoor No - 

Taxi Media No - 

Ubiquitous Ltd No - 

 

https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/economic%20studies%20temp/our%20insights/how%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/mgi_overcoming_obesity_full_report.ashx
https://www.bmj.com/content/361/bmj.k2534
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/obesity-policy-research-unit/sites/obesity-policy-research-unit/files/what-learned-from-amsterdam-healthy-weight-programme-inform-policy-response-obesity-england.pdf
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