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The aim of this paper is to contribute to global discussion on public health policies for 

protecting and promoting healthy diets, as it is advancing in the U.S. This discussion 

assesses specific cases of successful policy making from several countries across the 

world, often against industry resistance. We discuss five key public policies and 

interventions: i) food labeling; ii) marketing restrictions and healthy school food policies; 

iii) fiscal policies; iv) models for classifying the (un)healthiness of a product; v)

interventions to address food industry influence and conflicts of interest in public health

policy. The paper also argues how the U.S can adapt or adopt some of these public

policies, while also preparing for the challenges from the ultra-processed food industry

that may perceive these advances as threats to its business. We conclude the discussion

by postulating that the U.S. is primed to advance several of these initiatives that have

already been espoused in law and evaluated to be effective in other countries. The U.S.

will have unique challenges, as many of the food industry actors have deep political

influence on American politics and markets, although these global lessons can enable the

legislative, policy, and civil society ecosystems with additional tools and strategies to

progress policy movement toward defending people’s health and wellbeing over

industry’s influence and profit.

INTRODUCTION

In the past few decades, the consumption of ultra-

processed food products (UPF) increased globally, including 

in the U.S., and UPF now dominate the diets of Americans 

(L. Wang et al. 2021; Juul et al. 2022). Between 2012 and 

2017, almost 60% of all calories consumed by Americans 

came from UPF (Baraldi et al. 2018). 

UPF are described as “formulations of ingredients, 

mostly of exclusive industrial use, typically created by se-

ries of industrial techniques and processes. (…) Processes 

and ingredients used for the manufacture of ultra-

processed foods are designed to create highly profitable 

products (low-cost ingredients, long shelf-life, powerfully 

branded). Their convenience (imperishable, ready-to-con-

sume), hyper-palatability, and ownership by transnational 

corporations using pervasive advertising and promotion, 

give ultra-processed foods enormous market advantages. 

[They can] replace freshly made regular meals and dishes, 

with snacking any time, anywhere” (Monteiro, Cannon, 

Lawrence, et al. 2019). Ultra-processed foods are of a low 

nutritional quality, often with too much ingredients such 

as added sugars, salt, saturated fats, and too little of other 

ingredients such as nutrients, fiber, and other protective 

elements naturally found in minimally processed food 

(Martínez Steele et al. 2017). There is ample evidence that 

the consumption of diets high in UPF is harmful, and asso-

ciated with a higher cardiovascular and heart disease mor-

tality - with the association notably stronger in women, 

both in the U.S. and across the world (Zhong et al. 2021). 

In the U.S., some sub-segments of the population have 

a higher consumption of UPF and hence a greater risk of 

developing diet-related diseases, particularly young people, 

non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic Blacks, and indi-

viduals from lower socio-economic backgrounds, and or/ a 

lower level of formal education (Baraldi et al. 2018). In-

dividuals facing intersectional inequities, including poor 

people, children, women, BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, People 

of Color), and those with disabilities, have the worst health 

outcomes from the consumption of unhealthy diets, and yet 

are consistently and heavily targeted by the aggressive mar-

keting of food companies (Swinburn et al. 2019). In the last 

few years, Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, McDonald’s, and other com-

panies selling UPF have been challenged even by their own 

shareholders to audit the impacts of these marketing prac-
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tices on children and youth (The Coca-Cola Company 2019; 

PepsiCo 2021; McDonald’s 2020). 

In response to these issues, experts and international 

health organizations have called for the adoption of public 

policies for better protecting and promoting healthy diets 

against such commercial determinants of health (Swinburn 

et al. 2019). There is a set of key public policies often dis-

cussed in public health: i) improving the healthiness of 

food products, with targets on the content of nutrients of 

concern; ii) restricting marketing to children, particularly 

for unhealthy products; iii) introducing fiscal interventions, 

with a focus on taxes levied on unhealthy foods; iv) improv-

ing food labeling, and introducing nutrition front-of-pack 

labelling (FoPL); and, v) adopting food policies to make 

schools and other public places healthier (Swinburn et al. 

2019). Although the effectiveness of these public policies 

at improving public health has been demonstrated in many 

cases, most countries, including the U.S., have only im-

plemented them to a limited extent or not implemented 

them at all. But these policies are beginning to get better 

articulated, systematically adopted, and democratically in-

stitutionalized, as we will discuss further in this article 

(World Health Organization 2022a; World Cancer Research 

Fund International 2023; Committee on World Food Secu-

rity 2021; Global Center for Legal Innovation for Food En-

vironments at the O’Neill Institute at Georgetown Univer-

sity and Global Health Advocacy Incubator 2023; Swinburn 

et al. 2013). 

In this discussion paper, we present illustrative examples 

of public policies for protecting and promoting healthy di-

ets, then identify efforts made in various countries and fu-

ture action needed in this policy space in the U.S. In light 

of the recent ‘White House Conference on Hunger, Nutri-

tion, and Health’ that took place in October 2022, a novel 

National Strategy has indeed been proposed by the U.S. 

Government. Though not as comprehensive as the public 

health crises in the U.S. demand this guidance be, under 

this strategy’s “Pillar 3 - Empower All Consumers to Make 

and Have Access to Healthy Choices,” proposals such as ad-

dressing “marketing of unhealthy foods and beverages,” as 

well as creating “healthier food retail, restaurant, and col-

lege campus environments” have been propounded (White 

House 2022). We believe there is therefore currently a win-

dow of opportunity in the country for strategically adapting 

and substantively adopting international recommendations 

and implemented policies from other countries. The pre-

sent discussion paper offers evidence for how some of these 

public policies have been advanced in other countries, often 

despite severe food industry opposition. 

METHODS 

In this discussion paper, we present illustrative examples 

where key public policies have been implemented: 

We also discuss models for classifying food products 

based on their (un)healthiness. In addition, we present so-

lutions to address undue corporate influence and conflicts 

of interest (CoI) in public health, as these represent key 

barriers against the introduction of the above public poli-

cies (Swinburn et al. 2019). 

When we mention the “food industry” in our article, we 

refer to the producers of food and beverage products, dis-

tributors, retailers, and others in the supply chain, includ-

ing actors providing services to the industry (marketing, 

lobbying, public relations, financing, etc.). We also refer to 

trade associations, business groups, think tanks, chambers 

of commerce, and other third parties, where the links with 

food industry might be more subtle, yet critical for their 

role in enabling the food industry to successfully obstruct 

public policies. This includes some that appear indepen-

dent such as the “Institute for the Advancement of Food 

and Nutrition Sciences,” located at the same postal address 

as the North American branch of the food industry “front 

group” International Life Sciences Institute (ILSI) (Mialon 

et al. 2021). ILSI was founded by and represents large food 

industry actors, and has been shown to use science in a bi-

ased way to protect the profits of its member companies 

(Steele et al. 2019). 

For this discussion, we selectively chose cases where i) 

the public policy was national in scope, and ii) the public 

policy was mandatory. Where there was no example that 

met those two criteria, we used alternatives discussed in 

the literature and the databases below. We also noted the 

limitations of existing policies. We discuss the current sit-

uation in the U.S., compared to those international exam-

ples, taking into account these limitations. We also focus on 

those efforts that relate to the current U.S. policy space, in-

cluding potential opportunities, and discuss resistance that 

could be anticipated from the food industry. 

The objective of this paper was not to conduct a sys-

tematic analysis, or provide a comprehensive assessment, 

or cover all existing public policies and regions where they 

have been implemented. Several databases and networks 

already exist in that sense (see the sources below). Evidence 

for the effectiveness of those policies and interventions, 

and why they should be prioritized, is summarized for ex-

ample in Swinburn et al. 2019. 

The sources of data we consulted were: 

• the introduction of FoPL, as a key public policy for 

improving food labeling; 

• restrictions on the marketing of foods to 0-18 year 

olds, and related healthy school food policies; 

• fiscal policies, in particular taxes on unhealthy prod-

ucts. 

• global databases with examples of implementation of 

public policies at the country level: 

◦ The World Cancer Research Fund’s NOURISH-

ING framework (World Cancer Research Fund 

International 2023), an inventory of public poli-

cies to promote healthy diets, and its database 

of implemented actions; 

◦ The Global database on the Implementation of 

Nutrition Action (GINA) (World Health Organi-

zation 2022a); 

◦ The Committee on World Food Security (CFS) 

Voluntary Guidelines on Food Systems and Nu-
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We did not need ethics approval for the present paper, as 

we only collected publicly available information. 

EXISTING PUBLIC POLICIES ACROSS THE GLOBE 

AND OF POTENTIAL USE IN THE U.S. 
FOOD LABELING   

The introduction of front-of-pack labeling is the most com-

monly discussed public policy regarding food labeling, and 

consists of having a label presenting information on the 

(un)healthiness of a product on the front of processed 

foods, the primary field of vision. Summary indicators are 

now the most common FoPL, presenting the overall nu-

tritional quality of a product (Kanter, Vanderlee, and Van-

devijvere 2018; World Cancer Research Fund International 

2023). Chile was the first country to adopt a mandatory 

FoPL policy in 2012, as part of a broader law to limit the 

consumption of unhealthy products in the country (Kanter, 

Vanderlee, and Vandevijvere 2018). The country did not 

use a summary indicator, but black-and-white warning oc-

tagons on food products that were too energy dense and/or 

contained too much sodium, saturated fats, or added sugars 

(Kanter, Vanderlee, and Vandevijvere 2018). 

That law faced strong opposition from the food industry. 

Nestlé, for example, directly lobbied the then President of 

the Republic (Mialon, Corvalan, et al. 2020). Within the 

Chilean government, the Minister of Finance and former 

Member of Parliament was a spokesperson for a leading 

trade association, ABChile, while the Ministries of Econ-

omy, Agriculture, and Foreign Affairs, were all on lobbying 

on the food industry’s side. ABChile also ran a media cam-

paign with celebrities speaking against the law. The food 

industry, at that time, claimed that the law would lead to 

decreases in corporate income, and thus an adverse out-

look on employment in Chile, and also claimed that the 

law would breach international trade agreements. However, 

these intimidation tactics did not work and their predic-

tions did not materialize once the law was adopted (Paraje 

et al. 2021, 2022). Nevertheless, these arguments have con-

tinued to be used in other countries (Crosbie, Carriedo, and 

Schmidt 2022). After the law was adopted in Chile, PepsiCo 

and Kellogg’s challenged it in the Court. The food indus-

try used similar practices to delay or prevent the adoption 

of new FoPL in several other countries like Mexico (Cros-

bie, Carriedo, and Schmidt 2022), Colombia (Mialon, Gaitan 

Charry, et al. 2020), Brazil (Mialon, Khandpur, et al. 2020), 

Malaysia and Vietnam (Pettigrew et al. 2022), and South 

Africa (González 2022). This lobbying has often been co-

ordinated by trade associations representing global compa-

nies like Nestlé, Kellogg’s, Coca-Cola, and PepsiCo. Despite 

such challenges, other countries have since then adopted 

warning labels, a similar FoPL model to that of Chile (World 

Cancer Research Fund International 2019a). Mexico and Ar-

gentina recently included an additional message on prod-

ucts with sweeteners and caffeine, with a recommendation 

to avoid their consumption in children (World Cancer Re-

search Fund International 2023). 

Another popular FoPL model is the Nutri-Score, a color- 

and letter-coded model, which takes into account both in-

gredients that should be limited, and “positive” ingredients 

such as fibers (Kanter, Vanderlee, and Vandevijvere 2018). 

Nutri-Score was first adopted in France in 2017, again after 

strong opposition from the food and media industries (Julia 

and Hercberg 2018), including from Nestlé, Unilever, Pep-

siCo, Coca-Cola, Mondelez, and Mars, with them even 

proposing an alternative system. Nutri-Score is now used 

in Belgium and Germany (World Cancer Research Fund In-

ternational 2023), and discussions are ongoing at the Euro-

pean Union level to decide on which FoPL model to adopt 

for the region (European Commission 2021). Another FoPL 

model is the Health-Star Ratings system from Australia and 

New Zealand (Kanter, Vanderlee, and Vandevijvere 2018), 

which uses stars instead of letters and colors. However, 

the use of both Nutri-Score and Health-Star Ratings is not 

made mandatory in the countries where they have been 

implemented (World Cancer Research Fund International 

2023). 

U.S. POLICY SPACE 

There is currently no public policy regarding the use of 

nutrition FoPL in the U.S. In 2021, a handful of senators 

from the states of Connecticut, New Jersey, Rhode Island, 

Massachusetts, and Maryland, also proposed a bill called 

“Food Labeling Modernization Act 2021,” which would re-

quire the FDA to introduce FoPL (Sen. Blumenthal 2021). 

In August 2022, a regulatory petition was filed with the 

U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) asking the FDA 

to establish “a simple, standardized, evidence-based, and 

mandatory front-of-package labeling system for all pack-

aged foods sold” in the country (Center for Science in the 

Public Interest, Association of SNAP Nutrition Education 

Administrators, and Association of State Public Health Nu-

tritionists 2022). The food industry has tried to dilute these 

efforts by launching its “Facts Up Front” initiative (The 

Consumer Brands Association and FMI 2012), led by the 

Consumer Brands Association – a trade association with 

member companies, such as Coca-Cola, Abbott, General 

Mills, Danone, Conagra, Bayer, and PepsiCo (Consumer 

Brands Association 2023) – and the Food Industry Associa-

tion, with similar membership from the largest global food 

companies (FMI 2023). 

• the academic literature; 

• information from the websites of civil society organi-

zations and governments; 

• web content published by other relevant entities, 

such as multilateral institutions and industry actors. 

trition (Committee on World Food Security 

2021); 

◦ The FULL global food laws database (Global 

Center for Legal Innovation for Food Environ-

ments at the O’Neill Institute at Georgetown 

University and Global Health Advocacy Incuba-

tor 2023). 
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LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING PUBLIC POLICIES AND WAY 

FORWARD FOR THE U.S. 

Considering progress on FoPL globally despite industry op-

position, we see a caveat with the current FoPL models: 

they consider the degree of processing of foods only indi-

rectly and to a limited extent, although we know this is cru-

cial information for protecting and promoting healthy di-

ets (Northcott et al. 2023). We suggest that FoPL policies 

should be more focused on UPF. In France for example, 

amongst products with a favorable Nutri-Score (with a let-

ter A or B on a scale from A to D), more than half were 

found to be UPF (Ebner et al. 2022). Therefore, even prod-

ucts with a good Nutri-Score can be UPF. A particular con-

cern is that in models such as Nutri-Score or Health-Star 

Ratings, when a food company has a bad score because of 

the presence of too many unhealthy ingredients (such as 

added sugars), it can add “positive” ingredients (such as di-

etary fiber) to improve its score and labels. In the case of 

UPF, such approach to FoPL allows industry to continue 

selling unhealthy foods, while slightly revising the ingredi-

ent list. This may confer a good image and label to products 

whose consumption still leads to ill-health. Thus, products 

can be reformulated and still likely remain ultra-processed 

and unhealthy. 

Other FoPL, like warning labels from Chile, only target 

unhealthy ingredients, so the industry can use less of such 

ingredients. But this may lead to the development of even 

more processed products, with additives for example, to 

keep the taste or texture of foods, and the possibility to la-

bel and market these heavily processed but reformulated 

products as “healthier options”. In Chile, the country which 

has the longest experience with warning labels, and hence 

evidence of their impacts already, people are decreasing 

their consumption of products carrying warning labels, 

which ought to lead to an improvement in public health. 

However, early evidence suggests that individuals are not 

eating less UPF, simply just shifting to UPF with other ad-

ditives, such as artificial sweeteners (Zancheta et al. 2021). 

Thus, in this complicated situation, legislators trying to ad-

vance public health must take into account industry’s use 

of new processes and ingredients. 

Ideally, FoPL models would interpret and translate in-

formation based on the list of ingredients and markers of 

ultra-processing (such as the processes used). We further 

discuss this point later. Existing FoPL models miss a broad 

range of markers of ultra-processing (i.e., ingredients and 

processes that make a product a UPF). While more coun-

tries are now adopting new FoPL, which is certainly a step 

forward, particularly when public health prevails over cor-

porate influence, it remains critical to ensure that these 

battles do not prevent the public health community from 

engaging in deeper discussions like this on FoPL and the 

degree of processing of foods. 

Another caution with FoPL is that even if an ideal model 

were adopted, the industry could then say that detailed la-

beling is all that is needed; people need to read these la-

bels, be responsible for their own choices, and bear the con-

sequences these choices have on their health (Bellatti and 

Simon 2011). This would further build impunity against the 

role of UPF in exacerbating a global epidemic of non-com-

municable diseases. This might shift the attention away 

from the fact that it is the industry that is creating and 

then fueling the market of UPF, aggressively marketing and 

promoting the consumption of unhealthy diets in the first 

place. 

With no existing regulation in this space, it is urgent 

that the U.S. adopt a mandatory FoPL which, to the greatest 

possible extent addresses these limitations. 

PROTECTING INFANTS, CHILDREN, AND YOUNG      

PEOPLE FROM THE HARMFUL IMPACT OF FOOD        

MARKETING, AND INTRODUCING HEALTHY FOOD      

SCHOOL POLICIES   

There is ample evidence that advertisement and other 

forms of marketing influence the preferences of children 

and young people and their habits, which leads to ill health 

(National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medi-

cine 2006; Hastings, Stead, McDermott, et al. 2003; Cairns, 

Angus, and Hastings 2008). Going even beyond this, Mc-

Donald’s engaged teachers to work behind the counter at 

local outlets, serving junk food to their students, exploiting 

teachers’ authority and popularity to promote UPF to young 

children, under the guise of raising funds for schools (Cor-

porate Accountability 2018). Thus, a key intervention in 

public health is to protect that segment of the population 

from food marketing, particularly for unhealthy products. 

Australia, Hungary, Finland, and Brazil, amongst other 

countries, have regulation in place, where food marketing 

to children is not permitted through any medium (World 

Cancer Research Fund International 2023), including digital 

marketing on social media and other online platforms. 

These restrictions apply to specific products, such as those 

containing certain unhealthy ingredients (World Cancer 

Research Fund International 2023), as in the case of Peru. 

Other countries like Sweden greatly restrict all advertising 

to children. 

The International Code of Marketing of Breastmilk Sub-

stitutes (BMS), passed by the World Health Assembly in 

1981, is another example that specifically focuses on a cer-

tain category of products, and is now implemented (par-

tially or fully) in national law in 144 countries (World 

Health Organization 2022b). The Code was adopted after 

intense advocacy and in response to the aggressive and 

inappropriate marketing of breastmilk substitutes by food 

companies in the 1970s, which was widely implicated in the 

deaths of thousands of babies in Africa and Asia (Muller 

1974, 2013). The worst illustration of that marketing was 

when caregivers were presented infant formula in hospitals 

by senior nurses hired by baby food companies such as 

Nestlé. Not only did mothers trust their advice to use BMS, 

but other nurses felt they had to “obey” these more senior 

nurses. 

In addition to these marketing restrictions, there are 

specific public policies for food products sold and served in 

and around schools, as a space where children spend much 

of their time. Chile introduced a ban in schools of market-

ing of products that had too many unhealthy ingredients 

(World Cancer Research Fund International 2023). Costa 
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Rica, Ecuador, Uruguay, and other countries have a simi-

lar ban (World Cancer Research Fund International 2023). 

Uruguay also recently adopted a new law to prohibit the 

sales of products with a warning label in schools (Alianza 

ENT Uruguay 2022). France, Slovenia, and Bermuda have 

specific bans on the sales of snacks and certain drinks in 

school settings (World Cancer Research Fund International 

2023). South Korea has “Green Food Zones” where the sales 

of products with too many unhealthy ingredients are 

banned in a 200 meter-zone around schools (World Cancer 

Research Fund International 2023). 

Here again, industry interference has also been evident 

across countries that have tried developing and rolling out 

such laws. In 2020, the Government of India, for example, 

finalized a law banning the sale and marketing of unhealthy 

food products in schools as well as within a fifty-meter ra-

dius. Since 2013, representatives from national trade asso-

ciations (such as the National Restaurants Association of 

India, All India Food Processors Association, and Retailers 

Association of India- backed by food and beverage corpo-

rations such as Coca-Cola, Nestlé, McDonald’s, Dominos, 

PepsiCo) had been members on an expert group consti-

tuted by India’s High Court, to help develop guidance on 

the availability of unhealthy foods to children in schools 

(Sahai Endlaw 2015; India Resource Center, n.d.). In the 

end, the language specifically identifying a list of unhealthy 

products, as articulated in the draft law, such as sugar-

sweetened beverages (SSB), was entirely eliminated (India 

Resource Center 2020; Ministry of Health and Family Wel-

fare - Food Safety and Standards Authority of India 2019, 

2020). In Brazil, there was also intense lobbying and other 

forms of influence during the development of restrictions 

on marketing to children (Mialon, Cediel, et al. 2022), with 

the rapporteur of the group working on the Bill owning a 

distribution subsidiary of Coca-Cola, and the food industry 

pushing for the use of self-regulation instead of mandatory 

legislation. Once the law was approved anyway, the food in-

dustry went to Court and got it suspended. 

U.S. POLICY SPACE 

In the U.S., the scope of most public policies adopted in this 

space to date is quite limited. The U.S. has no legal measure 

in place regarding the WHO International Code of Market-

ing of Breastmilk Substitutes (World Health Organization 

2022b), although the ingredients and their labeling in in-

fant formula are regulated. In 2010-11, two cities in Cali-

fornia (Santa Clara and San Francisco) introduced bans in 

restaurants on the giveaway of toys and other free items 

(vouchers and coupons for example) in children’s meals 

that did not meet certain standards in terms of healthi-

ness (mostly around unhealthy ingredients) (World Cancer 

Research Fund International 2023). There is also a Chil-

dren’s Food and Beverage Advertising Initiative (CFBAI), 

developed by food companies and covering advertisement 

to children under 13 years of age (World Cancer Research 

Fund International 2023). Food companies can voluntarily 

participate in the CFBAI, where they agree not to advertise 

any of their products in schools. In venues other than 

schools, participating companies pledge not to advertise 

products to children that do not meet certain criteria for 

unhealthy ingredients. The state of Maine has prohibited 

the marketing in schools of foods that do not meet certain 

nutrition criteria (World Cancer Research Fund Interna-

tional 2023). At the country-level, the Healthy Hunger - 

Free Kids Act, introduced in 2010, sets specific standards 

around unhealthy ingredients in foods sold in schools 

(World Cancer Research Fund International 2023). In addi-

tion, there are state-specific bans or other public policies 

on the sales of foods in schools (World Cancer Research 

Fund International 2023). 

LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING PUBLIC POLICIES AND WAY 

FORWARD FOR THE U.S. 

Here again, while these public policies are greatly needed, 

their main vulnerability is that most existing bans do not 

include all types of marketing, particularly that on digital 

platforms, or all types of products, or all types of spaces 

where children can get exposure to industry influence, also 

with no law yet explicitly mentioning UPF. Other marketing 

restrictions do not apply to the entire country, and/or to 

all foods, all ages, or all media. Moreover, the CFBAI is not 

mandatory in nature. But even when there are mandatory 

restrictions on marketing, in other countries for example, 

compliance is found to be low (Polacsek et al. 2012), un-

less there is better communication to school administra-

tors about the restrictions and help for schools to imple-

ment them. Therefore, even mandatory approaches of this 

sort should be strengthened with better enforcement of the 

law. In addition, the protection of commercial speech under 

the U.S. Constitution means that corporations have a right 

to market their products even when this is at the expense 

of public health, and might use that right to challenge pro-

posed government regulation (Pomeranz 2022). Other legal 

approaches in the US also appear to be available to the in-

dustry which often favor its point of view. 

FISCAL POLICIES (SUBSIDIES AND TAXATION)      

Fiscal policies, including subsidies for healthy foods, such 

as fruits and vegetables, and taxation of unhealthy prod-

ucts, could help protect and promote healthy diets (World 

Cancer Research Fund International 2019b), and indeed 

there is evidence that implementing them results in people 

tending to eat a healthier diet (Powell et al. 2013). It has 

been estimated that in the U.S., even a “1% decrease in the 

price of all fruits and vegetables could translate into a mean 

decrease of around 6,700 cases of coronary heart disease 

and almost 3,000 ischemic strokes” (Brambila-Macias et al. 

2011). 

Among specific products, taxes on SSB are the public 

policy most commonly discussed and recommended by in-

ternational health organizations (Y. C. Wang et al. 2012). 

Several countries have introduced SSB taxes since the early 

2010s. Amongst the most recent countries in that list, Peru 

and Ethiopia have introduced a 25% tax on SSB, which is 

considered to be a high and effective tax rate in terms of an-

ticipated positive health outcomes in the population (World 

Cancer Research Fund International 2023). 
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During the development of such laws, industry interfer-

ence has been especially pronounced, such as in the case 

of South Africa, where industry actors like the Consumer 

Goods Council South Africa, Coca-Cola Beverages South 

Africa, and South African Sugar Association promoted self-

regulation and voluntary actions in lieu of SSB taxation 

(World Cancer Research Fund International 2019b). They 

also positioned SSB as a cheap source of energy for poor 

people and threatened to roll back investment and com-

munity support in the region (Abdool Karim, Kruger, and 

Hofman 2020). They also funded research to sow doubt 

on existing scientific literature (Abdool Karim, Kruger, and 

Hofman 2020). Despite such well-resourced and synchro-

nized industry interference, South Africa adopted SSB taxa-

tion in 2017. Brazil, Mexico, Chile, and Colombia also faced 

strong opposition from the food industry while trying to in-

troduce new taxes on SSB (Pedroza-Tobias et al. 2021; Car-

riedo et al. 2021; Mariath and Martins 2022). 

U.S. POLICY SPACE 

SSB taxes were pioneered in various US cities in the early 

2010s. Today, Cook County in Illinois, the Native Navajo 

Nation, the cities of Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco 

(California), Boulder (Colorado), Albany (New York), 

Philadelphia (Pennsylvania), and Seattle (Washington), all 

have SSB taxes in place (World Cancer Research Fund In-

ternational 2023). While these have begun to yield some 

positive results, the industry also strengthened its position 

by leveraging the legal apparatus of preemption which al-

lows a higher level of government to restrict or fully elim-

inate the power of lower levels of governments to regulate 

and enact laws on specific topics and issues (Crosbie et al. 

2021). The food industry also disseminated mis- and dis-in-

formation to influence public opinion against the taxes via 

industry-backed ballot initiatives in Washington, Califor-

nia, Pennsylvania, and Oregon (Falbe, Adler, and Roberto 

2021). In addition, deceptive marketing targeted at children 

and BIPOC communities has continued (Jacobson 2016; 

Rudd Center for Food Policy & Health et al. 2022). 

Regarding subsidies for healthy diets, the Healthy Incen-

tives Pilot (HIP) was introduced by $20 million from the 

Farm Bill (Commonwealth of Massachusetts 2023; Olsho et 

al. 2016). Participants in the Supplemental Nutrition Assis-

tance Program (SNAP), a government program which pro-

vides food-purchasing assistance to low income people, re-

ceived extra money to buy fruits and vegetables through 

the HIP. Evaluation of the HIP suggested that SNAP partic-

ipants purchased significantly more of the targeted fruits 

and vegetables (Olsho et al. 2016). In January 2023, the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Ser-

vice announced that it will invest $25 million and select up 

to three states to offer funding to implement an Electronic 

eHIP (USDA 2023). Some states like Massachusetts have in-

dicated that they may continue HIP when its funding runs 

out. 

LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING PUBLIC POLICIES AND WAY 

FORWARD FOR THE U.S. 

A growing number of countries adopted SSB taxes, even 

though the tax rate and the products covered differ between 

countries. This is perhaps the policy where there is most 

progress globally. Subsidies for healthy products also exist, 

but have not received as much attention. The main chal-

lenge in the U.S. is that SSB taxes do not apply to the entire 

country, and vary in their nature and scope, as well as ju-

risdiction and implementation. Similarly, piecemeal intro-

duction of programs like HIP can postpone the positive im-

pact a systemic transition to healthy foods can have on 

the American people. Additionally, the U.S. also lacks a 

streamlined evaluation mechanism for its tens of fiscal sub-

sidies and incentive programs. For additional investment 

and continued prioritization of these programs, a compre-

hensive measurement system will be imperative to assess 

impact and address vulnerabilities (Budd Nugent et al. 

2021). 

On the other hand, ingredients such as sugar have been 

the center of government subsidies to maintain their prices 

and protect production supply chains. With the Agriculture 

and Food Act of 1981, “the U.S. Sugar Program maintains a 

minimum price for sugar with the goal of protecting sugar-

industry growers and processors” (Indiana Sugars 2021). In 

2018, it was reported that the U.S. spent up to US $4 Bil-

lion annually on sugar subsidies alone (Beghin and Elobeid 

2017). International institutions, such as the World Trade 

Organization, have also pushed for subsidies to regulate the 

price of sugar in international trade (Office of Agricultural 

Affairs, New Delhi 2021). Such fiscal measures are exacer-

bating the problem of added sugar being used by food man-

ufacturers to optimize taste and make their portfolios more 

attractive to consumers (Moss 2013), even if the consump-

tion of such products leads to ill health. Questioning those 

subsidies is as important as advocating for more universal 

subsidies to promote healthy diets. 

MODELS FOR CLASSIFYING THE (UN)HEALTHINESS      

OF A PRODUCT    

A nutrient profiling model (NPM) serves to classify food 

products based on their relative (un)healthiness. Then, 

public policies such as FoPL or marketing restrictions use 

NPM for setting a threshold on critical ingredients and dis-

tinguish food products based on their ingredient profiles. 

The Pan-American Health Organization/World Health Or-

ganization-Regional Office for the Americas for example 

published NPM guidelines in 2016 (PAHO/Regional Office 

of the Americas for the WHO, Brazil 2022). 

U.S. POLICY SPACE 

Various NPM or other benchmarking tools are available to 

set thresholds for unhealthy ingredients in food products in 

the U.S., and each city and state use its own criteria when 

adopting new public policies such as a FoPL or SSB tax. 
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LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING MODELS AND WAY FORWARD 

FOR THE U.S. 

We see the very notion of “Nutrient Profiling Model” to be 

problematic. Indeed, dozens of scientific studies have now 

shown that the consumption of UPF leads to ill-health, be-

yond the nutrient content of food products, as described in 

our introduction. These epidemiological studies have used 

the NOVA classification of foods, developed in Brazil in the 

late 2000s, which classifies foods based on their level and 

markers of processing, not based on their nutrient con-

tent. However, the results from these studies have yet to 

be translated to concrete policy action. We argue that given 

the scientific evidence now existing, profiling of products 

based on their markers of ultra-processing should be used 

instead of the present NPM as a modality to build public 

policy to advance public health. We argue that the very fact 

that NPM focus on nutrients, rather than on the degree of 

processing of foods, is therefore a foundational concern, 

which then cascades onto other public policies for healthier 

diets. In Chile, as mentioned earlier, individual increased 

their intake of sweeteners after the adoption of FoPL, be-

cause the existing NPM does not take these and many other 

additives and types of food processing into account when 

setting the standards for which products should be labeled 

and how. In India, the food industry ensured that language 

identifying specific unhealthy products was avoided in its 

new law for schools and their vicinities, thus hardly impact-

ing the overall consumption of UPF. 

NPM are the foundation for most public policies dis-

cussed earlier, and hence are the focus of attention from 

the food industry. If a different type of profiling model were 

proposed, based on markers of ultra-processing, we antici-

pate much resistance from the food industry and its prox-

ies. If we take the earlier example of France, two thirds of 

food products would fall under the UPF category if using 

a UPF-based profiling model (Ebner et al. 2022). The food 

industry is already challenging the science on UPF and 

health, particularly when applied to public policy mech-

anisms such as dietary guidelines (Monteiro and Jaime 

2020). While debate is essential in science, the criticism 

primarily comes from institutions such as ILSI, and indi-

viduals that have ties with the UPF industry, thus having a 

clear conflict of interest and bias. The criticism of the NOVA 

classification has emerged primarily from entities and in-

dividuals with some form of relationship with corporations 

such as Coca-Cola, Abbott Nutrition, Danone, Ferrero, Gen-

eral Mills, Mondelēz, and PepsiCo, amongst others (Mialon, 

Sêrodio, and Baeza Scagliusia 2018). The introduction of an 

alternative profiling model in the U.S. and elsewhere would 

be essential not only to allow for a standardized and strate-

gic approach to regulate all UPF, but also to foster stream-

lining of policy interventions and assessment across popu-

lations, regions, and types of UPF. 

INTERVENTIONS TO ADDRESS FOOD INDUSTRY      

INFLUENCE AND COI IN PUBLIC HEALTH POLICY        

All public policies addressing health eating, no matter how 

strong the evidence base for their effectiveness in protect-

ing public health, have faced intense opposition from the 

food industry. Some implemented public policies, like tax 

on transfats in Denmark, have even been withdrawn due to 

industry pressure (Vallgårda, Holm, and Jensen 2015). 

The influence of the food industry on public health pol-

icy is known as “corporate political activity” (CPA) and 

takes various forms. When trying to counter a new public 

health policy, food companies try to generate support from 

third parties within and outside the industry; they attempt 

to shape scientific evidence and information in a way that 

is beneficial to their products and practices; they lobby pol-

icy-makers; they provide donations to politicians and legis-

lators; they use preemption, and other forms of direct and 

indirect resistance to the policy process; they challenge the 

adoption of public policies in court; and they intimidate 

and sue their opponents (or threaten to do so), who rarely 

have the same resources as the industry to defend them-

selves (Mialon, Swinburn, and Sacks 2015). Indeed, even 

when it comes to global governance of food systems, the 

food industry often has more power and influence than 

any other actor, in some cases even stronger than nation 

states, in platforms such as the Codex Alimentarius, the 

recent UN Food Systems Summit (Canfield, Anderson, and 

McMichael 2021; Crosbie, Carriedo, and Schmidt 2022), and 

the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) (Naik, Fair-

cloth, Dreger, et al. 2022). Where CPA is a process occurring 

between the food industry and a third party, conflicts of in-

terest are a related, but distinctive concept, where certain 

“activities or relationships compromise the loyalty or in-

dependent judgment of an individual who is obligated to 

serve a party or perform certain roles”. A CoI for example 

exists when a researcher receives corporate funding. CoI 

therefore occurs “within” an individual or institution, pos-

ing potential bias against or for the issue in focus (Rodwin 

2018). 

There is an urgent need to address the CPA of the food 

industry, CoI, and issues of governance in the food systems 

for truly moving towards healthier diets (Swinburn et al. 

2019). Solutions to ensure industry cannot negatively in-

terfere with public health policies already exist and are im-

plemented in several countries. A review of the literature 

(Mialon, Vandevijvere, et al. 2020) found that four main ap-

proaches could be undertaken in that sense: i) increasing 

transparency, especially from public institutions, on CPA 

and CoI; ii) monitoring CPA and CoI, and educating all 

sections of society on those issues, including companies’ 

shareholders, to then build pressure for industry to change 

its practices; iii) managing those issues, by setting system-

atic and strong rules on what can and cannot be permitted; 

and, iv) prohibiting by law some of the most harmful cor-

porate practices. Countries like Brazil, Colombia, and Mex-

ico, amongst many others have codes of conducts and poli-

cies on CoI for government officials. In Brazil, the agendas 

of senior government officials, such as that of the President 

of the Republic and Ministers, are publicly disclosed. Mex-

ico, India, and South Africa have a law that allows citizens 

to ask for information on the activities of public authori-

ties (also referred as “freedom of information” laws). Brazil 

and Chile both have a website dedicated to government 
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transparency. The above-mentioned review also describes a 

broad range of interventions that were implemented to try 

and restrict the influence of the tobacco industry on public 

policy, such as mandatory taxes on tobacco companies that 

are then used for health promotion and awareness raising 

activities for government officials. 

U.S. POLICY SPACE 

Some public policies on industry interference and CoI al-

ready exist in the U.S. (Mialon, Vandevijvere, et al. 2020). 

The use of the “revolving door” is somewhat regulated, 

where an employee from the government has a cooling-off 

period before she can work in the industry she formerly 

oversaw. There are some limited measures in place about 

transparency of politicians, with lobbying disclosures for 

the House of Representatives, and disclosures of the sub-

missions made to public consultations from federal agen-

cies such as the FDA. Companies with publicly held se-

curities have to disclose their annual reports through the 

U.S. Security and Commission Exchange (SEC), published 

on an online database, although these only offer a high-

level snapshot of their global business, and not a compre-

hensive insight into their CPA, including food policy-fo-

cused efforts. Moreover, a majority of food industry actors 

are global in nature, and lobbying disclosures are not re-

quired for them to transparently report their lobbying and 

other CPA practices for all the markets they operate in. 

LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING INTERVENTIONS AND WAY 

FORWARD FOR THE U.S. 

Most of the examples described above are not yet system-

atically applied to the food industry in any country. Few 

evaluations of these interventions have been conducted, so 

little is known about their effectiveness in addressing CPA 

and CoI. Beyond those specific restrictions on CPA and CoI, 

counteractions from public health advocates, and a more 

meaningful engagement and organizing of citizens, in par-

ticular peasants, indigenous, young, BIPOC, women, and 

other marginalized groups is essential to demand policy 

safeguards and transparency (Maani, Petticrew, and Galea 

2023). Globally, civil society action continues to advance 

demands for CoI measures across diverse fora where the 

food industry engagement has been rampant and risking 

compromising public policy outcomes (Harris et al. 2022). 

Civil society organizations have also called for a compre-

hensive legal framework for corporate accountability in 

food governance, critiquing the FAO (United Nations Food 

and Agriculture Organization) strategy for engagement 

with corporations (Dorado et al. 2021). 

In the U.S., the “Retire Ronald” campaign launched by 

civil society groups, such as Corporate Accountability, pres-

sured McDonald’s to phase out the use of the clown mascot 

it had used since 1963 to market its products to children 

(Corporate Accountability 2017; Kandell 2020). Coca-Cola 

terminated its membership in the industry front group ILSI, 

after nearly four decades following a public campaign de-

manding this (Corporate Accountability 2021). In recent 

years, shareholder resolutions demanding corporations like 

Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, and McDonald’s undertake third-party 

audits of their products marketed to children and youth, as 

well as disclose their CPA in all countries where they op-

erate, are gaining support (Corporate Accountability 2022; 

Vittorio 2019). 

DISCUSSION 

In this document, we discuss existing and needed public 

policies for promoting healthy diets. Several countries have 

now adopted a FoPL system, restrictions on marketing and 

other measures to protect children and youth, SSB taxation, 

and other fiscal measures. While generally beneficial, these 

public policies are based on what we believe is an outdated 

profiling model for foods, which we have argued should 

rather be based on markers of ultra-processing rather than 

on nutrients, given that there is ample evidence that it is 

the consumption of UPF that is leading to ill-health. This 

approach may be critical in preventing or at least limit-

ing the food industry from exploiting new public policies 

and expanding UPF markets (Northcott et al. 2023). Addi-

tionally, the resources required to manufacture UPF is not 

only exacerbating environmental pollution and destruction 

of biodiverse ecosystems, but also drastically contributing 

to the climate crisis, with the current industrialized food 

system responsible for nearly a third of all anthropogenic 

greenhouse gas emissions (Fardet and Rock 2020; Seferidi 

et al. 2020). With the climate crisis now being considered 

one of the major threats to public health, the implications 

of UPF on human wellbeing are myriad and multidimen-

sional (American Medical Association 2022). 

In most cases, the introduction and even the imple-

mentation of public health policies discussed in this paper 

were obstructed by the UPF industry, principally through 

its trade associations and front groups, representing both 

global and local manufacturers. Although, there are exam-

ples of countries which have adopted measures to try and 

mitigate that influence of this industry, these challenges 

will likely continue, and thus the need for stronger public 

policies to safeguard public interest from interference by 

the industry. 

There is still a long way to go before the U.S. aligns with 

these public policies already in progress in some other na-

tions, but especially in the Global South. The examples we 

described above, and many more, are collated in several 

policy databases, and could readily be adopted and adapted 

in the U.S. context. Scientific inquiries measuring the im-

pacts, efficacy, limitations, and opportunities related to 

such public policies are also publicly accessible, as men-

tioned earlier. There is also evidence that for effectively 

protecting and equitably improving population health, 

those public policies should be national in scope, manda-

tory, and comprehensive enough to cover all UPF, all media, 

all settings where children and youth are targeted by mar-

keting, all CPA practices, and all CoI situations. 

Of the 10 largest food corporations in the world, five are 

headquartered in the U.S., with deep influence on public 

policy (Sorvino 2022). Additionally, a handful of powerful 

companies control almost 80% of market for hundreds of 
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grocery items consumed by Americans, also dominating 

every step of the supply chain, from seeds and fertilizers, to 

slaughterhouses and supermarkets (Lakhani, Uteuova, and 

Chang 2021). These food industry actors thus have a strong 

influence on food politics and the public discourse on food 

in the country. The U.S. Department of Agriculture part-

ners with companies such as PepsiCo, Bayer, and Coca-Cola 

(USDA 2020, 2021). Preemption, as discussed earlier, also 

explains why certain public policies, even if adopted lo-

cally, cannot then diffuse to other jurisdictions. A recent 

study also documented the CoI prevalent in the U.S. Dietary 

Guidelines Advisory Committee (DGAC), the key scientific 

body that provides recommendations for the cornerstone 

of U.S. nutrition policies, the U.S. Dietary Guidelines for 

Americans (Mialon, Serodio, et al. 2022). From the 20 mem-

bers of the DGAC, 95% had CoI with food and/or pharma-

ceutical companies, or the front group ILSI. Health profes-

sionals also have close relationships with the food industry, 

such as is seen in the case of Academy of Nutrition and Di-

etetics, the largest organization of food and nutrition pro-

fessionals, taking significant funds from UPF companies, 

which may lead to bias in the adoption of national food 

and public health policies in the U.S. (Carriedo et al. 2022). 

These factors may explain why most of the public policies 

we have described in our paper are not yet adopted in the 

U.S., underscoring the need to investigate these topics in 

more depth for public interest. 

In conclusion, this paper offers a macro view on what 

noteworthy efforts have advanced on this front, how they 

have been challenged, and how some have triumphed de-

spite all odds. The aim is also to urge decision makers, 

health professionals, the public, and others, to expand their 

policy lens to focus not just on, what is in food products, but 

also how these foods are made. It is also pressing to intro-

duce, in the U.S. and elsewhere, stronger initiatives to curb 

the production and sales of UPF and protect and promote 

healthy diets, especially including mechanisms to hold cor-

porations liable for the effects their business practices and 

products continue to have on people’s health and that of 

the planet. 

FUNDING 

Support for this paper was provided by a grant from the 

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. Views here do not nec-

essarily reflect the views of the Foundation. The first author 

is funded by the Health Research Board, Ireland [grant 

number ARPP-2020-002]. The second author works for Cor-

porate Accountability, an international nonprofit organiza-

tion. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The authors would like to acknowledge the reviewers and 

editor of World Nutrition for their comments, which helped 

improve our manuscript. 

DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

The authors have no conflict to declare. 

Submitted: February 20, 2023 BRT, Accepted: March 23, 2023 

BRT 

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License 

(CCBY-4.0). View this license’s legal deed at http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0 and legal code at http://creativecom-

mons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode for more information. 

A discussion of stronger public policies to protect and promote healthy diets: what can the U.S. learn from other countries?

World Nutrition
94



REFERENCES 

Abdool Karim, Safura, Petronell Kruger, and Karen 

Hofman. 2020. “Industry Strategies in the 
Parliamentary Process of Adopting a Sugar-
Sweetened Beverage Tax in South Africa: A 

Systematic Mapping.” Globalization and Health 16 (1): 
116. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00647-3. 

Alianza ENT Uruguay. 2022. No Se Venderán Productos 

Chatarra En Escuelas y Liceos. 

American Medical Association. 2022. “AMA Adopts New 

Policy Declaring Climate Change a Public Health 

Crisis.” https://www.ama-assn.org/press-center/pres
s-releases/ama-adopts-new-policy-declaring-climat
e-change-public-health-crisis. 

Baraldi, Larissa Galastri, Euridice Martinez Steele, 
Daniela Silva Canella, and Carlos Augusto Monteiro. 
2018. “Consumption of Ultra-Processed Foods and 

Associated Sociodemographic Factors in the USA 

between 2007 and 2012: Evidence from a Nationally 
Representative Cross-Sectional Study.” BMJ Open 8 

(3): e020574. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-201
7-020574. 

Beghin, J. C., and A. Elobeid. 2017. “Analysis of the US 

Sugar Program.” American Enterprise Institute. http
s://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Analysi
s-of-the-US-Sugar-Program.pdf. 

Bellatti, Andy, and Michele Simon. 2011. “Regulating 

Front of Package Labeling: An Exercise in Futility?” 
Journal of Hunger & Environmental Nutrition 6 (4): 
513–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/19320248.2011.6258
15. 

Brambila-Macias, Jose, Bhavani Shankar, Sara Capacci, 
Mario Mazzocchi, Federico J. A. Perez-Cueto, Wim 

Verbeke, and W. Bruce Traill. 2011. “Policy 
Interventions to Promote Healthy Eating: A Review 

of What Works, What Does Not, and What Is 
Promising.” Food and Nutrition Bulletin 32 (4): 
365–75. https://doi.org/10.1177/15648265110320040
8. 

Budd Nugent, Nadine, Carmen Byker Shanks, Hilary K. 
Seligman, Hollyanne Fricke, Courtney A. Parks, Sarah 

Stotz, and Amy L. Yaroch. 2021. “Accelerating 

Evaluation of Financial Incentives for Fruits and 

Vegetables: A Case for Shared Measures.” 
International Journal of Environmental Research and 

Public Health 18 (22): 12140. https://doi.org/10.3390/i
jerph182212140. 

Cairns, G., K. Angus, and G. Hastings. 2008. “The 
Extent, Nature and Effects of Food Promotion to 

Children : A Review of the Evidence.” https://apps.wh
o.int/iris/handle/10665/44237. 

Canfield, Matthew, Molly D. Anderson, and Philip 

McMichael. 2021. “UN Food Systems Summit 2021: 
Dismantling Democracy and Resetting Corporate 
Control of Food Systems.” Frontiers in Sustainable 

Food Systems 5 (April). https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2
021.661552. 

Carriedo, Angela, Adam D. Koon, Luis Manuel 
Encarnación, Kelley Lee, Richard Smith, and Helen 

Walls. 2021. “The Political Economy of Sugar-
Sweetened Beverage Taxation in Latin America: 
Lessons from Mexico, Chile and Colombia.” 
Globalization and Health 17 (1): 5. https://doi.org/10.1
186/s12992-020-00656-2. 

Carriedo, Angela, Ilana Pinsky, Eric Crosbie, Gary 
Ruskin, and Melissa Mialon. 2022. “The Corporate 
Capture of the Nutrition Profession in the USA: The 
Case of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics.” 
Public Health Nutrition 25 (12): 3568–82. https://doi.o
rg/10.1017/s1368980022001835. 

Center for Science in the Public Interest, Association of 
SNAP Nutrition Education Administrators, and 

Association of State Public Health Nutritionists. 
2022. “Citizen Petition for the U.S. Food and Drug 

Administration to Adopt a Mandatory, Nutrient-
Specific, Interpretive Front-of-Package Nutrition 

Labeling System for All Packaged Foods Sold in the 
United States.” https://www.cspinet.org/sites/default/
files/2022-08/FOPNL%20Petition%20Draft_8.5.22_ref
ormat_final.pdf. 

Committee on World Food Security. 2021. “Voluntary 
Guidelines on Food Systems and Nutrition 

(VGFSyN).” http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/c
fs/Docs2021/Documents/CFS_VGs_Food_Systems_an
d_Nutrition_Strategy_EN.pdf. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 2023. “Massachusetts 
Healthy Incentives Program (HIP).” https://www.mas
s.gov/service-details/massachusetts-healthy-incentiv
es-program-hip. 

Consumer Brands Association. 2023. “Membership List.” 
Consumer Brands Association. 2023. https://consume
rbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membe
rship-list/. 

Corporate Accountability. 2017. “Clowning With Kids’ 
Health: The Case for Ronald McDonald’s 
Retirement.” https://www.corporateaccountability.or
g/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Clowning-With-Kids-
Health.pdf. 

———. 2018. “Why McTeacher’s Nights?” https://www.c
orporateaccountability.org/1-why-mcteachers-night
s/. 

———. 2021. “Victory! Coca-Cola Cuts Ties with Shady 
Industry Group.” https://www.corporateaccountabilit
y.org/blog/victory-coca-cola-cuts-ties-ilsi/. 

———. 2022. “Investors Press Coca-Cola to Disclose 
Global Political Activities and Spending.” https://ww
w.corporateaccountability.org/media/release-investor
s-press-coca-cola-to-disclose-global-political-activiti
es-and-spending/. 

A discussion of stronger public policies to protect and promote healthy diets: what can the U.S. learn from other countries?

World Nutrition
95

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00647-3
https://www.ama-assn.org/press-center/press-releases/ama-adopts-new-policy-declaring-climate-change-public-health-crisis
https://www.ama-assn.org/press-center/press-releases/ama-adopts-new-policy-declaring-climate-change-public-health-crisis
https://www.ama-assn.org/press-center/press-releases/ama-adopts-new-policy-declaring-climate-change-public-health-crisis
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-020574
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-020574
https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Analysis-of-the-US-Sugar-Program.pdf
https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Analysis-of-the-US-Sugar-Program.pdf
https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Analysis-of-the-US-Sugar-Program.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/19320248.2011.625815
https://doi.org/10.1080/19320248.2011.625815
https://doi.org/10.1177/156482651103200408
https://doi.org/10.1177/156482651103200408
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182212140
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182212140
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/44237
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/44237
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2021.661552
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2021.661552
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00656-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00656-2
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980022001835
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980022001835
https://www.cspinet.org/sites/default/files/2022-08/FOPNL%20Petition%20Draft_8.5.22_reformat_final.pdf
https://www.cspinet.org/sites/default/files/2022-08/FOPNL%20Petition%20Draft_8.5.22_reformat_final.pdf
https://www.cspinet.org/sites/default/files/2022-08/FOPNL%20Petition%20Draft_8.5.22_reformat_final.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/cfs/Docs2021/Documents/CFS_VGs_Food_Systems_and_Nutrition_Strategy_EN.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/cfs/Docs2021/Documents/CFS_VGs_Food_Systems_and_Nutrition_Strategy_EN.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/cfs/Docs2021/Documents/CFS_VGs_Food_Systems_and_Nutrition_Strategy_EN.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/massachusetts-healthy-incentives-program-hip
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/massachusetts-healthy-incentives-program-hip
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/massachusetts-healthy-incentives-program-hip
https://consumerbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membership-list/
https://consumerbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membership-list/
https://consumerbrandsassociation.org/membership-benefits/membership-list/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Clowning-With-Kids-Health.pdf
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Clowning-With-Kids-Health.pdf
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Clowning-With-Kids-Health.pdf
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/1-why-mcteachers-nights/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/1-why-mcteachers-nights/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/1-why-mcteachers-nights/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/blog/victory-coca-cola-cuts-ties-ilsi/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/blog/victory-coca-cola-cuts-ties-ilsi/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/media/release-investors-press-coca-cola-to-disclose-global-political-activities-and-spending/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/media/release-investors-press-coca-cola-to-disclose-global-political-activities-and-spending/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/media/release-investors-press-coca-cola-to-disclose-global-political-activities-and-spending/
https://www.corporateaccountability.org/media/release-investors-press-coca-cola-to-disclose-global-political-activities-and-spending/


Crosbie, Eric, Angela Carriedo, and Laura Schmidt. 
2022. “Hollow Threats: Transnational Food and 

Beverage Companies’ Use of International 
Agreements to Fight Front-of-Pack Nutrition 

Labeling in Mexico and Beyond.” International Journal 
of Health Policy and Management 11 (6): 722–25. http
s://doi.org/10.34172/ijhpm.2020.146. 

Crosbie, Eric, Jennifer L. Pomeranz, Kathrine E. Wright, 
Samantha Hoeper, and Laura Schmidt. 2021. “State 
Preemption: An Emerging Threat to Local Sugar-
Sweetened Beverage Taxation.” American Journal of 

Public Health 111 (4): 677–86. https://doi.org/10.210
5/ajph.2020.306062. 

Dorado, Daniel, Sofía Monsalve, Ashka Naik, and Ana 
María Suárez. 2021. “Towards Building 

Comprehensive Legal Frameworks for Corporate 
Accountability in Food Governance.” Development 64 

(3–4): 236–44. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-0
0319-8. 

Ebner, Pamela, Kelly Frank, Aris Christodoulou, and 

Sylvie Davidou. 2022. “How Are the Processing and 

Nutrient Dimensions of Foods Interconnected? An 

Issue of Hierarchy Based on Three Different Food 

Scores.” International Journal of Food Sciences and 

Nutrition 73 (6): 770–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/0963
7486.2022.2060951. 

European Commission. 2021. “Food Labelling - Revision 

of Rules on Information Provided to Consumers - 
Public Consultation.” https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/b
etter-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12749-Foo
d-labelling-revision-of-rules-on-information-provide
d-to-consumers/public-consultation_en. 

Falbe, Jennifer, Sabrina S. Adler, and Christina A. 
Roberto. 2021. “Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Tax 

Preemption and the Urgency of Unified 

Mobilization.” American Journal of Public Health 111 

(4): 546–48. https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2021.30616
3. 

Fardet, Anthony, and Edmond Rock. 2020. “Ultra-
Processed Foods and Food System Sustainability: 
What Are the Links?” Sustainability 12 (15): 6280. htt
ps://doi.org/10.3390/su12156280. 

FMI. 2023. “FMI Member Directory.” https://www.fmi.or
g/member-directory/pubMemberDirectory.pdf. 

Global Center for Legal Innovation for Food 

Environments at the O’Neill Institute at Georgetown 

University and Global Health Advocacy Incubator. 
2023. “FULL.” https://globalfoodlaws.org/. 

González, L. L. 2022. “Warning Labels Policy: Here’s 
Why You Should Care about the Food Industry 
Lobbying the Health Department behind Closed 

Doors.” Daily Maverick, May 30, 2022. https://www.da
ilymaverick.co.za/article/2022-05-30-heres-why-you-
should-care-about-the-food-industry-lobbying-the-h
ealth-department-behind-closed-doors/. 

Harris, Jody, Angela Carriedo, Wilma Freire, Lisanne Du 

Plessis, Joe Yates, Suneetha Kadiyala, Jane Badham, 
Stuart Gillespie, and Ted Greiner. 2022. “Conflict of 
Interest in Nutrition Conference Financing: Moving 

towards Solutions after IUNS 2022.” World Nutrition 

13 (4): 54–63. https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.20221345
4-63. 

Hastings, G., M. Stead, L. McDermott, et al. 2003. 
Review Of Research On The Effects Of Food Promotion 

To Children. Glasgow: Centre for Social Marketing. 

India Resource Center. 2020. “India Bans Junk Food in 

Schools,” September 8, 2020. http://www.indiaresour
ce.org/news/2020/1005.html. 

———. n.d. “Expert Group Members.” http://www.indiar
esource.org/documents/junkfood/ExpertGroupMemb
ers.pdf. 

Indiana Sugars. 2021. “Why Is Sugar a Government 
Subsidized Commodity?,” April 7, 2021. https://ww
w.sugars.com/why-is-sugar-a-government-subsidize
d-commodity. 

Jacobson, M. F. 2016. “Marketing Coke to Kids- Broken 

Pledges, Unhealthy Children.” Center for Science in 

the Public Interest. https://www.cspinet.org/sites/def
ault/files/attachment/coke-kids-report.pdf. 

Julia, Chantal, and Serge Hercberg. 2018. “Big Food’s 
Opposition to the French Nutri-Score Front-of-Pack 

Labeling Warrants a Global Reaction.” American 

Journal of Public Health 108 (3): 318–20. https://doi.or
g/10.2105/ajph.2017.304284. 

Juul, Filippa, Niyati Parekh, Euridice Martinez-Steele, 
Carlos Augusto Monteiro, and Virginia W Chang. 
2022. “Ultra-Processed Food Consumption among US 

Adults from 2001 to 2018.” The American Journal of 

Clinical Nutrition 115 (1): 211–21. https://doi.org/10.1
093/ajcn/nqab305. 

Kandell, Z. 2020. “Lonely Ronald: Why McDonald’s 
Retired Its (Creepy) Clown Mascot.” CBR, February 
18, 2020. https://www.cbr.com/why-mcdonalds-retire
d-ronald-mcdonald-mascot/. 

Kanter, Rebecca, Lana Vanderlee, and Stefanie 
Vandevijvere. 2018. “Front-of-Package Nutrition 

Labelling Policy: Global Progress and Future 
Directions.” Public Health Nutrition 21 (8): 
1399–1408. https://doi.org/10.1017/s13689800180000
10. 

Lakhani, N., A. Uteuova, and A. Chang. 2021. “Revealed: 
The True Extent of America’s Food Monopolies, and 

Who Pays the Price.” The Guardian, July 14, 2021. htt
ps://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interacti
ve/2021/jul/14/food-monopoly-meals-profits-data-in
vestigation. 

Maani, N., M. Petticrew, and S. Galea, eds. 2023. The 
Commercial Determinants of Health. Oxford, New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

Mariath, Aline Brandão, and Ana Paula Bortoletto 

Martins. 2022. “Sugary Drinks Taxation: Industry’s 
Lobbying Strategies, Practices and Arguments in the 
Brazilian Legislature.” Public Health Nutrition 25 (1): 
170–79. https://doi.org/10.1017/s136898002100149x. 

Martínez Steele, Euridice, Barry M. Popkin, Boyd 

Swinburn, and Carlos A. Monteiro. 2017. “The Share 
of Ultra-Processed Foods and the Overall Nutritional 
Quality of Diets in the US: Evidence from a 
Nationally Representative Cross-Sectional Study.” 
Population Health Metrics 15 (1): 6. https://doi.org/1
0.1186/s12963-017-0119-3. 

A discussion of stronger public policies to protect and promote healthy diets: what can the U.S. learn from other countries?

World Nutrition
96

https://doi.org/10.34172/ijhpm.2020.146
https://doi.org/10.34172/ijhpm.2020.146
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2020.306062
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2020.306062
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-00319-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-00319-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/09637486.2022.2060951
https://doi.org/10.1080/09637486.2022.2060951
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12749-Food-labelling-revision-of-rules-on-information-provided-to-consumers/public-consultation_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12749-Food-labelling-revision-of-rules-on-information-provided-to-consumers/public-consultation_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12749-Food-labelling-revision-of-rules-on-information-provided-to-consumers/public-consultation_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12749-Food-labelling-revision-of-rules-on-information-provided-to-consumers/public-consultation_en
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2021.306163
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2021.306163
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12156280
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12156280
https://www.fmi.org/member-directory/pubMemberDirectory.pdf
https://www.fmi.org/member-directory/pubMemberDirectory.pdf
https://globalfoodlaws.org/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-05-30-heres-why-you-should-care-about-the-food-industry-lobbying-the-health-department-behind-closed-doors/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-05-30-heres-why-you-should-care-about-the-food-industry-lobbying-the-health-department-behind-closed-doors/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-05-30-heres-why-you-should-care-about-the-food-industry-lobbying-the-health-department-behind-closed-doors/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-05-30-heres-why-you-should-care-about-the-food-industry-lobbying-the-health-department-behind-closed-doors/
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.202213454-63
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.202213454-63
http://www.indiaresource.org/news/2020/1005.html
http://www.indiaresource.org/news/2020/1005.html
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfood/ExpertGroupMembers.pdf.
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfood/ExpertGroupMembers.pdf.
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfood/ExpertGroupMembers.pdf.
https://www.sugars.com/why-is-sugar-a-government-subsidized-commodity
https://www.sugars.com/why-is-sugar-a-government-subsidized-commodity
https://www.sugars.com/why-is-sugar-a-government-subsidized-commodity
https://www.cspinet.org/sites/default/files/attachment/coke-kids-report.pdf
https://www.cspinet.org/sites/default/files/attachment/coke-kids-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2017.304284
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2017.304284
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqab305
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqab305
https://www.cbr.com/why-mcdonalds-retired-ronald-mcdonald-mascot/
https://www.cbr.com/why-mcdonalds-retired-ronald-mcdonald-mascot/
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980018000010
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980018000010
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2021/jul/14/food-monopoly-meals-profits-data-investigation
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2021/jul/14/food-monopoly-meals-profits-data-investigation
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2021/jul/14/food-monopoly-meals-profits-data-investigation
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2021/jul/14/food-monopoly-meals-profits-data-investigation
https://doi.org/10.1017/s136898002100149x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12963-017-0119-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12963-017-0119-3


McDonald’s. 2020. “2020 Notice of Annual 
Shareholders’ Meeting and Proxy Statement.” http
s://d18rn0p25nwr6d.cloudfront.net/CIK-0000063908/
87de6ec4-75c0-43be-8635-c57635c42fbd.pdf. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Gustavo Cediel, Patricia Constante 
Jaime, and Fernanda Baeza Scagliusi. 2022. “‘A 

Consistent Stakeholder Management Process Can 

Guarantee the “Social License to Operate”’: Mapping 

the Political Strategies of the Food Industry in 

Brazil.” Cadernos de Saúde Pública 37 (suppl 1). http
s://doi.org/10.1590/0102-311x00085220. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Camila Corvalan, Gustavo Cediel, 
Fernanda Baeza Scagliusi, and Marcela Reyes. 2020. 
“Food Industry Political Practices in Chile: ‘The 
Economy Has Always Been the Main Concern.’” 
Globalization and Health 16 (1). https://doi.org/10.118
6/s12992-020-00638-4. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Diego Alejandro Gaitan Charry, 
Gustavo Cediel, Eric Crosbie, Fernanda Baeza 
Scagliusi, and Eliana Maria Perez Tamayo. 2020. “‘I 
Had Never Seen so Many Lobbyists’: Food Industry 
Political Practices during the Development of a New 

Nutrition Front-of-Pack Labelling System in 

Colombia.” Public Health Nutrition 24 (9): 2737–45. ht
tps://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980020002268. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Matthew Ho, Angela Carriedo, Gary 
Ruskin, and Eric Crosbie. 2021. “Beyond Nutrition 

and Physical Activity: Food Industry Shaping of the 
Very Principles of Scientific Integrity.” Globalization 

and Health 17 (1): 37. https://doi.org/10.1186/s1299
2-021-00689-1. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Neha Khandpur, Laís Amaral Mais, and 

Ana Paula Bortoletto Martins. 2020. “Arguments Used 

by Trade Associations during the Early Development 
of a New Front-of-Pack Nutrition Labelling System in 

Brazil.” Public Health Nutrition 24 (4): 766–74. http
s://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980020003596. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Paulo Sêrodio, and Fernanda Baeza 
Scagliusia. 2018. “Criticism against the NOVA 

Classification: Who Are the Protagonists?” World 

Nutrition 9 (3): 176–240. https://doi.org/10.26596/w
n.201893176-240. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Paulo Serodio, Eric Crosbie, Nina 
Teicholz, Ashka Naik, and Angela Carriedo. 2022. 
“Conflicts of Interest for Members of the U.S. 2020 

Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee.” Public 
Health Nutrition, March, 1–28. https://doi.org/10.101
7/s1368980022000672. 

Mialon, Mélissa, B. Swinburn, and G. Sacks. 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.” Obesity Reviews 16 (7): 
519–30. https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12289. 

Mialon, Mélissa, Stefanie Vandevijvere, Angela 
Carriedo-Lutzenkirchen, Lisa Bero, Fabio Gomes, 
Mark Petticrew, Martin McKee, David Stuckler, and 

Gary Sacks. 2020. “Mechanisms for Addressing and 

Managing the Influence of Corporations on Public 
Health Policy, Research and Practice: A Scoping 

Review.” BMJ Open 10 (7): e034082. https://doi.org/1
0.1136/bmjopen-2019-034082. 

Ministry of Health and Family Welfare - Food Safety and 

Standards Authority of India. 2019. NOTIFICATION - 

No. 15 (1) 2016/School Children Regulation/Enf/FSSAI. 
THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY. htt
p://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfoodindia/
FSSAI_Draft_Notification_Food_Safety_Standards_Sch
ool_Children_Nov_4_2019.pdf. 

———. 2020. NOTIFICATION - No. 15 (1) 2016/School 

Children Regulation/Enf/FSSAI. THE GAZETTE OF 

INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY. https://www.fssai.gov.in/u
pload/notifications/2020/09/5f55ecdfd1cbaGazette_N
otification_Safe_Food_Children_07_09_2020.pdf. 

Monteiro, Carlos Augusto, G. Cannon, M. Lawrence, et 
al. 2019. Ultra-Processed Foods, Diet Quality, and 

Health Using the NOVA Classification System. Rome, 
Italy: FAO. 

Monteiro, Carlos Augusto, and Patrícia Constante 
Jaime. 2020. “Brazilian Food Guide Attacked. Now, 
Overwhelming Support for the Guide in Brazil and 

Worldwide.” World Nutrition 11 (4): 94–99. https://do
i.org/10.26596/wn.202011494-99. 

Moss, M. 2013. Salt, Sugar, Fat : How the Food Giants 

Hooked Us. 1st ed. New York: Random House. 

Muller, M. 1974. “The Baby Killer: A War on Want 
Investigation into the Promotion and Sale of 
Powdered Baby Milks in the Third World.” http://arch
ive.babymilkaction.org/pdfs/babykiller.pdf. 

———. 2013. “Nestlé Baby Milk Scandal Has Grown up 

but Not Gone Away.” The Guardian, February 13, 
2013. https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-busi
ness/nestle-baby-milk-scandal-food-industry-standar
ds. 

Naik, A., T. J. Faircloth, C. Dreger, et al. 2022. 
“Corporate Capture of FAO: Industry’s Deepening 

Influence on Global Food Governance.” Corporate 
Accountability & FIAN International with 

contributions from PAN International. https://corpor
ateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/C
orporateCaptureoftheFAO-EN.pdf. 

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 

Medicine. 2006. “Food Marketing to Children and 

Youth: Threat or Opportunity?,” 2006. https://nap.na
tionalacademies.org/catalog/11514/food-marketing-t
o-children-and-youth-threat-or-opportunity. 

Northcott, Tanita, Mark Lawrence, Christine Parker, and 

Phillip Baker. 2023. “Ecological Regulation for 
Healthy and Sustainable Food Systems: Responding 

to the Global Rise of Ultra-Processed Foods.” 
Agriculture and Human Values, January. https://doi.or
g/10.1007/s10460-022-10412-4. 

Office of Agricultural Affairs, New Delhi. 2021. “India: 
WTO Rules Against India’s Sugar Export Subsidies 
and Domestic Price Support.” USDA Foreign 

Agricultural Service, December 22, 2021. https://ww
w.fas.usda.gov/data/india-wto-rules-against-indias-s
ugar-export-subsidies-and-domestic-price-support. 

A discussion of stronger public policies to protect and promote healthy diets: what can the U.S. learn from other countries?

World Nutrition
97

https://d18rn0p25nwr6d.cloudfront.net/CIK-0000063908/87de6ec4-75c0-43be-8635-c57635c42fbd.pdf
https://d18rn0p25nwr6d.cloudfront.net/CIK-0000063908/87de6ec4-75c0-43be-8635-c57635c42fbd.pdf
https://d18rn0p25nwr6d.cloudfront.net/CIK-0000063908/87de6ec4-75c0-43be-8635-c57635c42fbd.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-311x00085220
https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-311x00085220
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00638-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00638-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980020002268
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980020002268
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-021-00689-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-021-00689-1
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980020003596
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980020003596
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.201893176-240
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.201893176-240
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980022000672
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980022000672
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12289
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-034082
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-034082
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfoodindia/FSSAI_Draft_Notification_Food_Safety_Standards_School_Children_Nov_4_2019.pdf
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfoodindia/FSSAI_Draft_Notification_Food_Safety_Standards_School_Children_Nov_4_2019.pdf
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfoodindia/FSSAI_Draft_Notification_Food_Safety_Standards_School_Children_Nov_4_2019.pdf
http://www.indiaresource.org/documents/junkfoodindia/FSSAI_Draft_Notification_Food_Safety_Standards_School_Children_Nov_4_2019.pdf
https://www.fssai.gov.in/upload/notifications/2020/09/5f55ecdfd1cbaGazette_Notification_Safe_Food_Children_07_09_2020.pdf
https://www.fssai.gov.in/upload/notifications/2020/09/5f55ecdfd1cbaGazette_Notification_Safe_Food_Children_07_09_2020.pdf
https://www.fssai.gov.in/upload/notifications/2020/09/5f55ecdfd1cbaGazette_Notification_Safe_Food_Children_07_09_2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.202011494-99
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.202011494-99
http://archive.babymilkaction.org/pdfs/babykiller.pdf
http://archive.babymilkaction.org/pdfs/babykiller.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/nestle-baby-milk-scandal-food-industry-standards
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/nestle-baby-milk-scandal-food-industry-standards
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/nestle-baby-milk-scandal-food-industry-standards
https://corporateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/CorporateCaptureoftheFAO-EN.pdf
https://corporateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/CorporateCaptureoftheFAO-EN.pdf
https://corporateaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/CorporateCaptureoftheFAO-EN.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/11514/food-marketing-to-children-and-youth-threat-or-opportunity
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/11514/food-marketing-to-children-and-youth-threat-or-opportunity
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/11514/food-marketing-to-children-and-youth-threat-or-opportunity
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10412-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10412-4
https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/india-wto-rules-against-indias-sugar-export-subsidies-and-domestic-price-support
https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/india-wto-rules-against-indias-sugar-export-subsidies-and-domestic-price-support
https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/india-wto-rules-against-indias-sugar-export-subsidies-and-domestic-price-support


Olsho, Lauren E. W., Jacob A. Klerman, Parke E. Wilde, 
and Susan Bartlett. 2016. “Financial Incentives 
Increase Fruit and Vegetable Intake among 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

Participants: A Randomized Controlled Trial of the 
USDA Healthy Incentives Pilot.” The American Journal 

of Clinical Nutrition 104 (2): 423–35. https://doi.org/1
0.3945/ajcn.115.129320. 

PAHO/Regional Office of the Americas for the WHO. 
2022. “Nutrient Profile Model.” https://www.paho.or
g/en/nutrient-profile-model. 

Paraje, Guillermo, Arantxa Colchero, Juan Marcos 
Wlasiuk, Antonio Martner Sota, and Barry M. Popkin. 
2021. “The Effects of the Chilean Food Policy Package 
on Aggregate Employment and Real Wages.” Food 

Policy 100 (April): 102016. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fo
odpol.2020.102016. 

Paraje, Guillermo, Daniela Montes de Oca, Juan Marcos 
Wlasiuk, Mario Canales, and Barry M. Popkin. 2022. 
“Front-of-Pack Labeling in Chile: Effects on 

Employment, Real Wages, and Firms’ Profits after 
Three Years of Its Implementation.” Nutrients 14 (2): 
295. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14020295. 

Pedroza-Tobias, Andrea, Eric Crosbie, Melissa Mialon, 
Angela Carriedo, and Laura A Schmidt. 2021. “Food 

and Beverage Industry Interference in Science and 

Policy: Efforts to Block Soda Tax Implementation in 

Mexico and Prevent International Diffusion.” BMJ 

Global Health 6 (8): e005662. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmjgh-2021-005662. 

PepsiCo. 2021. “Notice of 2021 Annual Meeting of 
Shareholders and Proxy Statement.” https://pepsico.g
cs-web.com/static-files/d96ed0c9-84f1-4b27-ad02-86
5fd0f30a0a. 

Pettigrew, Simone, Daisy Coyle, Briar McKenzie, Duong 

Vu, Shiang Cheng Lim, Kyra Berasi, Amphika 
Poowanasatien, Inthira Suya, and Paul Kowal. 2022. 
“A Review of Front-of-Pack Nutrition Labelling in 

Southeast Asia: Industry Interference, Lessons 
Learned, and Future Directions.” The Lancet Regional 
Health - Southeast Asia 3 (August): 100017. https://do
i.org/10.1016/j.lansea.2022.05.006. 

Polacsek, Michele, Karen O’Rourke, Liam O’Brien, Janet 
Whatley Blum, and Sara Donahue. 2012. “Examining 

Compliance with a Statewide Law Banning Junk Food 

and Beverage Marketing in Maine Schools.” Public 
Health Reports 127 (2): 216–23. https://doi.org/10.117
7/003335491212700211. 

Pomeranz, Jennifer L. 2022. “United States: Protecting 

Commercial Speech under the First Amendment.” 
Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics 50 (2): 265–75. http
s://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2022.51. 

Powell, L. M., J. F. Chriqui, T. Khan, R. Wada, and F. J. 
Chaloupka. 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.” Obesity Reviews 14 (2): 110–28. https://do
i.org/10.1111/obr.12002. 

Rodwin, Marc A. 2018. “Attempts to Redefine Conflicts 
of Interest.” Accountability in Research 25 (2): 67–78. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2017.1405728. 

Rudd Center for Food Policy & Health,- University of 
Connecticut, Council on Black Health - Drexel 
University, and Salud America! - University of Texas 
Health Science Center at San Antonio. 2022. “RUDD 

REPORT - Targeted Food and Beverage Advertising to 

Black and Hispanic Consumers: 2022 Update.” http
s://uconnruddcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/29
09/2022/11/Rudd-Targeted-Marketing-Report-2022.p
df. 

Sahai Endlaw, R. 2015. “Delhi High Court Petition.” http
s://indiankanoon.org/doc/181747951/. 

Seferidi, Paraskevi, Gyorgy Scrinis, Inge Huybrechts, 
Jeremy Woods, Paolo Vineis, and Christopher Millett. 
2020. “The Neglected Environmental Impacts of 
Ultra-Processed Foods.” The Lancet Planetary Health 4 

(10): e437–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/s2542-5196(2
0)30177-7. 

Sen. Blumenthal, R. 2021. 117th Congress (2021-2022): 

Food Labeling Modernization Act of 2021. 

Sorvino, C. 2022. “Forbes Global 2000: The World’s 
Largest Food Companies In 2022.” Forbes, May 12, 
2022. https://www.forbes.com/sites/chloesorvino/202
2/05/12/the-worlds-largest-food-companies-in-202
2/. 

Steele, Sarah, Gary Ruskin, Lejla Sarcevic, Martin 

McKee, and David Stuckler. 2019. “Are Industry-
Funded Charities Promoting ‘Advocacy-Led Studies’ 
or ‘Evidence-Based Science’?: A Case Study of the 
International Life Sciences Institute.” Globalization 

and Health 15 (1): 36. https://doi.org/10.1186/s1299
2-019-0478-6. 

Swinburn, Boyd A., Vivica I. Kraak, Steven Allender, 
Vincent J. Atkins, Phillip I. Baker, Jessica R. Bogard, 
Hannah Brinsden, et al. 2019. “The Global Syndemic 
of Obesity, Undernutrition, and Climate Change: The 
Lancet Commission Report.” The Lancet 393 (10173): 
791–846. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(18)328
22-8. 

Swinburn, Boyd A., G. Sacks, S. Vandevijvere, S. 
Kumanyika, T. Lobstein, B. Neal, S. Barquera, et al. 
2013. “INFORMAS (International Network for Food 

and Obesity/Non-Communicable Diseases Research, 
Monitoring and Action Support): Overview and Key 
Principles.” Obesity Reviews 14 (Suppl 1): 1–12. http
s://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12087. 

The Coca-Cola Company. 2019. “The Coca-Cola 
Company - Proxy Statements 2019.” https://investor
s.coca-colacompany.com/filings-reports/proxy-state
ments?form_type=&year=2019. 

The Consumer Brands Association and FMI. 2012. 
“Facts Up Front.” http://www.factsupfront.org/About
TheIcons.html. 

USDA. 2020. “USDA Announces Feeding Program 

Partnership in Response to COVID-19,” March 17, 
2020. https://www.usda.gov/media/press-releases/20
20/03/17/usda-announces-feeding-program-partners
hip-response-covid-19. 

———. 2021. “Bayer and USDA Collaborate to Promote 
On-the-Farm Integrated Weed Management,” 
November 2021. https://growiwm.org/wp-content/upl
oads/2021/12/USDA_GROW_News_Nov_2021_USDA_O
kd-002.pdf?x72737. 

A discussion of stronger public policies to protect and promote healthy diets: what can the U.S. learn from other countries?

World Nutrition
98

https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.115.129320
https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.115.129320
https://www.paho.org/en/nutrient-profile-model
https://www.paho.org/en/nutrient-profile-model
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.102016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.102016
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14020295
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2021-005662
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2021-005662
https://pepsico.gcs-web.com/static-files/d96ed0c9-84f1-4b27-ad02-865fd0f30a0a
https://pepsico.gcs-web.com/static-files/d96ed0c9-84f1-4b27-ad02-865fd0f30a0a
https://pepsico.gcs-web.com/static-files/d96ed0c9-84f1-4b27-ad02-865fd0f30a0a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lansea.2022.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lansea.2022.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/003335491212700211
https://doi.org/10.1177/003335491212700211
https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2022.51
https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2022.51
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12002
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12002
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2017.1405728
https://uconnruddcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2909/2022/11/Rudd-Targeted-Marketing-Report-2022.pdf
https://uconnruddcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2909/2022/11/Rudd-Targeted-Marketing-Report-2022.pdf
https://uconnruddcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2909/2022/11/Rudd-Targeted-Marketing-Report-2022.pdf
https://uconnruddcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2909/2022/11/Rudd-Targeted-Marketing-Report-2022.pdf
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/181747951/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/181747951/
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2542-5196(20)30177-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2542-5196(20)30177-7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/chloesorvino/2022/05/12/the-worlds-largest-food-companies-in-2022/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/chloesorvino/2022/05/12/the-worlds-largest-food-companies-in-2022/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/chloesorvino/2022/05/12/the-worlds-largest-food-companies-in-2022/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-019-0478-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-019-0478-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(18)32822-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(18)32822-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12087
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12087
https://investors.coca-colacompany.com/filings-reports/proxy-statements?form_type=&year=2019
https://investors.coca-colacompany.com/filings-reports/proxy-statements?form_type=&year=2019
https://investors.coca-colacompany.com/filings-reports/proxy-statements?form_type=&year=2019
http://www.factsupfront.org/AboutTheIcons.html
http://www.factsupfront.org/AboutTheIcons.html
https://www.usda.gov/media/press-releases/2020/03/17/usda-announces-feeding-program-partnership-response-covid-19
https://www.usda.gov/media/press-releases/2020/03/17/usda-announces-feeding-program-partnership-response-covid-19
https://www.usda.gov/media/press-releases/2020/03/17/usda-announces-feeding-program-partnership-response-covid-19
https://growiwm.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/USDA_GROW_News_Nov_2021_USDA_Okd-002.pdf?x72737
https://growiwm.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/USDA_GROW_News_Nov_2021_USDA_Okd-002.pdf?x72737
https://growiwm.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/USDA_GROW_News_Nov_2021_USDA_Okd-002.pdf?x72737


———. 2023. “SNAP EHIP Cooperative Agreement 
Project.” https://www.fns.usda.gov/grants/snap-ehip. 

Vallgårda, S., L. Holm, and J. D. Jensen. 2015. “The 
Danish Tax on Saturated Fat: Why It Did Not 
Survive.” European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 69 (2): 
223–26. https://doi.org/10.1038/ejcn.2014.224. 

Vittorio, A. 2019. “Cola-Cola Faces Shareholder 
Activism on Sugar’s Health Risks.” Bloomberg, 
February 11, 2019. https://news.bloomberglaw.com/e
sg/cola-cola-faces-shareholder-activism-on-sugars-h
ealth-risks-7. 

Wang, Lu, Euridice Martínez Steele, Mengxi Du, Jennifer 
L. Pomeranz, Lauren E. O’Connor, Kirsten A. Herrick,
Hanqi Luo, Xuehong Zhang, Dariush Mozaffarian,
and Fang Fang Zhang. 2021. “Trends in Consumption
of Ultraprocessed Foods Among US Youths Aged 2-19
Years, 1999-2018.” JAMA 326 (6): 519–30. https://do
i.org/10.1001/jama.2021.10238.

Wang, Y. Claire, Pamela Coxson, Yu-Ming Shen, Lee 
Goldman, and Kirsten Bibbins-Domingo. 2012. “A 

Penny-Per-Ounce Tax On Sugar-Sweetened Beverages 
Would Cut Health And Cost Burdens Of Diabetes.” 
Health Affairs 31 (1): 199–207. https://doi.org/10.137
7/hlthaff.2011.0410. 

White House. 2022. “White House National Strategy on 

Hunger, Nutrition, and Health.” https://www.whiteho
use.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/White-House-N
ational-Strategy-on-Hunger-Nutrition-and-Health-FI
NAL.pd. 

World Cancer Research Fund International. 2019a. 
“Building Momentum: Lessons on Implementing a 
Robust Front-of-Pack Food Label.” 

———. 2019b. “Building Momentum: Lessons on 

Implementing a Robust Sugar Sweetened Beverage 
Tax.” 

———. 2023. “NOURISHING and MOVING Policy 
Databases.” https://policydatabase.wcrf.org/level_on
e?page=nourishing-level-one. 

World Health Organization. 2022a. “Global Database on 

the Implementation of Nutrition Action (GINA).” http
s://extranet.who.int/nutrition/gina/en/. 

———. 2022b. “Marketing of Breast-Milk Substitutes: 
National Implementation of the International Code, 
Status Report 2022.” https://www.who.int/publicatio
ns-detail-redirect/9789240048799. 

Zancheta, Ricardo, Camila Corvalán, Lindsey Smith 

Taillie, Vilma Quitral, and Marcela Reyes. 2021. 
“Changes in the Use of Non-Nutritive Sweeteners in 

the Chilean Food and Beverage Supply After the 
Implementation of the Food Labeling and Advertising 

Law.” Frontiers in Nutrition 8 (November): 773450. htt
ps://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2021.773450. 

Zhong, Guo-Chao, Hai-Tao Gu, Yang Peng, Kang Wang, 
You-Qi-Le Wu, Tian-Yang Hu, Feng-Chuang Jing, and 

Fa-Bao Hao. 2021. “Association of Ultra-Processed 

Food Consumption with Cardiovascular Mortality in 

the US Population: Long-Term Results from a Large 
Prospective Multicenter Study.” International Journal 
of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 18 (1): 
1–14. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-021-01081-3. 

A discussion of stronger public policies to protect and promote healthy diets: what can the U.S. learn from other countries?

World Nutrition
99

https://www.fns.usda.gov/grants/snap-ehip
https://doi.org/10.1038/ejcn.2014.224
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/esg/cola-cola-faces-shareholder-activism-on-sugars-health-risks-7
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/esg/cola-cola-faces-shareholder-activism-on-sugars-health-risks-7
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/esg/cola-cola-faces-shareholder-activism-on-sugars-health-risks-7
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2021.10238
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2021.10238
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2011.0410
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2011.0410
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/White-House-National-Strategy-on-Hunger-Nutrition-and-Health-FINAL.pd
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/White-House-National-Strategy-on-Hunger-Nutrition-and-Health-FINAL.pd
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/White-House-National-Strategy-on-Hunger-Nutrition-and-Health-FINAL.pd
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/White-House-National-Strategy-on-Hunger-Nutrition-and-Health-FINAL.pd
https://policydatabase.wcrf.org/level_one?page=nourishing-level-one
https://policydatabase.wcrf.org/level_one?page=nourishing-level-one
https://extranet.who.int/nutrition/gina/en/
https://extranet.who.int/nutrition/gina/en/
https://www.who.int/publications-detail-redirect/9789240048799
https://www.who.int/publications-detail-redirect/9789240048799
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2021.773450
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2021.773450
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-021-01081-3

	Introduction
	Methods
	Existing public policies across the globe and of potential use in the U.S.
	Food labeling
	U.S. policy space
	Limitations of existing public policies and way forward for the U.S.

	Protecting infants, children, and young people from the harmful impact of food marketing, and introducing healthy food school policies
	U.S. policy space
	Limitations of existing public policies and way forward for the U.S.

	Fiscal policies (subsidies and taxation)
	U.S. policy space
	Limitations of existing public policies and way forward for the U.S.

	Models for classifying the (un)healthiness of a product
	U.S. policy space
	Limitations of existing models and way forward for the U.S.

	Interventions to address food industry influence and CoI in public health policy
	U.S. policy space
	Limitations of existing interventions and way forward for the U.S.


	Discussion
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure of conflict of interest

	References

