Slater et al. Globalization and Health (2024) 20:16 Globalization and Health
https://doi.org/10.1186/512992-024-01020-4

RESEARCH Open Access

®

Check for
updates

Corporate interest groups and their
implications for global food governance:
mapping and analysing the global corporate
influence network of the transnational ultra-
processed food industry

Scott Slater” ®, Mark Lawrence'?, Benjamin Wood?, Paulo Serodio® and Phillip Baker'?

Abstract

Background A major challenge to transforming food systems to promote human health and sustainable
development is the global rise in the manufacture and consumption of ultra-processed foods (UPFs). A key driver of
this dietary transition is the globalization of UPF corporations, and their organized corporate political activity (CPA)
intended to counter opposition and block government regulation. UPF industry CPA and the corporate interest
groups who lobby on their behalf have been well described at the national level, however, at the global level, this
network has not been systematically characterized. This study aims to map, analyse, and describe this network, and
discuss the implications for global food policy action on UPFs, global food governance (GFG), and food systems
transformation.

Methods We conducted a network analysis of the declared interest group memberships of the world's leading UPF
corporations, extracted from web sources, company reports, and relevant academic and grey literature. Data on the
characteristics of these interest groups were further extracted for analysis, including year founded, level, type, and
headquarter location.

Results We identified 268 interest groups affiliated with the UPF industry. The UPF manufacturers Nestlé (n=171),
The Coca-Cola Company (n=147), Unilever (n=142), PepsiCo (n=138), and Danone (n=113) had the greatest
number of memberships, indicating strong centrality in coordinating the network. We found that this network
operates at all levels, yet key actors now predominantly coordinate globally through multistakeholder channels in
GFG. The most common interest group types were sustainability/corporate social responsibility/multistakeholder
initiatives, followed by branding and advertising, and food manufacturing and retail. Most corporate interest groups
are headquartered where they can access powerful government and GFG decision-makers, nearly one-third in
Washington DC and Brussels, and the rest in capital cities of major national markets for UPFs.
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Conclusions The UPF industry, and especially its leading corporations, coordinate a global network of interest groups
spanning multiple levels, jurisdictions, and governance spaces. This represents a major structural feature of global
food and health governance systems, which arguably poses major challenges for actions to attenuate the harms of
UPFs, and to realising of healthy and sustainable food systems.

Keywords Ultra-processed foods, Corporate power, Multistakeholder, Partnerships, Lobbying, Front groups, Trade

associations, Global food governance, Food systems

Background

Ultra-processed foods (UPFs) are now a major feature of
the nutrition transition [1], contributing over half of all
caloric intake in some high-income countries (HICs) [2,
3], and rising rapidly in the diets of populations in both
upper and lower-middle income countries [4]. This devel-
opment has been driven by the industrialization of food
systems, globalization and technological change, trade
and investment liberalization, and the expanding com-
mercial and political practices of the UPF industry [4,
5], all of which have resulted in UPFs becoming a central
part of a ‘globalised diet’ [6]. As a result of this change
in human diets, UPFs have received significant scholarly
attention in recent times, with growing evidence showing
that they are associated with many adverse human health
outcomes [7-9], environmental and ecological harms
[10-12], as well as global food governance (GFG) chal-
lenges of conflicts of interest in policy making [13-15],
corporate power in the global food system [5, 16, 17], and
UPF industry ‘corporate political activity’ (CPA) [18, 19].
Together, these GFG challenges represent a barrier to
transforming food systems [20], particularly as the UPF
industry has been increasingly positioning and present-
ing themselves in GFG spaces as a key ‘part of the solu-
tion’ to food system challenges, including the many food
system issues and harms that UPFs cause [21].

Research demonstrates that the UPF industry (ie.
UPF manufacturers and co-dependent corporations
and industries) and their associated ‘corporate interest
groups’ actively lobby key food system decision makers
[22], to influence policy, and the prioritizing of UPF cor-
porate interests in GFG spaces [19, 23, 24]. CPA and lob-
bying by the UPF industry are an important part of the
collective term, the ‘commercial determinants of health’
(CDOH), which refers to the systems, practices, and
pathways through which commercial actors drive health
and equity [25]. UPF industry lobbying occurs through
both direct (i.e., consultant lobbying) and indirect (i.e.,
memberships, partnerships, and governance positions
within industry associations) [26] engagement with pol-
icy makers. The creation of ‘front groups’ [27] and ‘trade
associations’ [28] form a key structural component of the
UPF industry’s network of corporate interests groups,
driving tactics and strategies [29] to obstruct, prevent,
and weaken policies and regulations on UPFs [22]. Fur-
thermore, this network of corporate interest groups

also create influence in governance spaces through the
promotion of public—private partnerships (PPP’s), mul-
tistakeholder initiatives (MSI’s) and voluntary industry
self-regulation - which have been shown to be ineffective
at managing the harmful effects of UPFs [5, 30]- at both
the national and global level.

To understand contemporary GFG in relation to the
global UPF system, we define the UPF industry as “a
commercial ecosystem comprising UPF and beverage
manufacturers at its core, as well as other co-dependent
food supply chain sectors and industries who profit
from the proliferation of UPFs, and the displacement of
NOVA groups 1-3 (Unprocessed or minimally processed
foods, processed culinary ingredients, processed foods)
in human diets” We take this approach because global-
ization has, in recent decades, seen the UPF industry
increasingly expand and incorporate a wider commercial
ecosystem of specialised UPF ingredient suppliers, pri-
mary producers, manufacturers, retailers, financiers, dig-
ital/tech actors, research institutions, marketing agencies
and lobby groups. At the same time, this diverse range of
actors all facilitate the increasing contribution of UPFs
to dietary patterns around the world [32]. Growing evi-
dence suggests that as UPF markets have grown [33], it is
now clear that this wider commercial ecosystem invests
in CPA lobbying [34] and sophisticated and intensive
marketing strategies to protect these markets through the
fostering of policy, regulatory and knowledge environ-
ments conducive to their sustained profits [4]. Further-
more, evidence now also shows that the UPF industry
attempts to influence food systems governance, policy
processes and scientific activities [30, 35, 36] across mul-
tiple levels, countries and regions [31, 37-39], indicating
transnational coordination globally to further their inter-
ests. This is an idea recently been referred to as both an
‘architecture’ built to meet the interests of UPF corpora-
tions [40], and an ‘ultra-processing regime’ [41]. In this
paper, this is conceptualized as a form of global food sys-
tems governance by transnational corporate actors which
is now layered onto, draws legitimacy from, and seeks
to influence the multilateral food governance system of
nation states, UN agencies, and civil society groups.

Despite this understanding, and the knowledge that
the corporate interest groups who lobby on behalf of the
UPF industry have been well described at the national
level [42], at the global level, the UPF industry’s corporate
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network of interest groups has not yet garnered the same
scholarly attention [31], or been systematically charac-
terized. Given the UPF industry’s role in the intersect-
ing human and planetary health crises humanity faces
[43] and the urgency and need for transformative food
systems change [44, 45], we contend that this network is
vital to understand, considering the power that the UPF
industry now has to shape and influence food systems on
a global scale, international policy fora and organizations,
and global food spaces of governance. Recognising this
need and research gap, the aim of this paper is to map,
analyse and describe the composition and characteristics
of the UPF industry’s global network of interest groups.
We do this by addressing several key questions. Who are
the leading UPF corporations in the world, and which
corporations are central to the coordination of the UPF
industry’s global political activities? Who are the corpo-
rate interest groups most connected to the network, and
what are their core characteristics? How has the network
evolved over time? We then discuss the characteristics of
UPF industry’s network of interest groups in relation to
the potential implications for global food policy action on
UPFs, GFG, the food systems transformation.

Methods

We adopted a network and documentary analysis method
to meet our aim and answer this study’s key questions.
This method allowed us to integrate quantitative and
qualitative data drawn from a variety of sources, includ-
ing web searches, business and market research data-
bases, company reports and academic and grey literature.
We proceeded through three steps: (i) data collection; (ii)
categorization, network mapping, and analysis; and (iii)
synthesis and discussion of results.

Data collection
Data collection was carried out between September 2022
and February 2023 and proceeded through four steps.

Identifying the leading UPF corporations in the world

First, we identified the world’s leading UPF manufactur-
ers. Using Baker et al’s twenty eight categories of UPFs
and ultra-processed beverages (UPBs) [4], hereafter
‘UPFs, we identified and extracted data on the top 10
manufacturers in each category using 2021 sales revenue
data according to Euromonitor International’s Passport
database [46]. Next, for each UPF category, we assigned
each UPF manufacturer a score; ten for the highest sales
revenue through to one for the lowest. Finally, the scores
across all the UPF categories were summed, ranked, and
the top 150 UPF manufacturers were included. We took
this approach rather than simply ranking manufacturers
based on their total revenues made from UPF products,
because our starting assumption was that there were a

Page 3 of 15

core group of UPF corporations that are central to UPF
systems; and thus, were also central to the corporate
influence network.

To provide a more complete picture of the UPF indus-
try, we also identified key corporations involved in UPF
supply chains and co-dependent industries listed in sev-
eral major reports and publications. These included UPF
ingredient suppliers; sugar and seed oil commodity pro-
ducers; seed, chemical and fertilizer producers; milk for-
mula manufacturers [47]; grocery retailers, and fast food
corporations [47-50]. A list of the top 150 UPF manu-
facturers plus the 50 UPF supply chain and co-depen-
dent industry corporations are shown in supplementary
Table 1.

Identifying the interest groups and organisations involved in
the UPF corporate influence network

To identify the UPF industry’s corporate interest groups,
we sourced ‘seed data’ from the interest group member-
ships declared by the top 10 UPF manufacturers iden-
tified from step 1 (e.g., PepsiCo, Nestlé, The Coca Cola
Company etc.) on their websites. This involved searching
each UPF manufacturers website using keywords such
as ‘advocacy, membership, trade association, partners,
partnerships, general disclosures, or collaborators’ until
the relevant page/section was identified. These keywords
were inductively identified and noted for use through
searching the websites menu tabs. Often the search
progressed through the UPF manufacturers webpage
to ‘reports’ (ie., environmental, social and governance
(ESG), corporate social responsibility (CSR), sustainabil-
ity, Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), business, gover-
nance etc.) to locate the relevant data, and when this was
the case, the most recent report available was sourced.

In this step, we excluded organizations/associations
which: [1] operated at the sub-national level (e.g., Bay
Area Council); [2] only allowed access through a pass-
word protected member only directory; [3] the web-
page was not able to be translated if not in English; and
[4] were clearly not associated with the food industry.
For example, Unilever is also a major cosmetic and per-
sonal care product company and is also associated with
associations such as the Cosmetic Toiletry and Perfum-
ery Association and the Personal Care Products Council.
Additionally, if both global and regional organizations
were captured as part of the seed data (e.g., Consumer
Goods Forum and Consumer Goods Forum in Latin
America) we only included data on the organization at
the global level.

Identifying the membership links with the UPF corporations
identified in step 1

We searched the websites of each corporate interest
group to identify the membership links with the 200
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UPF corporations identified in step one. To do this, we
searched using keywords such as: about us, members,
corporate partners, directors, board, scientific and work-
ing groups. If this didn’t locate the membership lists, we
used the websites search function and the names of the
top 30 UPF manufacturers until the information was
located. As an additional step, we conducted searches to
capture data on UPF industry corporate interest groups
from several sources, including Lobby Facts [51], U.S.
Right to Know [52], the Food Politics webpage [53], and
Open Secrets [54], also using the names of the top 30
UPF corporations and the keywords lobby groups, front
groups, and industry or trade associations.

Characteristics and additional information

We searched the websites of each corporate interest
group for information including its commonly used
acronym (label), level (national, regional, global), head-
quarters (city and country) location, and year founded.
Data on the year founded was collected by searching
the corporate interest groups website using the key-
words, ‘founded, ‘launched, ‘established’ or ‘created:
If this search did not provide a year, we then searched
the organization’s ‘LinkedIn’ page, the Union of Inter-
national Associations webpage [55], or relevant US and
EU ‘transparency register’ websites [56, 57] to locate this
information. At this stage, if the website and or sufficient
information couldn’t be obtained after scrolling the first

Table 1 Corporate interest group types
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five pages on Google, the corporate interest group was
removed from the dataset.

Categorization, network mapping, analysis

We used World Bank country, region, and income level
groupings to categorize which country and region the
corporate interest group was headquartered in [58]. As
we did not identify in our searches a relevant categoriza-
tion tool for the UPF industry’s corporate influence net-
work, during data collection we inductively developed a
framework for categorizing types of corporate interest
groups, based on the relationship and connection to the
global food system. The types, corporate interests rep-
resented, and examples are provided below in Table 1.
The network graph was generated using Gephi product
version 0.10.1. We generated descriptive statistics using
Microsoft Excel and R version 4.2.2 (Foundation for Sta-
tistical Computing). We also used Gephi’s analysis tools
to calculate degree centrality for all actors; degree cen-
trality identifies the most central actors to the network
based on the number of direct connections actors have
within the overall network [59]. Direct ties are crucial
for enabling swift communication, spreading informa-
tion, and establishing immediate influence in a network.
Degree centrality commonly aligns with other centrality
indicators, highlighting various aspects of a node’s signif-
icance and its potential as a critical point within the net-
work structure [60]. We shortened the names of some of

Type

Corporate interests represented

Examples

General food industry

Primary production, pro-
cessing and ingredients

Food manufacturing and
retail

Branding and advertising

General business and trade

Research and science
communication
Lobbying, legal and public
relations
Sustainability/CSR/MSI

Specialized nutrition and
baby food

Other

Corporations with interests in the food industry, including those
with business interests in UPF systems.

Corporations with interests in the production of agricultural
commodities and animals used as UPF ingredients.
Corporations with interests in the processing, manufacture, and
retailing of UPF products and ingredients.

Corporations with interests in branding, marketing, advertising
and general promotion of UPF products and ingredients.
Corporations with interests in UPF business activities, including
trade, finance, and collaborations between corporations and/or
nation states.

Corporations with interests in studying and researching UPF
products, ingredients, nutrition and food systems.

Corporations with interests in efforts to influence the political
economy of the UPF systems and food related policies.
Corporations with shared interests (often sustainability, social,
environmental) and who collaborate to address issues of com-
mon concern.

Corporations with interests in specialized nutrition, breast-milk
substitutes and baby foods.

Other.

Food & Consumer Products of Canada, Federation of
the Dutch Food Industry, Food Federation Germany
European Dairy Association, International Sweeten-
ers Association, The Whole Grains Council
FoodDrinkEurope, Consumer Goods Forum, Austra-
lian Food and Grocery Council

World Federation of Advertisers, Association of
National Advertisers, Food Marketing Institute
American Chamber of Commerce to the European
Union, World Economic Forum, National Association
of Businessmen of Colombia

ILSI Global, Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics, Tufts
University Food and Nutrition Innovation Council
European Centre of Public Affairs, Society of Europe-
an Affairs Professionals, Transatlantic Policy Network
The WEF's Food Action Alliance, Roundtable on
Sustainable Palm Qil, FReSH (WBCSD and EAT)

International Special Dietary Foods Industries,
Healthcare Nutrition Council, International Special
Dietary Foods Industries

American Red Cross, Ocean Conservancy, United
States Agency for International Development

Notes CSR - corporate social responsibility; MSI - multistakeholder initiatives
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the actors in the network to help with clarity in the net-
work figure.

Results

Our results are divided into four sections. First, we
describe the world’s leading UPF corporations, listing
the top 50 and the number of membership connections
to the identified corporate interest groups within the
UPF corporate influence network. Second, we map and
describe the global influence network in terms of the
UPF corporations and corporate interest groups most
connected and central to the UPF industry’s corporate
influence network. Third, we show by analysing cor-
porate interest group types and years founded how the
influence network has expanded and evolved over time.
Finally, we show the geographical reach and clustering of
the network in terms of headquarter locations.

The leading UPF corporations and corporate interest
groups in the world

First, we identify the world’s leading UPF corporations
and their declared interest group memberships. The top-
10 largest UPF manufacturers by sales revenue across all

180
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UPF categories were PepsiCo Inc, followed by Nestlé, The
Coca-Cola Co, Kraft Heinz Co, Unilever Group, General
Mills Inc, Suntory Holdings Ltd, Danone Groupe, Mon-
delez International Inc, and Kellogg Co. Out of the top 10
UPF corporations, six are corporations based in the USA,
three are based in Western Europe, and one is based in
Japan.

Data extracted from the 50 largest UPF manufacturer
websites and the additional searches, identified 289 cor-
porate interest groups. Of these, 21 did not allow access
to the membership list or directory without login details
and/or passwords and were excluded, leaving 268 cor-
porate interest groups for analysis. From these 268 cor-
porate interest groups, 3366 connections with UPF
corporations were identified. For the full list of corporate
interest group and their characteristics, including year
founded, headquarter location (city and country), World
Bank income level and region, and category type, see
supplementary Table 2. The top 50 UPF manufacturers
and their total number of interest group connections are
shown in Fig. 1.
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The UPF industry’s global corporate influence network

In this section we describe the UPF industry’s corporate
influence network by determining which UPF corpora-
tions and corporate interest groups were most central
to the network, and therefore most likely to coordinate
its activities. In total, the most connected UPF corpora-
tions (i.e.: with the highest degree centrality) were Nestlé
(n=171), The Coca-Cola Company (n=147), Unilever
(n=142), PepsiCo (n=138), Danone (1n=113), Mars Inc
(n=96), Mondelez International Inc (n=89), Ferrero
& related parties (n=76), Cargill Inc (n=67), and Bayer
(n=66).Just focussing on the 50 leading supply chain and
co-dependent industry corporations Bayer (n=66), Reck-
itt Benckiser (n=59), Abbott (n=55), Royal DSM (n=53),
McDonalds (n=51), Walmart (n=41), Syngenta (n=38),
and BASF (n=38) were the most connected within the
UPF corporate influence network.
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Using a multi-level grid, we show the top 50 inter-
est groups (organised by level- global (G), regional (R),
national (N)) and type, against the UPF corporations with
the largest number of connections, highlighting which
UPF corporations hold memberships in each inter-
est group (see Fig. 2). In terms of the corporate interest
group memberships and connections with leading UPF
corporations, our analysis shows that sustainability label
and rating organisations, for example, Science Based Tar-
gets initiative (#=93), Roundtable on Sustainable Palm
Oil (n=80), the United Nations Global Compact (n=71)
and Business for Nature (n=44), are prominent in the
UPF corporate influence network. At the national level,
branding and advertising corporate interest groups, such
as the Association of National Advertisers (ANA), Food
Marketing Institute (FMI), Institut de liaisons des entre-
prises de consommation (Ilec) and the national member
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advertiser associations of the World Federation of Adver-
tisers (WFA) (e.g.: Associacao Brasileira de Anunciantes,
United Brands Association) are those most connected to
leading UPF corporations.

The UPF industry’s global corporate influence network
is represented in Fig. 3. Figure 3 shows that today, sus-
tainability/CSR/MSI interest groups (shown in red) are
central to the UPF corporate influence network (n=73,
27.2%), followed by branding and advertising (shown in
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purple) (n=50, 18.7%), food manufacturing and retail
(shown in green) (n=33, 12.3%), general business and
trade (shown in yellow) (#=28, 10.4%), and research and
science communication interest groups (shown in dark
blue) (n=27, 10.1%). The prominance of the red edges
or lines and arrows (which indicates connections) of sus-
tainability/CSR/MSI corporate interest groups within the
network indicates influence across the corporate influ-
ence network. The arrows circling and pointing towards
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Fig. 3 The UPF industry’s global corporate influence network of corporations, organizations and interest groups. Notes The lines represent the links
between UPF corporations, food system actors and the UPF system influence network. The circle size is proportionate to the number of ‘links’ the orga-
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the UPF corporation indicates the types of interest
groups with which the corporation engages. The arrows
directed at the interest groups indicates membership of
interest groups to other interest groups. For example,
many branding and advertising interest groups through-
out the world are also members of WFA and this is high-
lighted by the number of purple arrows circling and
pointing towards the WFA node. The least prominent
according to our classification were both general food
industry (shown in dark grey) (n=9, 3.4%) and lobbying,
legal and public relations interest groups (shown in dark
green) (n=9, 3.4%). The lines represent partnership and/
or membership with these organizations and the relative
size of the circles represents the total number of organi-
zations with which each network member is associated.

The corporate interest groups by year founded and type

Figure 4 shows the distribution of when the corporate
interest groups were founded by 21-year time peri-
ods (starting from the when the first interest group was
founded) and type. Of note, the most recent period only
spans 16 years. There are three distinct time periods
noticeable in the data, 1881 to 1943 (n=24), 1944 to 1985
(n=80), and 1986 to present (n=164) with each transition
timepoint leading to an increase in corporate interest
groups being founded. Within each of those time periods,
the largest number of interest groups founded were food
manufacturing and retail (n=8/24, 33.3%) in the 1881 to
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1943 period; branding and advertising (n=21/80, 26.3%)
in the 1944 to 1985 period; and sustainability/CSR/MSI
interest groups (n=71/164, 43.3%) in the 1986 to pres-
ent period, respectively. When organized by level (global,
regional, national), at the global level sustainability/CSR/
MSI (n=52, 54.2%) and general business and trade inter-
est groups (1=16, 16.7%) are the most prominent.

Headquarter locations and GFG

The UPF industry as a network found, fund, manage and
control [35], and strategically position interest groups
headquarters in the food system decision making GFG
centres throughout the world. Figure 5 shows that when
headquarter location data were organised into regions
according to the World Banks regional classifications
[61], the region of North America was where most inter-
est groups were founded in the 1881 to 1943 period. In
the 1944 to 1985 and 1986 to present period, Europe
and Central Asia (Central Asia accounted for 0) was
where most interest groups were founded. Combined,
North America and Europe accounted for three quarters
(75%) of the headquarter locations within the UPF cor-
porate influence network. By country, the United States
(n=70/268 or 26.1%), Belgium (n=54/268 or 20.1%),
Switzerland (n=20/268 or 7.5%), the United Kingdom
(n=12/268 or 4.5%) and France (n=11/268 or 4.1%)
were the countries in which most influence network
interest groups were headquartered in. When organised
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Fig. 4 Distribution of corporate interest groups by time-period founded and type
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Fig. 5 Distribution of corporate interest groups by time-period founded and headquarter location using World Bank regions

and analysed by city (shown in Fig. 6) almost one third
(31.3%) were based in either Brussels (#=53/268 or
19.7%) or Washington DC (n=31/268 or 11.6%). When
categorised by World Bank country income categories,
interest groups were also disproportionately located in
high-income countries (n=219/268, 81.7%). Upper-mid-
dle-income countries (7=30/268, 11.2%) and lower-mid-
dle-income countries (n=19/268, 7.1%) were represented
in the headquarter location data, however low-income
countries were not (#=0).

Discussion

This study aimed to map and analyse the UPF indus-
try’s global network of corporate interest groups. Such
groups are funded and coordinated by the UPF industry
to implement and drive its lobbying and other politi-
cal activities. Our findings reveal several key features
of this global influence network. First, a small number
of UPF corporations, including Nestlé, The Coca-Cola
Company, Unilever, PepsiCo, Danone, Mars, Mondelez
International, and Ferrero are core to the network in
terms of most memberships, and are therefore likely to
play the leading role in coordinating the UPF industry’s
transnational political activities. Second, the corpo-
rate interest groups involved in the network are diverse,

addressing different regulatory issues and functions
across multiple UPF supply chain sectors in the global
food system. Third, the network is multi-level, and multi-
jurisdictional, spanning global, regional and national
levels, with interest groups present in a large number of
the UPF industry’s leading country markets. Fourth, the
UPF industry’s global influence network has evolved over
time, with many interest groups founded from the 1990s
onwards, through most recently, an increase in power-
ful multistakeholder corporate interest groups. These
phases coincide with the time periods described in the
literature on food regimes, evidenced by large increases
in numbers and specific types of interest groups founded
over time have occurred. In the section below we discuss
the implications of these findings for GFG, food systems
transformation, and global policy actions to attenuate the
harms of UPFs.

Our analysis suggests that leading global UPF corpo-
rations heavily invest resources and effort to build and
maintain a network of corporate interest groups. For
instance, we found that the top 10 leading UPF corpo-
rations have on average 99.5 connections within the
identified UPF corporate influence network, with the
top 5— PepsiCo, Nestlé, The Coca-Cola Company, Kraft
Heinz, and Unilever— averaging 127.8 connections. This
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high number of membership connections indicates the
value these leading UPF corporations give to creating and
maintaining an UPF corporate influence network, espe-
cially given the total costs which are spent on member-
ship fees [28] in the hope of protecting against ‘business
risks’ [62, 63] which may impact profit making. Research
suggests that it is not uncommon for leading global UPF
corporations to spend tens of millions of dollars in fees
to lobby groups or industry associations to support their
economic, political, and policy interests [39, 64], for, in
return, it is expected that favorable political and policy
environments for profiteering are maintained or devel-
oped. The cost-benefit of these fees and resources to the
UPF industry is clearly worth the investment, considering
that the UPF industry’s corporate influence network, has
effectively employed tactics to obstruct regulatory poli-
cies that may impact profit making abilities [22, 65-67],
and has led to UPF corporations becoming some of the

largest accumulators of profit and distributors of capital,
in the global food system [68].

The existence of a powerful UPF corporate influence
network with many functionalities, acting to influence
GFG decisions and the global food system activities,
raises serious concerns. These concerns relate to both
legitimacy issues, and power imbalances and asymme-
tries that corporate interest group participation creates
in specific governance bodies, fora or policy processes
by simply having ‘a seat at the table! This study’s results
suggest that the UPF industry’s power and legitimacy is
amplified via the UPF industry’s network of corporate
interests groups, through the crossover, coverage of,
and reach into the multilateral food governance system,
UN agencies, and other GFG policy and decision-mak-
ing spaces. To achieve this, UPF corporations strategi-
cally engage a wide range of different corporate interest
groups, creating a ‘web-like governance structure’ across
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key components of global food system, with the intention
to create influence systemically. The variation in the dif-
ferent types of corporate interest groups identified attest
to this, as leading UPF corporations are highly intercon-
nected at the global, regional, and national level, through
common interest group memberships. For example,
using the High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security
and Nutrition (HLPE) conceptualization of the global
food system [69, 70], we see in Fig. 3 that the UPF corpo-
rate influence network extends into all components of the
system, including the drivers (e.g.: general business and
trade; lobbying, legal and public relations), food supply
chains (e.g.: primary production, processing and ingredi-
ents; general food industry etc.), food environments (e.g.:
food manufacturing and retail), consumer behaviors (e.g.:
branding and advertising; specialized nutrition and baby
food; research and science communication), and policy
and governance (e.g.: sustainability/CSR/MSI etc.), an
area which was, until recently, predominantly state led
and controlled [71]. Indeed, significant crossover due to
the interconnectedness of the current global food sys-
tem exists, however, this impact and coverage across the
food system, likely bolsters the growing structural power
of major UPF corporate actors, akin to having influence
over the ‘rules of the game’ The importance of this with
respect to GFG and the food systems transformation
agenda according to political economy scholars, is that
this type of structural power, confers UPF corporations
the ability to ‘circumvent laws and regulations; to effec-
tively operate ‘above’ the nation state at a ‘supranational
level” [5].

Over time, there have been three distinct increases in
the overall number of interest groups within the UPF
industry’s corporate influence network, which is con-
sistent with the characteristics of Food Regime Theory
proposed by Friedmann and McMichael. Food Regime
Theory was first introduced by Friedmann [72] and
then described by both in their seminal 1989 paper as:
the First - ‘colonial food regime’ (1870-1930 s); the Sec-
ond - ‘mercantile-industrial food regime’ (1950-1970 s);
and the Third -‘corporate-environmental food regime’
(1980s-present) [73]. Literature on food regimes suggests
that it offers both a framework which helps us to under-
stand how agriculture has impacted and shaped global
development and capitalism [72], and political economy/
ecology more broadly [74], in addition to being a meth-
odological tool to structure historical global food system
analysis [75]. It is also important to note when discuss-
ing food regimes, that the current period has been built
on, and redescribed, by McMichael as the ‘corporate
food regime’ [76] and Friedmann as ‘green capitalism’
[77]. In explaining the political economy of food regimes,
McMichael notes, that although each period provisioned
‘cheap food and food products’ globally, in the case of
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the ‘industrial’ and ‘corporate’ (second and third) food
regimes, a major outcome of these periods has seen food
become both ‘reconstituted products’ (i.e., UPFs) and
abstracted from its organic relationship with humans
[78]. When combined, our results support both McMi-
chael’s and Friedmann’s interpretations, especially when
we consider that UPF aligned, sustainability focussed,
CSR, multistakeholder interest groups have become the
leading ‘support actors’ in GFG, including the multilateral
food governance system, for UPF corporations seeking to
maintain and further expand UPF systems throughout
the world. A recent example of this was the UN Food Sys-
tems Summit, where the leadership sought to limit the
direct participation of UPF corporations, yet, they were
indirectly represented through multistakeholder interest
groups and other organizations that are partners and/or
have shared interests [79, 80].

We also show through the analysis of headquarter loca-
tions, that the US and EU, and more specifically the cit-
ies of Washington DC, New York, Brussels, and Geneva
are important power centers for the UPF industry’s cor-
porate influence network, suggesting it is potentially
where political, economic, and decision-making power
in both the global food and UPF system resides. Build-
ing this link between the UPF system political economy,
global governance structures, and GFG decision mak-
ing, this finding reinforces how important the founding
of (or revitalizing of) several global governance institu-
tions in the mid-1940s (e.g.: World Bank, International
Monetary Fund, Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations) and the 1990s (e.g.: European Union,
World Trade Organization) have been for not only estab-
lishing dominant US and EU positions in GFG [81], but
for the expansion of both US and EU domiciled UPF
transnational food corporations throughout the world.
The impact of the these institutions in GFG has been a
critical part of a recent IPES-Food report [82] as well as
other scholarship, with the premise being that they have
‘a long history of pursuing close collaboration with the
corporate sector through industry partnerships’ [83, 84],
and the corporate capture of GFG is increasingly taking
place in more visible ways; for example, through PPPs
[85], the liberalization of trade [86] and the prioritiza-
tion of policies which aid US and EU businesses [82, 87].
Given that these localities are in which both these key
globalist institutions and the UPF corporate influence
network are anchored, this finding helps us understand
potentially which trade and investment agreements, poli-
cies, and partnerships (e.g.: trade liberalization, PPPs)
pushed by these institutions to finance and implement
‘development’ and ‘agricultural projects’ [81, 82] around
the world, may have also aided the development of UPF
systems globally. And thus, in turn, what potential GFG,
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policy, and trade changes are needed to address the
human and ecological health harms of UPF systems.

We found several instances where corporate interest
groups have changed their names and this likely has an
impact in GFG spaces also. The relevance of this to this
study is that many of these groups have strong and direct
links with many large UPF TNFCs [88]. For example,
Coca-Cola set up and funded a global network of inter-
est groups, the International Life Sciences Institutes
(ILSI) for decades, to conduct research and impact nutri-
tion and public health policy [89]. In recent years, ILSI
‘rebranded’ it’s North American organization to the Insti-
tute for the Advancement of Food and Nutrition Sciences
(IAENS). Additionally, further investigation shows that
ILSI’s Research Foundation (ILSI RF) has also changed its
name to Agriculture & Food Systems Institute (AFSI) as
a result of being exposed for being a front group for the
UPF industry and its supply chain [90]. Another promi-
nent example is the largest food industry association in
Washington, DC., the Grocery Manufacturers Associa-
tion, which rebranded to the Consumer Brands Associa-
tion [91].

Although it is beyond the scope of this paper to sug-
gest a comprehensive set of prescriptive ideas or rec-
ommendations for managing UPF corporate interest
group influence, we propose, based on this papers key
findings, that reducing UPF industry political power in
GFG, could potentially involve actively delegitimizing the
UPF industries preferred multi-stakeholder governance
model, and particularly those multistakeholder interest
groups, which are UPF corporation aligned. Instead, the
establishment of an interconnected, cohesive, new global
network of institutions and organisations to mobilize
national actors, and country specific policies and actions,
potentially could offer a platform and opportunity, to ini-
tiate the drawing down of UPF production and consump-
tion. Furthermore, the establishment of such a network
is supported by recommendations from recent scholar-
ship on the CDOH, where recommendations include
the development of ‘new international organisations and
institutional arrangements [92], an overarching ‘interna-
tional regulatory framework’ and ‘rules for engagement
and conflicts of interest’ in all international organisations
[93], and a ‘health-in-all policies’ approach [19], which
potentially could extend to a ‘public health, and healthy
and sustainable food systems first approach’ in all poli-
cies recommendation. These potential actions combined
also call for a strong, cohesive UN position on managing
corporate engagement, to create a global, system wide
approach, in all GFG spaces.

This paper has several limitations. First, given the
analysis focused on the global level, we chose to exclude
the influence network of UPF industry actors at the sub-
national level as this level of data were only available for
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2 of the 10 seed data UPF industry actor websites. Sec-
ond, our data is likely not an exhaustive representation
of all the lobby groups/associations due to the method of
data collection which is limited by both the keywords and
search terms used and whether the associations chose to
disclose members on their publicly available websites and
reports. Several examples demonstrate this. One, some
UPF industry and corporate influence network mem-
bers pages were ‘locked’” to only members and required
login details to access, particularly those associated with
primary production and agri-business. Another example
is from a recent study on the Academy of Nutrition and
Dietetics, which showed that it has many financial ties
to the world’s largest UPF corporations [39], yet we were
unable to locate these disclosures, links, or member-
ships on their website. Third, we acknowledge that this
analysis does not provide a complete picture of the entire
UPF system as we chose not to include financial actors
(i.e., banks, development banks, credit card corporations,
accountant firms, investment fund managers etc.), small
and medium business, and sub-national and local level
actors in the data collection process. However, we recog-
nize that these actors are a major component of the UPF
corporate influence network. Finally, we recorded ‘mem-
bership’ as it was reported on company websites at the
time of data collection, and hence this may not represent
actual membership at the time of publication, nor can
we validate the accuracy of content sourced from these
websites.

Conclusion

The UPF industry’s corporate influence network is a
major structural feature of GFG with strong ties with co-
dependent industries to amplify influence. The political
power of the UPF industry represents a major challenge
for GFG and the health and sustainability food systems
transformation agenda. Over the last century and into
the present, the UPF industry has formed a powerful,
prominent, corporate influence network in global food
systems governance, and its strength comes from its
globalized nature, strategic positioning, coverage across
all components of the food system, scale and support-
ing corporate ecosystem of actors which all collectively
drive UPF systems. These observations have important
implications for managing the potential influence of the
UPF corporate influence network in political and policy
discussions in GFG spaces, especially in attempting to
achieve a fairer, healthier, sustainable, and more equitable
global food system. Key GFG decision makers attempting
to drive systemic change towards this goal must address
both UPF corporations and the wider UPF corporate
influence network, by positioning them as ‘core to prob-
lem’ and not ‘part of the solution’ if healthy and sustain-
able food systems are to become a reality.



Slater et al. Globalization and Health (2024) 20:16

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
0rg/10.1186/512992-024-01020-4.

Supplementary Material 1: UPF corporations

Supplementary Material 2: Associations and lobby groups

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions

SS, PB, and ML conceptualized the research. SS collected, analyzed and
interpreted the data. SS wrote the first draft. PB, ML, BW, and PS contributed
to revising and editing the manuscript. PB and ML supervised the research. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding

This research received no specific grant from any funding agency, commercial
or not-for-profit sectors. SS is funded by a Deakin University Postgraduate
Research Scholarship. PB is supported by an Australian Research Council
Future Fellowship award (project number #FT220100690), funded by the
Australian Government.

Data availability
The datasets used and/or analyzed are available from the corresponding
author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Competing interests

Prof. Mark Lawrence is a Board member of Food Standards Australia New
Zealand. The views expressed in this article do not necessarily reflect the
positions of any organization with which he is associated. Dr. Phillip Baker is a
Section Editor for Globalization and Health.

Author details

'School of Exercise and Nutrition Sciences, Deakin University, Burwood,
VIC, Australia

?Institute for Physical Activity and Nutrition, Deakin University, Geelong,
VIC, Australia

3Global Centre for Preventive Health and Nutrition, Institute for Health
Transformation, Deakin University, Geelong, VIC, Australia

“Institute for Social and Economic Research, University of Essex, Wivenhoe
Park, UK

Received: 28 November 2023 / Accepted: 7 February 2024
Published online: 22 February 2024

References

1. Popkin BM, Ng SW. The nutrition transition to a stage of high obesity and
noncommunicable disease prevalence dominated by ultra-processed foods
is not inevitable. Obes Rev. 2022;23(1):213366.

2. Rauber F, Louzada MLC, Martinez Steele E, Rezende LFMd, Millett C,

Monteiro CA, et al. Ultra-processed foods and excessive free sugar intake
in the UK: a nationally representative cross-sectional study. BMJ Open.
2019,9(10):027546.

3. Martinez Steele E, Juul F, Neri D, Rauber F, Monteiro CA. Dietary share of ultra-
processed foods and metabolic syndrome in the US adult population. Prev
Med. 2019;125:40-8.

4. Baker P Machado P, Santos T, Sievert K, Backholer K, Hadjikakou M, et al. Ultra-
processed foods and the nutrition transition: global, regional and national

20.

21.

22.

23.

Page 13 of 15

trends, food systems transformations and political economy drivers. Obes
Rev.2020;21(12):¢13126.

Moodie R, Bennett E, Kwong EJL, Santos TM, Pratiwi L, Williams J et al. Ultra-
processed profits: the Political Economy of countering the global spread

of Ultra-processed Foods— A Synthesis Review on the market and Political
Practices of Transnational Food Corporations and Strategic Public Health
Responses. Int J Health Policy Manage. 2021.

Leite FHM, Khandpur N, Andrade GC, Anastasiou K, Baker P, Lawrence M, et al.
Ultra-processed foods should be central to global food systems dialogue and
action on biodiversity. BMJ Glob Health. 2022;7(3):e008269.

Hall KD, Ayuketah A, Brychta R, Cai H, Cassimatis T, Chen KY, et al. Ultra-
processed diets cause excess calorie intake and weight gain: an Inpatient
Randomized Controlled Trial of Ad Libitum Food Intake. Cell Metab.
2019;30(1):67-77¢€3.

Fiolet T, Srour B, Sellem L, Kesse-Guyot E, Allés B, Méjean C, et al. Consump-
tion of ultra-processed foods and cancer risk: results from NutriNet-Santé
prospective cohort. BMJ. 2018;360:k322.

Srour B, Fezeu LK, Kesse-Guyot E, Allés B, Méjean C, Andrianasolo RM, et al.
Ultra-processed food intake and risk of cardiovascular disease: prospective
cohort study (NutriNet-Santé). BMJ. 2019;365:11451.

Anastasiou K, Baker P, Hadjikakou M, Hendrie GA, Lawrence M. A concep-
tual framework for understanding the environmental impacts of ultra-
processed foods and implications for sustainable food systems. J Clean Prod.
2022;368:133155.

Fardet A, Rock E. Ultra-processed Foods and Food System sustainability: what
are the links? Sustainability. 2020;12(15):6280.

Scott C. Sustainably sourced junk food? Big food and the challenge of sus-
tainable diets. Glob Environ Polit. 2018;18(2):93-113.

Ralston R, Hil SE, da Silva Gomes F, Collin J. Towards preventing and
managing conflict of interest in Nutrition Policy? An analysis of submis-
sions to a Consultation on a draft WHO Tool. Int J Health Policy Manag.
2021;10(5):255-65.

Pan American Health Organization. Preventing and Managing Conflicts of
Interest in Country-level Nutrition Programs: A Roadmap for Implementing
the World Health Organization’s Draft Approach in the Americas. Wash-
ington D.C.: PAHO,; 2021. Available from: https://iris.paho.org/bitstream/
handle/10665.2/55055/PAHONMHRF210014_eng.pdf.

Harris J, Nisbett N, Gillespie S. Conflict of interest in Nutrition: where's the
power? Comment on towards preventing and managing conflict of interest
in Nutrition Policy? An analysis of submissions to a Consultation on a draft
WHO Tool. Int J Health Policy Manage. 2022;11(3):391-3.

Clapp J, Scrinis G. Big food, Nutritionism, and Corporate Power. Globaliza-
tions. 2017;14(4):578-95.

Wood B, Baker P, Scrinis G, McCoy D, Williams O, Sacks G. Maximising the
wealth of few at the expense of the health of many: a public health analysis
of market power and corporate wealth and income distribution in the global
soft drink market. Glob Health. 2021;17(1):138.

Mariath AB, Martins APB. Ultra-processed products industry operating as an
interest group. Rev Saude Publica. 2020;54:107.

Mialon M, Gaitan Charry DA, Cediel G, Crosbie E, Scagliusi FB, Perez Tamayo
EM. 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 Nutr. 2021;24(9):2737-45.

Béné C. Why the Great Food Transformation may not happen- a deep-

dive into our food systems’political economy, controversies and politics of
evidence. World Dev. 2022;154:105881.

Lacy-Nichols J, Williams O. Part of the Solution: Food Corporation Strategies
for Regulatory Capture and legitimacy. Int J Health Policy Manage (JHPM).
2021:1-12.

Access to Nutrition Initiative. ATNI SPOTLIGHT ON LOBBYING. 2022. Bench-
marking the nutrition-related lobbying commitments, management systems,
and disclosure of food and beverage manufacturers. ATNI; 2022. Available
from: https://accesstonutrition.org/project/atni-spotlight-on-lobbying-2022/.
Mialon M, Swinburn B, Sacks G. A proposed approach to systematically
identify and monitor the corporate political activity of the food industry
with respect to public health using publicly available information. Obes Rev.
2015;16(7):519-30.

Mialon M, Gaitan Charry DA, Cediel G, Crosbie E, Baeza Scagliusi F, Pérez
Tamayo EM. The architecture of the state was transformed in favour of the
interests of companies: corporate political activity of the food industry in
Colombia. Glob Health. 2020;16(1):97.


https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-024-01020-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-024-01020-4
https://iris.paho.org/bitstream/handle/10665.2/55055/PAHONMHRF210014_eng.pdf
https://iris.paho.org/bitstream/handle/10665.2/55055/PAHONMHRF210014_eng.pdf
https://accesstonutrition.org/project/atni-spotlight-on-lobbying-2022/

Slater et al. Globalization and Health

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

(2024) 20:16

Gilmore AB, Fabbri A, Baum F, Bertscher A, Bondy K, Chang H-J et al. Defining
and conceptualising the commercial determinants of health. Lancet. 2023.
Clapp J. In: Sage C, editor. The rise of big food and agriculture: corporate
influence in the food system. A Research Agenda for Food Systems: Edward
Elgar Publishing; 2022.

Moodie AR. What Public Health practitioners need to know about unhealthy
industry tactics. Am J Public Health. 2017;107(7):1047-9.

Global Reporting Initiative. The GRI Perspective. Scrutiny on the man in the
middle- lobbying. The Netherlands: GRI,; 2022. Available from: https://www.
globalreporting.org/media/50qjn23p/gri-perspective-lobbying.pdf.

Wiist WH. The corporate play book, health, and democracy: The snack food
and beverage industry’s tactics in context. In: Stuckler D, Siegel K, editors. Sick
Societies: Responding to the Global Challenge of Chronic Disease2011. p.
204-16.

Moodie R, Stuckler D, Monteiro C, Sheron N, Neal B, Thamarangsi T, et al.
Profits and pandemics: prevention of harmful effects of tobacco, alcohol, and
ultra-processed food and drink industries. Lancet. 2013;381(9867):670-9.
Lauber K, Rutter H, Gilmore AB. Big food and the World Health Organization: a
qualitative study of industry attempts to influence global-level non-commu-
nicable disease policy. BMJ Glob Health. 2021;6(6):e005216.

Kruger P, Wynberg R, Mafuyeka M, Laar A, Mialon M, Lake L, et al. The ultra-
processed food industry in Africa. Nat Food. 2023;4(7):534-6.

Wood B, Williams O, Baker P, Nagarajan V, Sacks G. The influence of corporate
market power on health: exploring the structure-conduct-performance
model from a public health perspective. Glob Health. 2021;17(1):41.

Brulle R, Downie C. Following the money: trade associations, political activity
and climate change. Clim Change. 2022;175(3):11.

Monteiro CA, Cannon GJ. The role of the transnational ultra-processed food
industry in the pandemic of obesity and its associated diseases: problems
and solutions. World Nutr. 2019;10(1):89-99.

Nestle M. Unsavory truth: how Food companies skew the science of what we
eat. New York: Basic Books; 2018.

Mialon M, Mialon J. Analysis of corporate political activity strategies of the
food industry: evidence from France. Public Health Nutr. 2018;21(18):3407-21.
Mialon M, Gomes FS. Public health and the ultra-processed food and drink
products industry: corporate political activity of major transnationals in Latin
America and the Caribbean. Public Health Nutr. 2019;22(10):1898-908.
Carriedo A, Pinsky I, Crosbie E, Ruskin G, Mialon M. The corporate capture of
the nutrition profession in the USA: the case of the Academy of Nutrition and
Dietetics. Public Health Nutr. 2022:1-15.

Coutinho JG, Martins APB, Preiss PV, Longhi L, Recine E. UN Food System
Summit fails to address real healthy and sustainable diets challenges. Devel-
opment. 2021,64(3):220-6.

Lacy-Nichols J, Freudenberg N. Opportunities and limitations of the ultra-
processed food framing. Nat Food. 2022;3(12):975-7.

Huse O, Reeve E, Zambrano P, Bell C, Peeters A, Sacks G, et al. Understanding
the corporate political activity of the ultra - processed food industry in East
Asia: a Philippines case study. Glob Health. 2023;19(1):16.

Fanzo J, Miachon L. Harnessing the connectivity of climate change, food
systems and diets: taking action to improve human and planetary health.
Anthropocene. 2023;42:100381.

Fanzo J, Rudie C, Sigman |, Grinspoon S, Benton TG, Brown ME, et al.
Sustainable food systems and nutrition in the 21st century: a report from
the 22nd annual Harvard Nutrition Obesity Symposium. Am J Clin Nutr.
2022;115(1):18-33.

FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP, WHO. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in

the World: Transforming Food Systems for Food Security, Improved Nutrition
and Affordable Healthy Diets for All. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations; 2021. Available from: https://docs.wfp.org/api/
documents/WFP-0000130141/download/.

Passport Global Market Information Database. Euromonitor International.
London.2022.

Baker P, Russ K, Kang M, Santos TM, Neves PAR, Smith J, et al. Globalization,
first-foods systems transformations and corporate power: a synthesis of
literature and data on the market and political practices of the transnational
baby food industry. Glob Health. 2021;17(1):58.

IPES-Food. Too big to feed: Exploring the impacts of mega-mergers, con-
solidation, and concentration of power in the agri-food sector. International
Panel of Experts on Sustainable Food Systems.; 2017. Available from: https://
www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/Concentration_FullReport.pdf.

49.

50.

5T

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

Page 14 of 15

Clapp J. The Rise of Mega-companies in the Global Food System: Implications
for Economic and Environmental Sustainability. Alberta Institute of Agrolo-
gists 15th Annual General Meeting and Conference; Alberta2019.

ETC Group. The Greed Revolution: Mega Foundations, Agribusiness Muscle
In On Public Goods, ETC Group,; 2012. Available from: https://www.etcgroup.
org/sites/www.etcgroup.org/files/ETComm108_GreedRevolution_120117.
pdf.

Corporate Europe Observatory and LobbyControl. LobbyFacts. Brussels,
Belgium: Corporate Europe Observatory.; 2023 [Available from: https://www.
lobbyfacts.eu/about.

U.S. Right to Know. About U.S. Right to Know. 2023 [Available from: https://
usrtk.org/about-u-s-right-to-know/.

Nestle M. Food Politics. 2023 [Available from: https://www.foodpolitics.com/
about/.

OpenSecrets. We Are OpenSecrets, Washington DC. OpenSecrets; 2023 [Avail-
able from: https://www.opensecrets.org/.

Union of International Associations. The Yearbook of International Organiza-
tions Brussels, Belgium: UIA,; 2023 [Available from: https://uia.org/yearbook.
Transparency International US Who we are,, Washington DC. Tl US; 2023
[Available from: https://us.transparency.org/who-we-are/.

European Commission. Transparency and the European Union. 2023 [Avail-
able from: https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/staticPage/
displayStaticPage.do?locale=en&reference=WHY_TRANSPARENCY_REGISTER.
World Bank. World Bank Country and Lending Groups: World Bank Group.;
2023 [Available from: https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/
articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups.

Borgatti SP, Everett MG, Johnson JC. Analyzing social networks: Sage; 2018.
Golbeck J. Analyzing the social web: Newnes; 2013.

World Bank. World Bank Country and Lending Groups. Country
Classification Washington, DC, World Bank Group.; 2022 [Avail-

able from: https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/
articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups.

Pedroza-Tobias A, Crosbie E, Mialon M, Carriedo A, Schmidt LA. Food and
beverage industry interference in science and policy: efforts to block soda
tax implementation in Mexico and prevent international diffusion. BMJ Glob
Health. 2021,6(8):e005662.

Coca Cola Europe. Radar screen of EU public policies. monthly issue update:
February and March 2016. 2020. Available from: https://www.document-
cloud.org/documents/3409808-EU-Radar-Screen-Issue-Update-2016-02-03.
html.

Doering C. Where the dollars go: Lobbying a big business for large food

and beverage CPGs2021. Available from: https://www.fooddive.com/news/
where-the-dollars-go-lobbying-a-big-business-for-large-food-and-bever-
age-c/607982/.

Gomez EJ. Coca-Cola's political and policy influence in Mexico: understand-
ing the role of institutions, interests and divided society. Health Policy Plan.
2019;34(7):520-8.

LobbyFacts. PepsiCo 2023 [Available from: https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/
datacard/pepsico-europe?rid=010212710281-97.

LobbyFacts. Nestlé SA. 2023 [Available from: https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/
datacard/nest|%C3%A9-sa?rid=15366395387-57.

Wood B, Williams O, Baker P, Sacks G. Behind the ‘creative destruction’ of
human diets: an analysis of the structure and market dynamics of the ultra-
processed food manufacturing industry and implications for public health. J
Agrar Chang. 2023;n/a(n/a).

HLPE. Nutrition and food systems. A report by the High-Level Panel of Experts
on Food Security and Nutrition of the Committee on World Food Security
Rome.: CFS; 2017. Available from: http://www.fac.org/3/i7846e/i7846e.pdf.
HLPE. Food security and nutrition: building a global narrative towards 2030.
A report by the High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and Nutrition
of the Committee on World Food Security. Rome: CFS,; 2020. Available from:
http://www.fao.org/3/ca9731en/ca9731en.pdf.

Baker P, Lacy-Nichols J, Williams O, Labonté R. The Political Economy of
Healthy and Sustainable Food Systems: an introduction to a special issue. Int
J Health Policy Manage. 2021:-.

Holt Giménez E, Shattuck A. Food crises, food regimes and food move-
ments: rumblings of reform or tides of transformation? J Peasant Stud.
2011,38(1):109-44.

Friedmann H, McMichael P. The rise and decline of national agricultures, 1870
to the present. Sociol Rural. 1989,29(2):93-117.

McMichael P. A food regime genealogy. J Peasant Stud. 2009;36(1):139-69.


https://www.globalreporting.org/media/5oqjn23p/gri-perspective-lobbying.pdf
https://www.globalreporting.org/media/5oqjn23p/gri-perspective-lobbying.pdf
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000130141/download/
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000130141/download/
https://www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/Concentration_FullReport.pdf
https://www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/Concentration_FullReport.pdf
https://www.etcgroup.org/sites/www.etcgroup.org/files/ETComm108_GreedRevolution_120117.pdf
https://www.etcgroup.org/sites/www.etcgroup.org/files/ETComm108_GreedRevolution_120117.pdf
https://www.etcgroup.org/sites/www.etcgroup.org/files/ETComm108_GreedRevolution_120117.pdf
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/about
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/about
https://usrtk.org/about-u-s-right-to-know/
https://usrtk.org/about-u-s-right-to-know/
https://www.foodpolitics.com/about/
https://www.foodpolitics.com/about/
https://www.opensecrets.org/
https://uia.org/yearbook
https://us.transparency.org/who-we-are/
https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/staticPage/displayStaticPage.do?locale=en&reference=WHY_TRANSPARENCY_REGISTER
https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/staticPage/displayStaticPage.do?locale=en&reference=WHY_TRANSPARENCY_REGISTER
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/3409808-EU-Radar-Screen-Issue-Update-2016-02-03.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/3409808-EU-Radar-Screen-Issue-Update-2016-02-03.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/3409808-EU-Radar-Screen-Issue-Update-2016-02-03.html
https://www.fooddive.com/news/where-the-dollars-go-lobbying-a-big-business-for-large-food-and-beverage-c/607982/
https://www.fooddive.com/news/where-the-dollars-go-lobbying-a-big-business-for-large-food-and-beverage-c/607982/
https://www.fooddive.com/news/where-the-dollars-go-lobbying-a-big-business-for-large-food-and-beverage-c/607982/
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/pepsico-europe?rid=010212710281-97
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/pepsico-europe?rid=010212710281-97
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/nestl%C3%A9-sa?rid=15366395387-57
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/nestl%C3%A9-sa?rid=15366395387-57
http://www.fao.org/3/i7846e/i7846e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/ca9731en/ca9731en.pdf

Slater et al. Globalization and Health

75.
76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

(2024) 20:16

McMichael P. A food regime analysis of the ‘world food crisis: Agr Hum Val.
2009,26(4):281-95.

McMichael P. Global Development and The Corporate Food Regime.
Research in Rural Sociology and Development. 2005;11:265-99.

Friedmann H. From colonialism to green capitalism: Social movements and
Emergence of Food regimes. In: Buttel FH, McMichael P, editors. New direc-
tions in the sociology of Global Development. Research in rural sociology
and development. Volume 11. Emerald Group Publishing Limited; 2005. pp.
227-64.

McMichael P. In: Kassam A, Kassam L, editors. 3 - political economy of the
global food and agriculture system. Rethinking Food and Agriculture: Wood-
head Publishing; 2021. pp. 53-75.

Canfield MC, Duncan J, Claeys P. Reconfiguring Food Systems Governance:
The UNFSS and the Battle Over Authority and Legitimacy. Development.
2021.

Chandrasekaran K, Guttal S, Kumar M, Langner L, Manahan MA. Exposing
corporate capture of the UNFSS through multistakeholderism. Food Systems
4 People; 2021. Available from: https://www.foodsystems4people.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/09/UNFSSreport2021.pdf.

McKeon N. Food security governance: empowering communities. regulating
corporations: Routledge; 2014.

IPES-Food. Breaking the cycle of unsustainable food systems, hunger, and
debt. IPES-Food.,; 2023. Available from: http://www.ipes-food.org/pages/
debtfoodcrisis.

IPES-Food. Who's Tipping the Scales? The growing influence of corporations
on the governance of food systems, and how to counter it. IPES-Food.; 2023.
Available from: https://www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/tippingthes-
cales.pdf.

FIAN International. Corporate Capture of FAQ: Industry’s Deepening Influ-
ence on Global Food Governance Geneva, Switzerland: FIAN International.;
2022. Available from: https://www.fian.org/en/publication/article/report-
corporate-capture-of-fao-industrys-deepening-influence-on-global-food-
governance-2972.

Clapp J. Food. Cambridge. UK; Malden, MA: Polity; 2012.

Page 15 of 15

86. Patel R, McMichael P. A political economy of the Food Riot. Rev (Fernand
Braudel Center). 2009;32(1):9-35.

87. LangT. Reshaping the food system for ecological public health. J Hunger
Environ Nutr. 2009;4(3-4):315-35.

88. Corporate Accountability. Partnership for an Unhealthy Planet. How big busi-
ness interferes with global health policy and science. Boston, MA: Corporate
Accountability.; 2020. Available from: https://corporateaccountability.org/
resources/partnership-for-an-unhealthy-planet/.

89. Corporate Accountability. TAKE ACTION: It's time for Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, and
McDonald's to be honest about what they're spending to influence public
policy and politics Boston, MA: Corporate Accountability,; 2022 [Available
from: https://corporateaccountability.org/blog/take-action-its-time-
for-coca-cola-pepsico-and-mcdonalds-to-be-honest-about-what-theyre-
spending-to-influence-public-policy-and-politics/.

90. Malkin S. Food industry lobby group ILSI rebrands (again) to duck critical
news coverage: U.S. Right to Know; 2022 [Available from: https://usrtk.org/
industry-pr/ilsi-rebrands-again/.

91.  MeyerT. Grocery Manufacturers Association rebrands:

POLITICO; 2020 [Available from: https://www.politico.
com/newsletters/politico-influence/2020/01/14/
grocery-manufacturers-association-rebrands-784377.

92. Wood B, Lacy-Nichols J, Sacks G. Taking on the Corporate Determinants of
lll-Health and health inequity: a scoping review of actions to address exces-
sive corporate power to protect and promote the public’s health. Int J Health
Policy Manage. 2023:-.

93. Friel S, Collin J, Daube M, Depoux A, Freudenberg N, Gilmore AB,
et al. Commercial determinants of health: future directions. Lancet.
2023;401(10383):1229-40.

Publisher’s Note

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.


https://www.foodsystems4people.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/UNFSSreport2021.pdf
https://www.foodsystems4people.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/UNFSSreport2021.pdf
http://www.ipes-food.org/pages/debtfoodcrisis
http://www.ipes-food.org/pages/debtfoodcrisis
https://www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/tippingthescales.pdf
https://www.ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/tippingthescales.pdf
https://www.fian.org/en/publication/article/report-corporate-capture-of-fao-industrys-deepening-influence-on-global-food-governance-2972
https://www.fian.org/en/publication/article/report-corporate-capture-of-fao-industrys-deepening-influence-on-global-food-governance-2972
https://www.fian.org/en/publication/article/report-corporate-capture-of-fao-industrys-deepening-influence-on-global-food-governance-2972
https://corporateaccountability.org/resources/partnership-for-an-unhealthy-planet/
https://corporateaccountability.org/resources/partnership-for-an-unhealthy-planet/
https://corporateaccountability.org/blog/take-action-its-time-for-coca-cola-pepsico-and-mcdonalds-to-be-honest-about-what-theyre-spending-to-influence-public-policy-and-politics/
https://corporateaccountability.org/blog/take-action-its-time-for-coca-cola-pepsico-and-mcdonalds-to-be-honest-about-what-theyre-spending-to-influence-public-policy-and-politics/
https://corporateaccountability.org/blog/take-action-its-time-for-coca-cola-pepsico-and-mcdonalds-to-be-honest-about-what-theyre-spending-to-influence-public-policy-and-politics/
https://usrtk.org/industry-pr/ilsi-rebrands-again/
https://usrtk.org/industry-pr/ilsi-rebrands-again/
https://www.politico.com/newsletters/politico-influence/2020/01/14/grocery-manufacturers-association-rebrands-784377
https://www.politico.com/newsletters/politico-influence/2020/01/14/grocery-manufacturers-association-rebrands-784377
https://www.politico.com/newsletters/politico-influence/2020/01/14/grocery-manufacturers-association-rebrands-784377

	﻿Corporate interest groups and their implications for global food governance: mapping and analysing the global corporate influence network of the transnational ultra-processed food industry
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Background
	﻿Methods
	﻿Data collection
	﻿Identifying the leading UPF corporations in the world
	﻿Identifying the interest groups and organisations involved in the UPF corporate influence network
	﻿Identifying the membership links with the UPF corporations identified in step 1
	﻿Characteristics and additional information


	﻿Categorization, network mapping, analysis
	﻿Results
	﻿The leading UPF corporations and corporate interest groups in the world
	﻿The UPF industry’s global corporate influence network
	﻿The corporate interest groups by year founded and type
	﻿Headquarter locations and GFG

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Conclusion
	﻿References


