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Outline

A Evidence that the epidemic is driven by food
system O6push factorsao

I Food energy supply studies
I Gl obal nature of ODriver :
I Role of other determinants ( 6 Moder at or s 6
A Food industry responses
A Solutions
I Positive contributions from the food industry
I Policy options to address market failure

>
\
WHO Collaborating Centre for Obesity Prevention A\




DEAKIN UNIVERSITY

DEAKIN

The big epidemic questions
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Food energy supply, USA 1910-2000

Figure 1—Calories From the U.S5. Per Capita Food Supply, Adjusted for Losses, Increased 20 Percent Between
1982 and 2000
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Predicting weight gain

The population weight gain
Weight can be assigned to:

Predicted direction of change in

50 population body weight due to o°
decrease in physical activity
Predicted direction of change in 2 PA I M t

e population body weight due to O n y IX u re
o increase in energy intake
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Adults: Swinburret alAJCN 2009; 89:1723728 =0.71)
USDA analysis: Swinburn et al AJCN 2009;90:1453
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OMeasuredodo ver sus

Change in EnergyFlux and Weight (1970 - 2000)
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U.S. Food Waste
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Ot her det er mi

A Drivers need to have
I Changed rapidly since the 1970s
I Changed globally and simultaneously
I Food system changes clearly qualify
A Other determinants affect differences
between people or populations

I Individual factors: genes, hormones, PA,
psychology, behaviours, parenting etc

I Built environment, socio-cultural environment "
VV )
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Influencing food choices

i

0p)
-
o Taste (HFSS) Products Guidelines
— Portion size Standards G)
© . ;
B L(.)W price Price Taxes C<)
o High value Subsidies D
o Convenient | p|gcement =
) Accessible Schools 3
O Target groups . Children (D
O Selective Promotion Labelling >
(@) : —
LL disclosure Claim regs 7))
Claims Health
promotion
Food

High profits (= high consumption)| choiceg | Social, economic, political outcome




DEAKIN UNIVERSITY

N

The causes of the causes of the causes %

A6Free marketo6 for food
I Well requlated for food safety
I Reasonably requlated for deceptive practices
I Largely unfettered for other health effects
A6Obesity is a sign of ¢
mar ket failurebo
i Provides short-term but notlong-t er m O pr e
I Major reason for market regulation

A Consumption-driven economic growth

Moodie et al, Int J Ped Obesity 2006{ 15
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Food Industry responses

AOFirst they ignore you,
then they fight you, th

A Rapid mobilisatiory bf major food companies
(plus media/advey sing industries)

A Influencing natio/ |governments, global
organisations ( HO), professional
organisations, rchers etc

then they start winning

WHO Collaborating Centre for Obesity Prevention
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Examples of industry responses

A Self regulatory codes for marketing to children

A Frontof pack labelsi onl 'y on O6better
or unintelligible (eg %Dl)

A Heavy (and effective) lobbying against public
health policy proposals for obesity

A Create the agenda of personal responsibility
A PR about their efforts, discredit science

A Funding sport, maths, scientists, community
Interventions, children-related activities

A Whatever else big tobacco did

WHO Collaborating Centre for Obesity Prevention



DEAKIN UNIVERSITY

Australi1 aos

1. More PA

2. Less sedentary
behaviours

3. Eat more (healthy foods)
4. Eat less (unhealthy foods)
Al | 60softo pol
OHar do pol i ci __ I
2 elections away — -
Industry-dictated govt policies
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IFBA Update Since November,
2008

Food and Beverage Industry
Consultation on Marketing of Foods and
Non-Alcoholic Beverages to Children

Presented to the World Health
Organization

Geneva, Switzerland
31 August 2009



Industry Actions Since Nov, 2008

A Constituted the International Food and Beverage Alliance

A Established regional IFBA groups globally whose aim is to implement our
five commitments to WHO locally, and launch new plepgggrammes

A Expanded the pledgerogramme to Brazil, South Africa, and Romania

A58t AGSNBR G(KS FTANBRG O2YLX Al yOS NBL
Advertising Initiative

A Engaged Accenture Media Sciences to condupbsure study for
Europeandrandom I YLX Ay 3 2F O2YLI yASaQ 3If 20
during January to June 2009

A Delivered the first compliance study under the EU Pledge

A Implemented the IFBA Global Policy on Marketing and Advertising to
Children



IFBA Global Policy on Marketing
and Advertising to Children

Policy In effect globally across all Member States of WHO

The IFBA Global Policy and Pledge Programs are based on four key
elements:

A Only advertise products to children under 12 that fulfill specific nutrition
criteria based on accepted scientific evidence and/or applicable national
and international dietary guidelines; or not to advertise to children under 1

at all:

Aa! ROSNIAAAY3T (2 OKAfRNBY dzy RSNJI »
audiences with a majority of children under 12 years

A Media is defined as measured media (print, TV, radio, and the internet)

A The policy incorporates an independent, robust monitoring and
compliance reporting system



83% of Food, Beverage and Restaurant
Advertising Spend
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http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/c/ce/Coca-Cola_logo.svg
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/e/eb/Mars_Inc.svg
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/d/d8/Nestl%C3%A9.svg
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/b/bf/Pepsico_logo.svg
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/e/e4/Unilever.svg

Expanding the Pledge Program In
2009




Monitoring and Compliance

A Preliminary Data from Accenture Global Compliance Monitoring

99.94% compliance in TV advertising (2.3 million TV advertisement spots monitored)

A 11 countries (Argentina, Canada, China (Shanghai only), India, Indonesia, Mexico, New Zealand,
South Africa, Thailand, US)

No instances of noncompliant print advertisements
One instance of a noncompliant online advertisement

A The US Childrenés Food and Beverage Adver

i
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Monitored by the Council of Better Business Bureaus

Aépl edge compliance is excellentébecause of the c¢comm
child-directed ads and many of the child-directed ads that originated from the participants were better-for-
you products. o

A The EU Pledge

i
i
i

Monitored by Accenture Marketing Sciences and PriceWaterhouseCoopers (first half of 2009 )
99.8% compliance rate for TV; virtually 100% compliance for both print and the internet
93% compliance rate for communications in primary schools

A The Canadian Advertising Initiative

a
a
a

Monitored by Advertising Standards Canada
First annual compliance report, covering 2008

16 participants - 8 did not advertise to children and 8 exceeded the minimum by committing that 100% of
advertising would be for products that met CAI 6s nut

2 noncompliant advertisements were uncovered and immediately corrected



Trend 1. Shift in foods advertised to
children by category (US 20a2007)
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Vegetables, Complete Meals

Change in Ad Content 2062007

* Growing off a small base

eorgetown Economics Services, 2008 Report (analyzing Nielsen Media Research) childieh aged 2



