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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

We are at a tipping point in the relationship between food and health. Americans are handing over their health 
needs to the food and beverage industry, and Big Food companies are making massive investments and food 
portfolio adjustments because they see the next major consumer trend as health. As happened with organic 
ideals and regulations, Big Food’s entry into the health arena means they are redefining “healthy” foods and 
are positioning themselves to capture this lasting market. Big Food companies have shifted messaging towards 
nutrition, acquired diet and health companies, and entered the pharmaceutical industry. Now more than ever, 
protecting public health requires garnering attention and effectively changing eating behavior.

Consumers make a strategic choice, whether consciously 
or unconsciously, to eat manufactured foods for 
convenience and in pursuit of their ideal of “health.” 
American consumers are being trained to relate to beloved, 
iconic, global brands as trusted partners in their food and 
their health. However, the perception that health can be 
attained through conveniently packaged bottles, snack 
bars, and squeeze bags lures American consumers away 
from practices of real health. With metabolic syndrome 
skyrocketing, consumers pursue convenience, taste, 
and the vision of health as proffered by Big Food to the 
detriment of their real health. Americans remain largely 
unhealthy, overweight, and undernourished by their food.

Declining American health and increasing concern about the future of our food system has turned public attention 
to food manufacturing and distribution processes. With over 100 years experience, Big Food companies are 
multibillion dollar and multinational successes. In the process, they have learned valuable lessons about winning 
market share and shifting our eating behavior. This paper reviews how Big Food uses marketing strategies, 
advances their concerns at a policy level, and conducts consumer behavior research to sell their products. Utilizing 
the  strategies that Big Food has so effectively employed to shape our eating paradigm can aid whole food and 
public health proponents to shape an effective and sophisticated response. The seven key lessons from Big Food:

• Define winning

• Build a shared vision

• Unify

• Understand the consumer

• Promote an aspirational lifestyle

• Play every angle

• Commit to long-term change

In order to positively impact food 
choices and improve the health of 
Americans, we must teach children to 
love and enjoy whole food, and we must 
do so in a way that competes effectively 
with the messaging and lifestyle 
promoted by major brands.
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While most adults have had experience eating whole food during their childhood, many of today’s children, 
especially in urban areas, have little such experience. Their eating experience is almost entirely comprised of fast 
food, manufactured food, and snack food, both at school and at home. In order to positively impact food choices 
and improve the health of Americans, we must teach children to love and enjoy whole food, and we must do so 
in a way that competes effectively with the messaging and lifestyle promoted by major brands.

Reshaping our society’s relationship to food means forging a common vision and shifting our thinking paradigm 
about the approach to achieving that vision. Resources, both financial and human, have typically been divided 
across organizations with their own visions and strategies. However, aligning these committed organizations 
into a common vision can increase their impact. While America sits on the tipping point of handing over its 
health aspirations to Big Food, we still have the opportunity to interrupt Big Food’s momentum and win back 
attention for a real health approach to eating.
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INTRODUCTION

“Manufacturing Health” was conceived in Spring 2011 as a response to Kat Taylor, cofounder of TomKat Charitable 
Trust (TKCT), who was “hopping mad” about how consumer product goods manufacturers market their products. 
Kat was upset at the onslaught of Big Food marketing and how consumers are driven to constant purchasing, 
while not understanding their own drive to consume an often unhealthy stream of products. This has directly led 
to America’s skyrocketing rates of obesity and metabolic syndrome.1 Why do consumers make unhealthy food 
choices, and what is the contribution of Big Food manufacturers to societal health problems? In an effort to find 
the answers, TKCT wanted to better understand the Big Food industry, particularly the factors that contribute to 
consumers’ food choices, in the hope of identifying strategies that could encourage people to make healthier, 
more sustainable food choices. 

Big Food companies have entrenched their products in consumer lives over the course of more than a hundred 
years by effectively delivering a powerful combination of reliable taste and emotional aspiration fulfillment. This 
manufactured food differs substantially from traditional whole food in terms of its nutritional value, chemical and 
preservative content, and health impact. Big Food’s history and experience mean that in today’s marketplace, they 
are a powerful force in shaping products, rules and regulations, and consumer demand. In order to support the 
work of sustainable agriculture and to promote real health, this paper examines the business practices and future 
strategies of major players in the Big Food industry and how they use consumer behavior to sell their products.
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Four Key Players for Consideration
Analyzing the landscape of Big Food manufacturers, 
processors, distributors, and retailers, four key players 
stand out as the primary sources of what might be 
called “food culture.” These major companies include 
soft drink and snack food manufacturers and a major 
retailer:

• Nestlé S.A.

• The Coca-Cola Company

• PepsiCo, Inc.

• Walmart Stores, Inc.

Nestlé is based in Switzerland and is the largest 
food-and-beverage company in the world.2 Coca-Cola, 
founded in the U.S., is the largest beverage company 
in the world.3 PepsiCo is based in the U.S. and is the 
second largest food-and-beverage company in the 
world (after Nestlé) and the largest food-and-beverage 
company in the U.S.4 U.S.-based Walmart is the leading 
food retailer in the world and is more than 2.5 times as 
large as the next largest global retailer (France-based 
Carrefour), giving Walmart an unprecedented position 
in distribution.5 (See Appendices A-D.)

In terms of direct impact on consumers, these three 
food manufacturers are world leaders, and Walmart 
serves as the world’s leading retail partner, with well-
placed global locations and entrenched support for 
brand building in local markets. Annual revenue for 
2010 also reflects their leading international position: 
Nestlé $117.3 billion, PepsiCo $57.8 billion, Coca-Cola 
$35 billion, and Walmart $408 billion.6,7,8,9 

Context Setting: Men on a Mission with 
Lasting Visions
Three of these Big Food competitors have pursued 
strikingly similar visions for more than 100 years and 
were founded on a common platform related to heath 
or nutrition. Nestlé was started in the 1800s and is 
nearly 146 years old. A Swiss pharmacist started the 
company seeking to help infants with problems breast-
feeding. Promoting a healthy, cost-effective substitute 
to combat the problem of infant mortality, Nestlé 
was founded with an alternative product for infant 
nutrition.10 

PepsiCo came into being in 1893 when a North Carolina 
pharmacist invented a similar form of the drink we 
know today as “Pepsi” to aid digestion. The formula 
was said to naturally stimulate the release of enzymes 
used in digestion. 11

Coca-Cola’s 125-year history is similar. A wounded 
civil war veteran trying to overcome his addiction 
to morphine developed a wine aimed at curing his 
addiction. Once prohibition arrived, he was then forced 
to make his beverage non-alcoholic.12 

Although much newer, at only 49 years old, Walmart 
also has a beginning rooted in a mission to improve 
people’s lives. As stated in the Walmart 2010 Annual 
Report, “Sam Walton may not have been able to guess 
the specific challenges we’ve all faced over the past 
year or the challenges we’ll face in the future. But he 
had a vision for a company that would help people 
‘save and do better’ in life. And he believed that vision 
could apply everywhere.”13 

BIG FOOD LANDSCAPE AND HISTORY
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Contemporary Priorities
Today, each company’s mission is translated into 
language reflecting the times. There is no debate that 
financials adding up is job one, but no firm does so 
without also maintaining a degree of focus on either 
perceived or real “greater good.” In almost any given 
Big Food annual report, common themes emerge 
through the image choices, language use, and tone 
of communications to encourage investors. To some 
degree, the company names are interchangeable, 
whether processor, manufacturer, distributor, or 
retailer. Most of these organizations are following 
a similar path of market development, marketing 
practices, sustainability, stakeholder engagement, and 
challenges. 

For example, the title of the 2010 Nestlé annual report 
is Nestlé. Good Food. Good Life. The report emphasizes 
the importance of creating value for both society and 
shareholders in building a successful business.14 Coca-
Cola entitled its 2010 Annual Review Advancing Our 
Global Momentum. The company’s document highlights 
its aim to grow despite the economy, while being 
responsible to its stakeholders and the environment.15 
PepsiCo also aspires to something bigger than just 
being a profitable business, as evidenced by its most 
recent annual report title: PepsiCo. The good company. 
Performance with purpose.16 

PepsiCo stands out among these Big Food companies 
for continually making more compelling decisions 
with regard to leadership and direction. In a May 2011 
interview in The New Yorker, Indra K. Nooyi, PepsiCo’s 

Chairman and CEO, stated that the company “must 
aspire to higher values than the day-to-day business of 
making and selling soft drinks and snacks.”17 As John 
Seabrook notes, “Nooyi is unique as the company’s first 
woman leader. She’s also an immigrant, a vegetarian, 
and a Hindu. She brings an atypical background to the 
role of C.E.O., a position typically filled with someone 
groomed in the finance arena. Given her prior roles 
in corporate strategy, Nooyi has an ideal skill set to 
position PepsiCo for new markets. She can be more 
effective at setting a path for the next 20 years with a 
vision for the company being ‘the defining food and 
beverage company of the world.’”18 

As it appears most poised to make short-term 
tradeoffs and adapt to market pressures to “clean up 
its act,” PepsiCo will be used throughout this paper 
as the primary example to illustrate the relationship 
between Big Food and consumers. PepsiCo’s 
priorities throughout the arc of its history represent a 
differentiation that makes it compelling to study most 
closely. The possibility of real transformation of the 
company’s priorities and strategy could make history. 

Among these Big Food manufacturers, it is clear that 
a 100-year history equates to a 100-year vision. It is 
difficult to know whether this was intentional or just a 
by-product of each company doing what it does well, 
playing to its strength, and thus ultimately defining its 
character by default. With a clear, crisp picture from the 
beginning about what to do, and a definition of winning 
measured in market share, Big Food continues to learn 
lessons, repeat what wins, and not repeat what loses.
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Despite the power of their brands, Big Food 
companies are susceptible to the pressures  
and impact of bad press.

The United States marketplace is waking up to serious 
public concerns around societal and environmental 
issues. Consumers are sicker than they have ever been 
and are anticipated to get worse. Natural resources are 
finite, and with a growing population, no slow down in 
use is foreseeable in the near future.

Over the last 100+ years, Big Food’s key strength has 
been their ability to effectively adapt to marketplace 
changes. Their experience and resources afford great 
insight into the changing nature of what consumers 
want, and Big Food then delivers it.

United States consumers are reaching a saturation 
point with the same old snacks.  With increasing health 
issues, they want the same great tastes in healthier 
products. Simultaneously, new markets are opening 
up where Big Food’s standard products are wanted. 
As a result, Big Food is adjusting their products and 
their distribution to meet the demands and interests 
of these changing markets.

Declining Interest in the United States
One of Big Food’s current challenges in the United 
States is growing recognition of the contribution of 
manufactured food to obesity. Despite the power of 
their brands, Big Food companies are susceptible 
to the pressures and impact of bad press. These 
organizations must deal with the obesity issue to 
protect themselves from a tarnished public image 
in order to protect their bottom line and their future 
reputation as well. 

Despite contributing to obesity among adults and 
children—attributed in part to its high-calorie, low-
cost processed foods and sugary soft drinks—PepsiCo 
has managed to build a brand with revenues that have 
increased over a hundredfold in the last 50 years. 
However, PepsiCo is not immune to softening sales 
and bad press, as evidenced by its 0.5 percent decline 
in soda sales in 2011.19 PepsiCo’s softening sales are 

attributed both to Nooyi’s moving the company into 
healthier fare and also to recent attacks about their 
standard products’ dependency on sugar, fat, and salt.  
Research sheds light that obesity in 2008 resulted in 
$47 billion in healthcare charges and about 300,000 
deaths.20 Given the company’s massive distribution 
footprint (supported by retailers such as Walmart), 
Americans are able to ingest four times more soda a 
year on average than 60 years ago. This means they’re 
consuming 3,400 milligrams of sodium per day, 
twice the recommended amount. Sodium is linked to 
high blood pressure. PepsiCo’s snacks also increase 
cholesterol and potentially contribute to heart disease 
due to the oils and fats used for frying potato and corn 
chips. 21

The question now is this: What will PepsiCo (and the 
other Big Food organizations like them) do as historical 
practices and products come into conflict with modern 
health concerns?

Addressing Modern Health Concerns
American lifestyles and diet issues have slowly given 
rise to the health epidemic facing our adults and 
children today. In turn, an increase in healthy food 
choices has cultivated new markets in snack foods, 
eggs, and produce over the last 40+ years. 

In the late 1980’s, supermarket shelves had a minimal 
selection of diabetic-designed foods, with sugar-
free candies being one example. For the cholesterol-
conscious, doctors may have prescribed diet limitations 
after a health crisis. The patient was then directed to 
find Egg Beaters® for instance in the supermarket, or 
possibly spurred to shop at a natural foods store. In the 

CHANGING MARKETS
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aisles of the natural foods store, the consumer would 
have another world and lifestyle presented to him. 

Big Food began expanding their existing product lines 
with new takes on their known name brand products. 
For example, Nabisco’s Snack Well’s® helped the 
company enter into the health-conscious or fat-
reducing market. Healthy brand extensions required 
more supermarket shelf space, thereby squeezing out 
smaller companies who could not build a “billboard” of 
branded products belonging to a “family.” Green boxes 
sprung up in most food categories, touting a health 
claim and, most importantly, a reduction of some “evil” 
ingredient. Today, Nabisco has evolved the “100 Cal” 
product line where—through simple portion control 
done by the manufacturer and requiring no thought 
on the part of the consumer—you’ll find your favorite 
flavors like Oreo® trimmed down to just 100 calories.

In the 1970s, the organic movement started as an 
alternative to the negative social and environmental 
effects of Big Food’s global scaling. It was a movement 
reflecting the consumers’ right to know where and 
how their food is produced.  The organics market 
quick growth toward 1% of total U.S. food sales in 
the mid-1990s made it more prevalent and accessible 
nationwide.22 Today, the organics market has grown on 
average by 20% every year since 1990, resulting in a $19 
billion market. 23 Big Food has lobbied to water down 
organic regulatory standards while simultaneously 
capitalizing on consumer interest and garnering a 
significant share of the organic market. What remains 
evident is that the primary reason for Big Food entering 
the organic market is the profit, not the ideals that were 
fundamental to the movement.24 

Similar to the ideals-based organic movement, fair 
trade made swift achievements advocating ethical 
sourcing principals. Fair trade coffee is now relatively 
common, and possibly a household item, since its 
association with the brand giant Starbucks. Just this 

past November, Fair Trade U.S.A. announced plans 
to lower its standards, thereby allowing large coffee 
plantations such as Nestlé and Folgers® (now owned 
by J.M. Smucker) to become eligible for certification. 25

Ultimately, the rise of consciousness about health 
and societal impacts along with economic and 
environmental issues has brought big business to the 
theme and practice of sustainability. Whether they are 
merely doing so through perceived practices such as 
“greenwashing” or through actual change is still to 
be determined. Either way, the need for Big Food to 
respond to public concern is real. 

Opening Key Markets
To combat the financial impact of declining U.S. 
interest in snack foods, Big Food is opening and 
developing new global markets with unprecedented 
momentum. Big Food is enjoying growth in emerging 
countries such as Africa, Brazil, China, India, and 
Russia, where convenience food markets are on the 
rise and concerns about health and nutrition are not 
yet affecting consumer behavior. 

PepsiCo’s emerging countries represent 30% of the 
company’s total business.26 Their 2010 Annual Report 
indicates that the company is growing in international 
markets at a faster pace than that of the world economy:

• Africa – in pilot development with seed and crop 
testing.

• Brazil – business grew at about 3.5 times Brazil’s real 
GDP growth rate.

• China – initiated a $2.5 billion investment program 
in China in 2010, including plans to open 10 to 12 
new food and beverage plants and R&D facilities 
over three years.

• India – business grew at 2.5 times India’s real GDP 
growth rate.

• Russia – acquired a controlling interest in Wimm-Bill-
Dann, Russia’s largest food and beverage business, 
and made plans in 2010 to build a new plant, part of 
a $1 billion investment. 27

With strategies to win market share beyond the United 
States, Big Food proves they adapt well while seeking 
new opportunities to grow or achieve their goal of 
profit.  More examples are provided in the later section 
of this paper: Momentum Builds Billon-Dollar Brands. 

Big Food has lobbied to water down organic 
regulatory standards while simultaneously 
capitalizing on consumer interest and 
garnering a significant share of the  
organic market.
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Big Food is responding to changes in the marketplace 
by playing to their strengths in three ways. First, they 
are strong at cultivating product portfolios and are rapidly 
developing new portfolios to meet new demands. 
They reorganize their existing product portfolios to 
align health benefits and then determine what healthy 
products are needed to fill out the portfolios.  Big Food 
then buys companies offering products that bolster 
their portfolios in the areas of health.

Second, they are developing strength by reengineering 
food to improve health benefits. They are doing this by 
building better snack foods with healthier ingredients 
and by researching the consumer mind to know what 
tastes good. For marketing communications purposes, 
they are also studying the effect of how specific 
language works to sell products with health benefits.

Third, Big Food wields influence with governments and 
individuals. They use their strength in relationships to 
do two things:  (1) influence government to create and 
change rules to work in their favor and (2) utilize brand 
power and corporate resources to attract, hire and 
develop key talent.

Cultivating a Healthy Product Portfolio 
With the onslaught of changing markets, Big Food’s 
responses are going beyond new product launches or 
new revisions of established products. PepsiCo, Nestlé, 
and Coca-Cola are reorganizing product portfolios 
and acquiring new companies focused on a new key 
concept: delivering nutritional benefits.  

“SELLING THE RIGHT STUFF” BY DESIGN 

PepsiCo CEO Nooyi suggests that demonizing big 
business about prevailing public health issues is not 
as beneficial as encouraging large companies to play 
a role in solving the problem. She recommends a 
solution of “selling the right stuff”—and is driving a 
huge initiative towards healthier products.28 

PepsiCo is organizing its products using a specialized 
product system or a “by design” categorization of 
food. This involves framing its snacks and beverages 
into three categories: Fun-for-You, Better-for-You, and 
Good-for-You. At this juncture, it is difficult to know 
whether or not consumers will be aware of, or care 
about, how PepsiCo is categorizing and marketing its 
foods based on fun and function.  How much PepsiCo 
intends to inform and empower consumers is not clear 
from the packaging as seen in the PepsiCo 2010 Annual 
Report (Appendix E). Will PepsiCo overtly train the 
consumer on how to buy from its system of choices? 
Will there be explanations and commercial campaigns? 
Or will they remain stealthy in training the consumer to 
adopt their implicit approach? 

Perhaps PepsiCo will simply do the thinking for 
consumers, very much like Weight Watchers®, which 
has a well-established and successful points-based 
system that makes eating “easy.” This approach 
takes the thinking away from actual food choices and 
redirects it to math functions, as consumers simply 
add up points per day. The company suggests its tactic 
works because it is an educational experience of “how 
to eat right and live healthy,” rather than a diet.

Another illustration of food categorization with less 
sophistication is how pet owners are trained to buy dog 
food. Consider Mars Incorporated’s pet care company 
Pedigree® and its approach to life stage and size: puppy 
versus adult versus senior, then small versus medium 
versus large.29 Food categorization by design makes 

RESPONDING TO CHANGE

PepsiCo CEO Nooyi suggests that 
demonizing big business about prevailing 
public health issues is not as beneficial as 
encouraging large companies to play a role 
in solving the problem.



  14     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper

purchasing decisions as easy as identifying a color-
coded box, and we may begin to see similar packaging 
strategies in groceries. 

The underlying message is curious, if not alarming. 
Individuals are no longer required to think about 
what they eat. Is it possible that consumer research is 
telling Big Food that consumers don’t want to think? 
Convenience is then bought at a premium of one’s 
health. 

ADDING NUTRITION CATEGORIES THROUGH 
ACQUISITIONS 

PepsiCo, Nestlé, and Coca-Cola are all buying additive 
businesses that build out nutritional benefits within 
product lines and categories. Purchasing companies 
that have already paid product research and 
development costs and fought for consumer attention 
helps Big Food gain more market share faster and 
cheaper than if they had to do that work themselves. 
The goal is to offer consumers more choice. More 
choice also means more noise in the supermarket and 
a distraction from Big Food’s competitors—including 
the food that is actually better for the consumer. The 
unfortunate result of this is that whole food is being 
drowned out of the marketplace. Barry Schwartz, the 
psychologist who wrote The Paradox of Choice – Why 
More is Less, posits that eliminating consumer choice 
greatly reduces anxiety for shoppers.30 Big Food is 
aggravating consumer anxiety with an overabundance 
of choice, in part to drive business to their recognized 
brands. 

Creating new food categories is one of the methods 
PepsiCo uses to seamlessly integrate newly acquired 
health-conscious companies. The company’s “Good-
for-You Portfolio,” offering snacks and drinks made of 
grains, fruit, nuts, vegetables, and dairy, was expanded 
as PepsiCo was spending $6 billion on businesses that 
produce coconut water, juice-and-dairy, and fortified 
water.31 Note that the existing lines of processed foods 
are not going away or being discontinued. Instead, 
those foods are becoming PepsiCo’s “Fun-for-You 

Portfolio.” “Good-for-You” now represents $10 billion 
in business, a number Nooyi expects to triple by 2020. 

The food categorization approach for “packaged 
nutrition” and “functional” foods and beverages is, by 
design, creating a Big Food system of “personalized 
nutrition.” These product portfolios are designed to 
deliver functional benefits. Nutrition attributes such 
as antioxidants are found in Naked® juice (acquired by 
PepsiCo in 2006).  Athletic-type specific physiological 
or metabolic attributes are delivered in Gatorade® 
(acquired by PepsiCo in 2001). These selling points 
appeal to consumers’ physiological and aspirational 
experiences. With aging Baby Boomers and health 
conscious consumers, PepsiCo’s aim is to leverage 
its cost efficiencies and distribution to deliver these 
products to the company’s brand-loyal consumer base. 
Moreover, Nooyi is coining the phrase “scientifically 
advantaged” to suggest that the same great taste is 
available in PepsiCo’s nutritionally better products. 
Consumers are no longer faced with choosing between 
health and taste—life just got easier.32   

Developing Reengineered Food
Big Food possesses a powerful advantage as they use 
cutting-edge research and product development to win 
market share. Today, Big Food offers new products that 
merge food and medicine, aiming to improve health 
benefits. Research helps create ingredients in the lab 
or discover new ingredients in nature that are being 
incorporated into “healthier” products. Big Food is 
effectively building a better snack experience for the 
consumer with products that taste good and match 
consumers’ health aspirations. Research even reveals 
the difference between what consumers say they 
want and what they really want, helping companies 
label products with language that effectively works 
to sell those products. State-of-the-art laboratories 
and significant expansion of a company’s research 
capabilities reflect major capital investments to develop 
the food of the future.

IMPROVING HEALTH BENEFITS

In order to build healthy product portfolios, PepsiCo and 
Nestlé are in the process of merging food and medicine. 
These companies are committed to developing their 
own inventions and reengineering food ingredients to 

In order to build healthy product portfolios, 
PepsiCo and Nestlé are in the process of 
merging food and medicine.
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market for health. PepsiCo is addressing the under-
served and lower-income markets with research and 
development to expand affordable and nutritionally 
relevant products. For example, in India, the company 
is addressing iron-deficiency anemia with fortified 
snacks and biscuits. It has also identified nutrient-
stable crops for growing in sub-Saharan Africa so that 
foods and snacks can be produced locally as part of a 
pilot project in 2011.33

Similarly, Nestlé indicates in its Annual Report 2010 that 
the company is providing lower-income consumers 
around the world with nutritious, affordable, branded 
food. It is offering 4,860 food items as part of its 
“Growth drivers” in “Emerging markets and Popularly 
Positioned Products” (see Appendix F). One example 
includes selling 90 billion servings annually of Maggi 
bouillon cubes fortified with key micronutrients to 
address specific vitamin deficiencies in emerging 
markets. Other new market and product development 
investments are being made between food and 
pharmaceuticals as part of the creation of Nestle 
Health Science and the Nestle Institute of Health 
Sciences. The initiative seeks to prevent and treat health 
conditions such as diabetes, obesity, Alzheimer’s, and 
cardiovascular disease. Nestlé’s Vitaflo line focuses 
on inherited metabolic syndrome. Its products are 
developed for specific medical purposes such as 
inborn errors of metabolism (IEM) and disease-related 
malnutrition (DRM). Nestlé also owns the Jenny Craig 
brand targeted for the weight-conscious, stating it is 
a “clinically proven” weight management program 
with a holistic approach to weight loss and weight 
maintenance focusing on “food, body, and mind.”34 

Big Food is now also using research to develop age-
centric food and beverage products and to create a life 
stage orientation toward certain foods and beverages. 
Products are being designed and categorized based 
on what a body’s nutritional needs might be, given 
a consumer’s age and other characteristics. At 
PepsiCo, Nooyi envisions functional foods designed 
for the life stages of teens, pregnant women, and 
seniors. In a Nooyi-type world, an otherwise harried 
consumer breathes into a vending machine, has 
his or her metabolism analyzed, and seconds later 
grabs a customized snack that has plopped out the 
bottom.35 Big Food’s strategy is to market products 
with a scientific health approach in order to deliver 

personalized nutrition from the cradle to the grave. 
This growth strategy enables Nestlé to embark on 
new industries and PepsiCo to claim snack foods as 
“healthy.” Can such a vision and growth last for another 
100 years?

BUILDING A BETTER SNACK EXPERIENCE

As illustrated by Nestlé’s beginnings in infant nutrition, 
food has historically been engineered to achieve 
particular goals, hence the phrase “manufactured 
foods.” In the early 1990s, the amount of peanut butter 
M&M/Mars originally put in its M&M’S® Peanut 
Butter Chocolate Candies may have been an attempt 
to influence consumer buying habits instead of merely 
creating a pleasing flavor. When the candy was being 
launched, the Brand Manager suggested that the 
formulation was based on not completely satisfying 
the consumer’s desire in a few pieces of confection. 
Encouraging the consumption of more candy was the 
goal—just enough peanut butter to make the consumer 
eat more. 

In today’s food climate, the engineering of food has 
turned to health. Big Food is trying to add health to the 
brand experience without losing the consumer base 
over taste. For example, PepsiCo has invested $500 
million in research and development, with the express 
purpose of reducing salt and sugar content by 25% by 
2015, while keeping the same taste experience of their 
products.36 

PepsiCo plans to achieve its sodium reduction goal 
with the help of a “15 micron salt” the company has 
developed. This new salt delivers the same taste 
experience with 25% to 40% less sodium. The company 
is effectively selling it in the U.K. in its existing Walkers® 
brand of chips. Soon to arrive in the U.S., this new salt 
will appear in the Lay’s® brand plain chips by the end 
of 2012.37 

Simultaneously, PepsiCo is planning to reach its 
sugar reduction goal by discovering and exploring 
plant substitutes for sugar. At the company’s newly 

Big Food’s strategy is to market products 
with a scientific health approach in order 
to deliver personalized nutrition from the 
cradle to the grave.
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established Global Nutrition Center, senior vice 
president Gregg Yep leads searches around the globe 
for natural ingredients with health benefits. Kuming 
Botany University, based in China, is one of the 
partners in this search.38 By using the collections of its 
“trekkers,” PepsiCo has its people talk to local villagers 
to discover how are they making food taste sweet. 
Startling results may come from a host of organic 
sources such as fruits, plants, roots, and even insects. 

Once natural sweeteners are identified, PepsiCo will 
then employ two types of tasters to determine the 
viability of potential alternatives. The first taster is 
PepsiCo’s own invention of a robot built with human 
taste buds engineered to identify a natural, zero-calorie 
sweetener that tastes exactly like sugar.39 The efficiency 
and effectiveness of the robot enables it to taste 40,000 
samples a day!40 

The other tasters are human. Consumer feedback 
helps Big Food win more consumers. Human tasting 
involves two types of consumer testing. The first uses 
focus groups with ordinary consumers who taste and 
comment on new products such as a “chewy smash bar” 
for cereal, fruit, and chocolate flavors. The second uses 
professional testers trained for nuance. This second 
group makes refined comments on specific flavors, 
such as delineating the lemon-lime combination 
varieties for an optimum blend. Professional tasters 
have skills to discern these attributes at a very detailed 
level. Sodas, for example, can have up to 26 attributes 
upon which a taster might comment. Strikingly, the 
“win rate” for new products is low, with only one in 10 
ever making it out of the lab.41 It is important to note 
that even with the low success rate, the investment in 
R&D is minimal compared to the profit derived from food 
products developed for taste and cost rather than health. 

UNDERSTANDING THE CONSUMER MIND 

Consumer feedback is not limited to overt, observable 
responses and self-reports. PepsiCo is using high-tech 
equipment to also reveal the subtleties of consumer 
behavior as influenced by the unconscious mind.

Using fMRI studies that measure brain activity, 
PepsiCo examined the effect of language on the brain’s 
response to taste. They discovered that depending on 
an individual’s level of reward sensitivity, he or she 
may respond differently to words such as “healthy” or 

“treat.” A person with a high level of reward sensitivity—
or those easily satisfied—will find something labeled 
“treat” more satisfying. A person with a low level of 
reward sensitivity will find something labeled “healthy” 
to be more satisfying. Some researchers believe those 
with low reward sensitivity are more likely to struggle 
with obesity since they need to eat more to achieve 
a sense of satisfaction, or “bliss point.” This means 
PepsiCo’s tests indicate products labeled “healthy” 
would appeal more to people with unhealthy eating 
habits. 42 

Another resource that PepsiCo is using to study 
consumers is its new research lab equipped with a 

one-way mirror and concealed cameras. Cameras in 
combination with facial-interpretation software are 
used to interpret how people say one thing while they’re 
really thinking something else. While participating in 
taste trials, they may say they prefer the new product 
without the salt and calories, yet they really want to eat 
the original product.43 The conundrum lies in whether 
we even know what that “same great taste” is anymore, 
due to the effect of advertising, packaging, and now, 
“scientifically advantaged” treatments and inventions.44 
Physiological sensations and social aspirations are now 
blurred even in people’s own minds. Determining how 
to influence consumer behavior through packaging 
and taste is a complex challenge both for Big Food and 
for anyone undertaking a shift in our eating paradigm.

Influencing Government and Individuals 
SCALING ORGANIC FOR PROFIT  

Big Food’s ability to defuse threats and capitalize on 
opportunities is real and problematic for food reform 
movements. As an example, the rapid market growth 
of organic in conjunction with the movement for 
uniform federal standards caught the attention of Big 
Food. Big Food entered the organic market, eroding 
the price premium earnings of businesses adhering to 

Determining how to influence consumer 
behavior through packaging and taste is a 
complex challenge both for Big Food and  
for anyone undertaking a shift in our  
eating paradigm.



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     17  16     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper

higher standard. It became difficult, if not impossible, 
for small businesses with products adhering to stricter 
regulations to continue to compete in a marketplace 
where their products were now perceived as the same 
as those of Big Food. Organic and other micro-markets 
that cultivate new profit potential are vulnerable to 
corporate entrants who possess the strength to scale 
and the influence to reshape product regulation. One 
significant outcome for the micro-market is the loss of 
its original ideals. 

Big Food was able to render organic ideals toothless 
even while they accumulated capital from this market 
segment. They used their relationships in regulatory 
bodies such as the USDA to effectively dismantle 

the original organic standards.45 Simultaneously, Big 
Food bought successful small organic players and 
reengineered their products by lowering product quality 
to drive cost efficiencies. Meanwhile, consumers loyal 
to the organic brand may not be aware of Big Food’s 
new ownership nor the changing product ingredients.46 

Organic and other micro-markets that 
cultivate new profit potential are vulnerable 
to corporate entrants who possess the 
strength to scale and the influence to 
reshape product regulation.
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Effective use of strategic, competitive counter-reform, 
as evidenced in the cooptation of organic and fair 
trade standards, helps corporations defuse threats to 
their profit margins and to their dominant production, 
pricing, labor, trading, and retailing practices. In the 
2009 article, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic and 
Fair Trade Standards,” authors Philip H. Howard and 
Daniel Jaffee term these reductions in standards the 
“corporate countermovement” against the regulatory 
impact of agrifood frameworks such as organic. 
Alarmingly, no systematic examination is underway 
to peel back the irony that Big Food has undermined 
their competitors by weakening the barriers to the 
accumulation of capital in organic markets and diluting 
the transformative ideals that made for the heart of 
organic. Organic is not alone. Big Food will behave 
similarly with other ideas showing profit potential, 
such as health-related foods. 

Big Food is successful at: (1) removing rules that hurt 
Big Food; (2) changing rules to create barriers for 
businesses without massive capital; (3) eroding price 
premiums so that only the those with economies 
of scale can survive; (4) soliciting use of subsidies 
and research; and (5) altering standards to dilute 
a comprehensive concept into a single issue.47 Big 
Food’s strengths enable them to undermine the market 
success of attempts to reinsert higher social and moral 
principles. The unfortunate outcome in the organic 
movement was that the ideals of organic were sidelined 
and lost. The holistic set of agro-ecological practices 
that originally defined organic has been pushed aside, 
with the backing of the USDA, influenced by Big Food. 
Organic was redefined as a substitution of inputs. 
This allowed more market entrants to use the word 
“organic,” enjoy the image of being organic, and reap 
capital from a vibrant market of consumers trained that 
organic is good for them. Will Big Food take the word 
“health” in a similar fashion? 

Howard and Jaffe assert, “Future initiatives should 
consider how to frame a more decentralized, semi-
autonomous system that could foster competition 

among producers for the highest possible standard, 
rather than a more centralized standard that pushes 
practices toward the lowest common denominator.”48 
The potential exists for the sustainable food system 
movement to address consumer appeal and win more 
market share. What remains elusive is the deeper 
understanding of how to effectively tap consumers’ 
disconnect between what food really satisfies and 
nourishes and why they eat what they eat. Is a conscious 
and thoughtful diet really that “unsexy?”

IN THE CROSSHAIRS OF CRITICISM

In addition to shaping government regulation, Big Food 
also shapes public perception. Maintaining a positive 
public image in the face of merited criticism requires 
savvy public relations maneuvering and is essential to 
meeting growth and sales targets. 

As an example, Big Food has come under attack as a 
major contributor to the epidemic of childhood obesity.  
The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation reported in 
2008 that the obesity rate was over 17% for children 
and adolescents, having more than tripled in 40 years. 
Heightened risk for hypertension, high cholesterol, 
sleep apnea, orthopedic problems, and type two 
diabetes was present for nearly 33% of American 
children and adolescents who were overweight or 
obese at the time of the report. The majority of foods 
and beverages advertised to children are high in 
calories, sugar, sodium, and fat, making a significant 
contribution to the deteriorating state of children’s 
health.49 With plans to continue expansion in child and 
teen markets, how do companies cultivate a perception 
of benefiting children in order to continue to promote 
their products? 

Examining a General Mills Lucky Charms® cereal box 
reveals two clear tactics. General Mills is promoting 
whole grain as the first ingredient to suggest that 
the cereal offers nutrition foremost even though the 
product has marshmallows, sugar, and corn syrup. 
They also list the quantitative exchange from the 

The potential exists for the sustainable 
food system movement to address 
consumer appeal and win more  
market share.

By responding to opportunities in the market 
that give them exposure to children, Big Food is 
benefiting from consumption-based campaigns 
to “do good.” It’s a win-win for a company. 
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Choose Your Foods List: Exchange List for Diabetes© 
from the American Dietetic Association and the 
American Diabetes Association thereby implying that 
the sugared cereal is an appropriate food choice for 
people with diabetes.  Beyond ingredients, Big Food 
also seeks to counter their negative image through 
educational fund raising—and they do so in a way that 
continues to earn profits. For instance, General Mills 
was running premium Saturday morning television 
commercials in July 2011 to promote its education 
campaign. Its “Box Tops for Education” program, found 
on the same cereal box, rewards pupils, parents, and 
schools for collecting box tops that are essentially the 
result of having purchased and consumed the product. 
By responding to opportunities in the market that give 
them exposure to children, Big Food is benefiting from 
consumption-based campaigns to “do good.” It’s a 
win-win for a company.  

Big Food must also face criticism from its shareholders. 
A recent slump in PepsiCo’s soda sales captured 
shareholder attention and has created increased 
pressure to push traditional beverage sales while 
simultaneously promoting new health portfolios.50 

Nooyi has reinforced that the company’s execution of 
its strategic vision must come with some necessary 
road bumps, but influencing shareholder perception 
is an uphill battle. PepsiCo must correct and keep its 
course because its overarching goal is to be ready for 
the new realities in the marketplace for at least the 
next 20 years.51 Internal concerns around sales goals 
and maximum profitability mean that we can expect 
PepsiCo and other Big Food companies to continue 
to market their traditional range of products, while 
expanding into nutrition, health, and wellness.

Whether shareholders will tolerate the dips involved in 
pursuing the new health and wellness focus remains. 
In order to correct the company’s soft sales, PepsiCo 
will need to balance its aspiration to higher values 
with maintaining its brand equity. Its attempt to “make 
good” with the company’s Pepsi Refresh Project and 
giving $20 million to consumer-elected causes did not 
sell more Pepsi-Cola. Undaunted, Nooyi states that 
the company intends to be here for decades to come, 
and therefore it must represent the market’s demand 
for actually doing good. However, shareholders get 
squeamish at the reality of declining soda sales.

STAFFING AND SUPPORT BY DESIGN

Another area where Big Food is strong is in their ability 
to identify, groom, and convert human talent into 
effective, results-oriented armies. Big Food companies 
have training budgets that are sizable enough to sustain 
massive talent development programs. These programs 
transform employees’ skills into competencies and 
provide coaching for specific performance objectives, 
such as effective leadership, to achieve meaningful 
results. This kind of support, focus, leadership, 
teamwork, and discipline enables Big Food to keep up 
momentum and fulfill their visions. Well-liked leaders 
who are trained to see and articulate the company’s 
vision and mobilize teams to complete defined tasks 
often win their way up the corporate ladder. CEO 
compensation may draw debate as a result of media 

In similar fashion to hiring an African-
American sales force to tackle an African-
American market, Nooyi is today hiring science 
and health leaders to realize PepsiCo’s goals of 
creating and selling “Good-for-You” food.
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coverage, but these big companies provide jobs and 
may even provide fulfilling work because employees 
feel they are achieving their goals. 

One example of grooming a corporate army is 
how PepsiCo’s Board of Directors and CEOs have 
demonstrated forward-thinking approaches to hiring 
practices throughout the company’s history. PepsiCo’s 
unique hiring practices go as far back as 1947, when 
it formed the first African-American male sales force, 
trained to specifically penetrate and grow the African-
American markets in the southern U.S.52 As previously 
mentioned, PepsiCo also recently groomed and hired 
its first-ever female CEO. Although it appears that 
PepsiCo is in trouble with layoffs and stock price 
volatility, its vision and subsequent decision-making 
are still sure-footed and clear, as stated by Nooyi.53 In 
similar fashion to hiring an African-American sales 
force to tackle an African-American market, Nooyi 
is today hiring science and health leaders to realize 
PepsiCo’s goals of creating and selling “Good-for-
You” food. 

Two prominent PepsiCo employees stand out as 
part of Nooyi’s vision. First, Mehmood Khan, an 
endocrinologist formerly with the Mayo Clinic, was 
brought in to lead the company’s research efforts. 
The scientific challenge for his role is to determine 
whether the company can make a lower-sodium chip 
that tastes just as salty as a regular chip.54 Second, 
Derek Yach, who was formerly with the World 
Health Organization (WHO), is part of the PepsiCo 
team working to cut the amount of salt and sugar 
in its products. Yach’s critics think he has sold out. 
Compared to working within the bureaucracy of 
WHO, however, Yach is enjoying the authority and 
resources—both financial and human—in the private 
sector that can help bring his vision of salt and sugar 
reduction to fruition. He proposed an “eat less and 
drink less soda” recommendation at WHO before he 
was demoted as a result of what is believed to have 
been Big Food’s influence.55 Yach is notable for having 
architected the “Framework Convention on Tobacco 
Control,” a landmark in public-health policy, which 
imposed strict limits on how tobacco companies 

sell their products around the world. When he tried 
to parallel this strategy in the food industry, he faced 
the difficult challenge of trying to paint Big Food as 
pariahs—such as was successfully done with tobacco. 
The truth he suggested is that healthy food can be 
made where a healthy cigarette cannot.56

Ultimately, Big Food builds armies that are strategically 
aligned toward a common vision. Talented and 
competent individuals are specifically tasked with a 
role. They are trained and paid well. When an idea 
is a smart business decision, the ease with which 
resources are made available makes achieving goals 
likely, and in many cases inevitable. Coca-Cola’s 
worldwide team provides us a stark appreciation 
for what it means to have a dedicated army sharing 
one vision. It has 700,000 employees focused on 
protecting its shareholders’ interests and achieving 
company goals, as stated in its 2010 Annual Review:

 “Your trust and confidence in the fine women 
and men of Coca-Cola are what wakes us up in 
the morning and fuels us late into the night. Rest 
assured we will continue to work tirelessly to 
protect and grow the value of your investment in 
our Company.”57

The leaders of PepsiCo use “The Promise of PepsiCo” 
as the company’s guiding vision for its purpose, 
values, and stakeholder interactions:

 “At PepsiCo, Performance with Purpose means 
delivering sustainable growth by investing in a 
healthier future for people and our planet. As a 
global food and beverage company with brands 
that stand for quality and are respected household 
names – Pepsi-Cola, Lay’s, Quaker Oats, Tropicana 
and Gatorade, to name but a few – we will continue 
to build a portfolio of enjoyable and healthier foods 
and beverages, find innovative ways to reduce the 
use of energy, water and packaging, and provide a 
great workplace for our associates. Additionally, we 
respect, support and invest in the local communities 
where we operate, by hiring local people, creating 
products designed for local tastes and partnering 
with local farmers, governments and community 
groups. Because a healthier future for all people 
and our planet means a more successful future for 
PepsiCo. This is our promise.”58

Big Food builds armies that are strategically 
aligned toward a common vision.
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Not only does Big Food respond effectively to multi-
faceted change, but they also build potent long-term 
relationships with their consumers to help ensure 
market share. The relationship between Big Food 
and consumers starts early and is designed to last 
a lifetime. Big Food engineers their ubiquitous and 
omnipotent approach with the goal of permeating 
our culture and gaining absolute entrenchment. In 
The End of Overeating: Taking Control of the Insatiable 
American Appetite, David Kessler captures this idea by 
noting the proliferation of locations where we can now 
stop and fill up with a snack. This is representative of 
Coca-Cola’s distribution goal, well known within the 
food and beverage industry: Be everywhere. Also, the 
effectiveness of technology packaged in mobile phones 
reveals the far-reaching impact and relevancy in all 
cultures for creating mass appeal for Big Food brands. 
For example, Coca-Cola attributes the company’s 
success at increasing consumption in India in large 
part to mobile marketing campaigns.

Within Children’s Reach by Design
Of equal interest is when Big Food’s influence is 
understated and hidden. As soon as a person walks 
into a grocery store, he or she is being subtly charmed. 
To start, the shopping carts and baskets are sometimes 
adorned with advertisements. Newer carts are now 
being designed to actually encourage specific types of 
purchases, using labeled compartments for items such 
as fresh flowers or produce. 

Moreover, shelving layouts employing plan-o-gram 
schematics map out product placement on shelves. 
Nielsen Media Research, based in New York, NY, 
produces ratings that are a common industry standard 
for measuring market share and help shape these 
shelving layouts. Nielsen’s reports take on biblical 
authenticity with marketers and are used by retailers 
to determine which manufacturers receive premium 

eyelevel and centered placement on shelves, displays, 
and supplier-paid fixtures. It is by design that a 
billboard of brightly colored cereal boxes full of sugar 
meets the eye level of a child when he or she is sitting 
in the shopping cart seat. Should the child be on foot, 
the same or similar cereals can be found on bottom 
shelves. The intended result is that the child will 
influence a purchase. Meanwhile, parents and other 
adults will find less sugary cereal varieties on the top 
shelves. 

Children free to roam within the store will find sugar 
confections such as Starburst® Fruit Chews or Skittles® 
Bite Size Candies easily within reach. Companies place 
sugared items on aisle lower shelves and in the lower 
section of checkout magazine racks for easy child-
access. Conversely, adults find their preferred chocolate 
confections higher up on aisle shelves and magazine 
racks. Product placements are determined by what 
company paid what amount, and shelves are filled 
with the participating company’s product according 
to percentage of space paid. For children especially, 
the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation has led an 
effort to study specific marketing tactics affecting the 
purchasing and eating behavior of children and the 
parents who spend the money.59

Distribution, Promotion, and Making 
Memories
In order for Big Food brands to grow, distribution and 
promotion monies are allocated to launch new products 
and introduce them to consumers. Once consumers 
start using the products in their family activities, 

RELATING TO CONSUMERS

The relationship between Big Food and 
consumers starts early and is designed to  
last a lifetime.
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memory-making and loyalty-building begins. The role 
of distribution outlets is highlighted in this paper to 
reveal the interdependency and power of the supplier-
distributor partnership. What is also noteworthy, 
but not as well known, is that retailers like Walmart 
receive monies to advertise and promote brands as 
well as secure premium product placements within 
its stores. Supermarkets are like real estate divided up 
into parcels with premium space sold to the highest 
bidder, making it difficult for smaller companies to get 
their products seen and purchased. Even magazine 
racks are paid for by suppliers such as magazine 
publishers and confection manufacturers. Payments 
from suppliers including food manufacturers are in 
the bulk of “Receivables, Payments, and Advertising 
Costs,” with the specific information available in 
the Walmart 2010 Annual Report section “Notes to 
Consolidated Financial Statements.” It is these monies 
that Big Food can afford to spend on their marketing 
efforts where smaller food enterprises cannot. Likewise 
these monies are paid to make space in a retailer’s 
warehouse and cover administrative charges to insert 
new products into a retailer’s inventory system.

Another aspect of distribution and product placement 
not often reflected upon, and perhaps not even 
consciously noticed, takes place when families or 
friends are sharing time together outside their homes. 
Products are paired with the emotional attachment 
of family and friend experiences and acquire some of 
the positive feelings associated with those memories. 
These feelings help make brand loyalty last a lifetime. 
As an example, let’s examine the consumer experience 
in movie theaters. On the way between entry and the 
consumer’s seat in an AMC theatre, perhaps a dozen 
or more appealing visuals of the Coca-Cola brand are 
displayed. This level of “ownership” in a high-traffic 
outlet creates impressions that can make for life-long 
memories and emotional attachments to brands. This 
is especially potent when a child is with a parent seeing a 
movie and having fun together. This repeated exposure 
cultivates the underpinning of a child’s development 
arc of brand awareness, use, and resulting loyalty that 
at times may be unconscious.

Tying brands and products to entertainment moments 
when a parent and child share carefree time is a key 
practice of Big Food. Kessler states, “This common 

experience is supported by a substantial body of 
research suggesting that we’re better at remembering 
details when they’re associated with emotionally 
charged events. That’s the food industry’s goal in 
television advertising. We aren’t being sold nutrition or 
satisfaction. We are being sold emotions.”60 Thus, it is 
not surprising that family and child advocates promote 
a cultural return to the family dining table where whole 
food is paired with the simple attention children 
receive from their parents. Healthy eating becomes 
psychologically rooted in a child’s memory. The food is 
an after-thought, so to speak. It’s merely why children 
and parents are gathered together sharing time. 

Momentum Builds Billion-Dollar Brands
A testimonial to the power and impact of Big Food’s 
success is the long-term, results orientation to 
marketing practices in order to effectively win market 
share. Many of us are aware of the ongoing “fight” 
between PepsiCo and Coca-Cola over soda market 
share. Both organizations enjoy tremendous consumer 
loyalty, heedless of contemporary health concerns 
around soda.

At PepsiCo, advertising and marketing are investments 
for improving traction in brand equity with consumers 
via global, regional, and local brands. Defining the 
consumer relationship is more than merely having 
a website and securing purchase. Rather, it is a total 
entrenchment in culture and mindshare. PepsiCo’s 
commitment to this relationship is highlighted in its 
2010 Annual Report, revealing that the company spent 
$3.4 billion that year marketing and advertising its 
brands.61 As the second largest food-and-beverage 
business in the world (after Nestlé) and the largest 
food-and-beverage business in the U.S., PepsiCo, Inc. 
has 19 “mega-brands,” each of which generated $1 
billion or more in retail sales for 2010. With Pepsi Cola 

As of October 2011, Coca-Cola ranked in the 
top slot on Facebook, with 34 million fans 
and a growth rate of 2.6% per month. No 
other food or beverage company was even in 
Facebook’s top five. 66
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at $21 billion, Mountain Dew at $9 billion, and Walkers® 
Potato Chips at $2 billion, all 19 of PepsiCo’s mega-
brands experienced increased revenues, attributed in 
part to brand-building activities.

Coca-Cola’s marketing practices as presented in their 
2010 Annual Review attributes its sales growth success 
to its sustaining commitment to product promotion. 
At its inception, Coca-Cola saw nine drinks served per 
day in the U.S.62 As of 2010, it enjoyed 200 million 
servings per day in North America. Worldwide, it had 
1.5 billion servings per day in 200 countries and seeks 
to double that by dominating every market it enters.63 

The company is openly positioning the firm for the 
growing populations in the U.S. and beyond. Coca-Cola 
measures the opportunity of the forthcoming global 
middle class as one billion more consumers who will 
be able to buy its products. The company imagines 
new products and packaging that it can customize 
to fit cultural nuances, regional tastes, and lifestyles. 
By 2020, 31 million more Americans will be part of 
the consuming public, while 31 million more teens 
are expected worldwide.64 Topping the charts in teen 
population growth are India, China, and the U.S., in 
that order.65

In today’s environment, it is no surprise that 
technology is fueling this rapid growth for all products. 
As of October 2011, Coca-Cola ranked in the top 
slot on Facebook, with 34 million fans and a growth 
rate of 2.6% per month. No other food or beverage 
company was even in Facebook’s top five.66 As of the 
same date, Coca-Cola was also in Twitter’s top slot.67 
With the number of mobile phones at five billion 
worldwide, the company sees mobile marketing as the 
premium channel for promotion, where it can touch 
consumers daily and drive consumption in India and 
Japan. To further illustrate the power of a global brand, 
Coca-Cola entered a new market with a regionally 
designed product, Minute Maid Pulpy® in China. 
In less than five years it surpassed retail sales of $1 
billion. Minute Maid Pulpy® represents the company’s 
14th billion-dollar brand and its first $1 billion brand 
in an emerging nation.68 The momentum and power 
of China’s consumers are startling. As a comparison, 
M&M/Mars’ Snickers® Bar did not achieve $1 billion 
status until its 60th year in the U.S. 

A Marriage of Convenience
To sum up the Big Food and consumer relationship, 
it is a marriage of convenience.  Despite health 
issues facing Americans today, consumers are not 
as concerned with receiving nutritious food from Big 
Food as with receiving convenience. Consumers make 
a strategic choice, consciously or not, to reduce the 
chore of food preparation and have life made easy. 
They are trading off their relationship to food and 
its source for the convenience of easy-to-buy and 
easy-to-prepare manufactured foods. Consequently, 
consumers are becoming increasingly vulnerable to 
health deterioration and ignorance about the quality of 
their food. Especially in these rapidly evolving economic 
times, consumers are eating manufactured foods to 
relieve themselves of the burden of food preparation 
without much concern for true nourishment or 
realizing the difference between whole foods versus 
manufactured foods. Whole foods have the stigma of 
taking too much time to cook and not tasting as good 
as manufactured food—and children are learning this 
is how we eat.

Big Food caters to people whose lives are overwhelming 
and harried. Stressed people have an increased 
inclination to indulge in food as an opportunity for 
pleasure and reward instead of just nourishment.69 Big 
Food feeds this desire for indulgence by proliferating 
new products that taste great and make consumers 
think they are eating for health. In addition, Big Food 
is beginning to meet the busy consumer’s demand 
for convenience and nutrition by marketing “drinkified 
snacks” and “snackified” drinks.70 PepsiCo is testing 
Tropolis, a squeezable juice pack, in the American 
Midwest. Imagine a child who doesn’t want to eat 
carrots. Yet, if a carrot is sneaked into a drink with a 
“wonderful squeezable form,” perhaps that child will 
ingest more vegetables. For adults, PepsiCo is testing 
oatmeal in a drinkable form under the Quaker Oats 
brand in Mexico and Brazil, eventually destined for 

Consumers make a strategic choice, 
consciously or not, to reduce the chore of 
food preparation and have life made easy.
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U.S. markets as well.71 Coca-Cola has launched Hugo®, 
a dairy and juice drink that combines milk and fruit 
nectar, in Peru and Argentina.72

The perception that health can be attained through 
conveniently packaged bottles and squeeze bags lures 
American consumers away from practices of real health. 
Nooyi envisions training American consumers to eat 
manufactured soup as an on-the-go healthy snack. 
She seeks to combine convenience and aspiration to 
benefit the consumer, but this practice illuminates 
how our food system has become a proliferation of 
“non-food activity-based ingestibles.” Imagine the 
beleaguered consumer choosing not to grocery shop 
and cook, but instead racing home from work while 
snacking with mobility-designed packaging.73 The 
conflation of nutrition and convenience may only 
serve to fuel detrimental food habits in the American 
populace and increasing diet-related diseases.

Nooyi is also saying that consumers are trainable. When 
PepsiCo strategically pursues training consumers to 
eat something, they are highly effective. Big Food wins 
when they respond to the demands on the consumer 
and make the consumer’s life easier. They make it easier 
for consumers by taking the thinking out of eating. 
They show us images and thoughtfully chosen words 
to transmit, “Hey, you can trust us and belong to the 
happy, healthy people.” In this way, consumers feel like 
they are winners by getting food that tastes good and 
is healthy. However, they are being manipulated with 
superficial associations to purchase manufactured 
food instead of being physically nourished with whole 
food.

What is poignant and rather sad in this transaction 
is that consumers not only increasingly transmit the 
message, “I am trainable.” They also communicate 
through their purchase habits that they prefer to be 
trained, to take what is offered, and to relinquish 
thinking about their responsibility for their own lives 
and their family’s health.

Whole foods have the stigma of taking 
too much time to cook and not tasting as 
good as manufactured food—and children 
are learning this is how we eat.

The perception that health can be attained 
through conveniently packaged bottles and 
squeeze bags lures American consumers away 
from practices of real health.
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In taking a closer look at the factors that contribute to 
consumers’ food choices and the strategies that can be 
employed to encourage people to make healthier more 
sustainable food choices, some compelling discoveries 
were made. Existing research from health advocates is 
limited, and effective programs are difficult to identify. 
However, we have 100 years worth of informative 
best practices from Big Food. What works best to 
shape consumer habits is what Big Food is already 
doing in their marketing practices! What we consume 
and how we like it delivered is based in large part on 
consumer research. In light of the brand building 
activities already highlighted, anyone seeking to 
change consumer behavior will have to compete with 
the current onslaught of conspicuous and unnoticed 
Big Food marketing practices. What we currently know 
from health advocacy programs, including the non-
profit realm, suggests that changing the eating practice 
of consumers is a normative change. It requires a 
similar approach to the one that undid tobacco’s hold: 
an integrated and strategic approach over individual-
based interventions.

In the non-profit realm, individual-based eating 
programs influencing eating practice exist. In “Tackling 
Obesity by Building Healthy Communities: Changing 
Policies Through Innovative Collaborations,” the 
Institute of Medicine states, “It is unreasonable to 
expect that people will change their behavior easily 
when so many forces in the social, cultural, and physical 
environment conspire against such change.” One of 
its recommendations advises, “Rather than focusing 
interventions on a single or limited number of health 
determinants, interventions on social and behavioral 
factors should link multiple levels of influence (i.e., 
individual, interpersonal, institutional, community, and 
policy levels).”74 

Examples of Relevant Eating Programs
The following local programs are showcased to 

demonstrate some key lessons that inform us about 
consumer behavior and responses.  Although these 
interventions are linked to single or limited health 
determinants and not to lasting multiple levels of 
influence, the discoveries about consumer choice are 
fascinating:

 • Christopher Gardner, Associate Professor at the 
Stanford University School of Medicine, shared 
his findings for an eating program intervention 
that addressed lowering cholesterol. Participants 
included cardiac patients whose cholesterol 
materially decreased and whose overall health 
improved. That was great news: changing one’s 
eating pattern made a difference. At the conclusion 
of the study, the participants were eager to have 
their meals cooked for them on an ongoing basis. 
However, when Gardner explored whether they 
would personally adopt the necessary cooking 
practices to maintain their health, he discovered 
that most would not.75

 • Debra Dunn, Consulting Associate Professor of 
Stanford’s Institute of Design, provided findings on 
an initiative to sell more hot food in the Stanford 
cafeteria. Her students who led the research and 
implementation design learned from focus group 
students that they missed home-cooked meals 
and having “Mom” prepare their plates. Also, 
symbolically, the research team discovered that this 
represented the attachment and emotion of being 
loved while at home. When the cafeteria started 
serving plated meals instead of self-serve food, the 
sales of hot foods increased.76 

 • Sylvia Drew Ivie, Senior Deputy for Human Services 
for Mark Ridley-Thomas of the LA County Board of 
Supervisors, 2nd District, was formerly a consultant 
at the California Endowment. While there, she 
explored building out a concept for community 
centers focused on diabetes management, healthy 

CONSUMERS’ FOOD CHOICES
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cooking, and eating. Ivie found that the learning and 
camaraderie among neighbors enhanced cooking 
skills, improved diets, and formed friendships. 
However, she also realized that the program was 
cost-prohibitive for the organization to scale at that 
time.77

The Most Effective Eating Program 
The biggest, most effective eating program in history 
comes from the commercial realm, where multiple 
levels of influence exist. Weight Watchers® was started 
in the early 1960s by Jean Nidtech, who combined 
nutrition science and behavioral science. Her insight 
was that “sustainable weight loss is more achievable 
with emotional support.” With a simple calorie-deficient 
diet, developed by the New York Board of Health, 
she shared her ideas with overweight neighbors, and 
complemented the diet with weekly meetings for 
commiseration, progress reports, and empathy. Today, 
the business is a million members strong with growing 
sales. The success for Weight Watchers® is clearly 
based on the links between nutrition, weight loss, and 
psychology.78 

When we take this example, even though it does not 
focus on sustainable food choices, what we see is a 
structure of science that supports lasting change. 
Consumers respond to it and achieve diet goals. As 
appealing as Weight Watchers® success is, we must 
also consider the potential conflict of interest in 
pursuing real health. Weight Watchers® is now a major 
food manufacturer itself, and its consumers buy in bulk. 
The program is effective in changing consumer eating 
habits because they have replaced one manufactured 
food for another. Consumers can purchase a month’s 
worth of manufactured food to follow a prescribed, 
daily food regimen. Although this may effectively 
reduce their weight, is this a program of real health? 
What if a system like Weight Watchers® Points Plus or 
even Weight Watchers® itself chose to promote the use 
of whole and/or organic foods? 

Lessons From Prevention Institute
As discussed in relation to Derek Yach, tobacco 
reform might well serve as a model for influencing 
consumer behavior toward healthier more sustainable 

food choices. Leslie Mikkelsen, Managing Director 
at Prevention Institute, suggests Chapter 1 of the 
Institute’s book, Prevention is Primary: Strategies for 
Community Well Being (see Appendix G), to help 
illustrate how tobacco reform and many other social 
reforms came to be successful. The underlying tenet 
of prevention frames many cases of lasting normative 
change. Examples from the Prevention Institute’s book 
of how prevention led to effective movements in the 
public realm include:

• Seminal prevention movement of 1842 by John 
Snow, a physician in London, who simply wanted to 
protect public health by improving water supplies 
and refuse and sewage disposal

• The National Minimum Age Drinking Act of 1984

• Antismoking legislation

• Routine immunizations

• Water fluoridation

• Motorcycle helmet laws79

Mikkelsen also highlights “The Spectrum of 
Prevention” structure for normative change. Lasting 
consumer behavior is most possible when a number 
of factors work together toward a common vision. This 
multifaceted and sustainable framework includes the 
following strategies:

• Influencing policy and legislation

• Changing organizational practices

• Fostering coalitions and networks

• Educating providers

• Promoting community education

• Strengthening individual knowledge and skills80

Although these individual elements, and some 
combinations thereof, exist today, what would it take 
for the sustainable food system movement to achieve 
a tipping point that will shift our food culture toward a 
pervasive eating practice of real health?
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Declining American health and increasing concern 
about the future of our food system has spurred public 
attention on our current food manufacturing and 
distribution processes. Understanding how Big Food 
uses marketing strategies and practices in conjunction 
with ongoing consumer behavior research to sell their 
products is integral to shaping an effective response. 

Upending Our Relationship To Food
As dominant forces in manufacturing and distribution, 
Big Food companies have dramatically influenced our 
society’s relationship with food. By removing the effort 
required to grow, gather, prepare, and eat food, we have 
gained time but lost health. Food used to be grown on 
a farm to nourish our bodies, but now food has become 
aspirational: hopes and dreams in a box rather than 
nourishment. Consumers have been trained to use food 
as a personal reward and as aspiration fulfillment. With 
more brands promoting their food as “made easy,” 
“an affordable luxury,” “healthier and tastier,” or “a 
moment of pleasure, an everyday reward,” consumers 
are eating for psychological benefit and entertainment 
without regard for, or accurate knowledge of, real 
nutritional content. When we look at the health issues 
that are surfacing, indicators suggest that billions of 
dollars of associated health care costs are anticipated in 
the near term. Food and health have become divorced 
from each other in reality, even as they are being wed 
together in the public mind.

Consumer interest in health has propelled Big Food 
into buying and developing product lines promoting 
health benefits. Although health is not to be found in a 
box, society’s perception of food and health is shaped 
by trusted brands. Inundated with new products and 
incessant marketing claims, consumers are swayed 
towards the idea that manufactured food is healthy. 
However, unlike the organic federal labeling standards, 
no federal standards exist for what food can currently 
be labeled “healthy.” Public perception is influenced so 

much by consumer campaigns that society begins to 
believe brand claims of “healthy” as truth. Moreover, 
the scientific research indicating that products labeled 
“healthy” would actually appeal more to people with 
unhealthy eating habits means that our most vulnerable 
consumers are at risk. We have yet to really experience 
how far Big Food will go to capitalize on the trust they 
build with consumers. 

We are at a tipping point in the relationship between 
food and health. Americans are handing over their 
health needs to the food and beverage industry. 
Nestlé is pioneering a new industry between food and 
pharmaceuticals to prevent and treat diseases and 
ease the burden on healthcare systems. Coca-Cola is 
achieving breakthrough product growth by designing 
fruit drinks with health benefits. PepsiCo is developing 
targeted food with age-related health benefits. The 
Nestle Institute of Health will lead biomedical research 
on genetics, metabolism and environment with a 
goal to develop personalized science-based nutrition. 
Consequently, American consumers are being trained 
to relate to beloved brands as trusted partners in their 
food and their health. Americans are living in the illusion 
of health as proffered by Big Food, yet they remain 
largely unhealthy, overweight, and undernourished 
by their food. As a society we are moving towards a 
dystopian dream where eating for health is made easy 
with iconic global brands and local favorites.

CONCLUSION

By removing the effort required to grow, 
gather, prepare, and eat food, we have gained 
time but lost health.

We are at a tipping point in the relationship 
between food and health. Americans are 
handing over their health needs to the food 
and beverage industry.
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Learning from Big Food
With over 100 years experience, Big Food companies 
are multibillion dollar and multinational successes. In 
the process, they have learned valuable lessons about 
winning market share and shifting our eating behavior. 
To pursue an agenda of eating whole food for real 
health, the sustainable food movement may consider 
adopting some of the strategies that Big Food uses so 
effectively:

DEFINE WHAT “WINNING” IS. 

Big Food has a quantifiable marker to define when they 
are winning: they are increasing their market share. 
Market share is directly related to profitability and to 
long-term, multi-generational viability. It is critical to 
define winning for sustainable agriculture and whole 
food in terms of a quantifiable outcome. Increased 
market share for whole food is possible, if that is a goal 
that can be agreed upon. 

BUILD A VISION. 

Having a clear vision allows Big Food companies to 
mobilize talent in pursuit of their goals. A clear vision 
that can be shared at all levels of a team drives the 
strategy to pursue market share on multiple fronts. 
Consistent reinforcement is delivered through well-
trained leaders who keep the team moving towards the 
vision and set goals toward winning. Cultivating both 
the technical talent and leadership talent to pursue 
their vision is an integral component of their success.

UNIFY. 

Big Food companies are massive organizations with 
strong leadership and an army of people employed to 
achieve their visions. Cohesive teams make up company 
management, with thousands of people executing on 
their tactics. These companies have unified dozens of 
brands and hundreds of products to capitalize on the 
strength offered by a large organization. How can a 
movement of hundreds of disparate non-profits with 

small numbers of staff effectively pursue an agenda to 
compete with Big Food? By unifying under a common 
vision. The advantage of unification is the harnessing 
of everyone’s passion to align resources, leadership, 
influence, and especially messaging to make a material 
impact.

UNDERSTAND YOUR CONSUMER. 

Big Food has proven that investment in consumer 
research about needs and aspirations creates a 
massive competitive advantage. Their success has 
created a stiff barrier to changing consumer behavior in 
different directions. Consumer research also provides 
the language and feedback from real consumers that 
can effectively sway other consumers. Marketing 
and consumer campaigns are powerful strategies 
employed to shape consumer behavior. Big Food has 
learned how to implement them effectively by taking 
the results of research and applying them on a broad 
scale. Conducting strategic inquiry with consumers who 
enjoy whole food, food gathering, and food preparation 
can provide important feedback to market whole food 
as a lifestyle choice.

FINANCE AND PROMOTE AN ASPIRATIONAL 
LIFESTYLE. 

Big Food sells dreams. They know what people want, 
and they provide clear messages associating their 
products with lifestyle aspirations. Major brands 
have learned that regular mainstream consumers 
are good at reacting emotionally. The pairing of food 
with emotional experiences creates a powerful basis 
for wanting to relive good times over and over again. 
The whole food movement can use direct marketing 
messages and images in communications that are 
paired with emotional experiences to promote a real 
health lifestyle. Promoting a whole food aspirational 
lifestyle helps consumers start to identify with how 
gathering, preparing, and eating whole foods serves 
their real health. It fulfills a vision of what kind of people 
they want to be, what kind of life they want to lead.

PLAY EVERY ANGLE. 

Competing to win means utilizing varying, sometimes 
oppositional, strategies to achieve goals. Big Food 
fought against federal organic regulations even as they 

It is critical to define winning for 
sustainable agriculture and whole food in 
terms of a quantifiable outcome



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     29  28     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper

developed products for the organic market. They sell 
health-focused products alongside unhealthy snacks. 
They fight more stringent regulatory standards even 
while hiring away the advocates for those standards to 
work for their companies. When competing for market 
share, there are no contradictions in ideology, only a 
search for the winning avenues. In similar fashion, 
whole food advocates can fight against and advertise 
against Big Food practices detrimental to public health 
while simultaneously working to turn their enemies 
into assets. As an example, finding ways to partner 
with companies such as Weight Watchers® to advance 
the whole food agenda may have a startlingly positive 
effect. 

COMMIT TO A LONG-VIEW. 

Winning comes from the long-term commitment of 
leaders and stakeholders. Each of the companies we 
have examined earned a commanding market share 
not in two years, but in 50 or 100 years. Whole food 
advocates can find success by taking the long-view 
with a strategic focus. Learn what works and what 
does not with measureable goals that drive whole 
food consumption. Plan to build that knowledge 
base and hone strategy across decades. Big Food 
also enjoys the commitment of its shareholders, 
employees, and consumers because they have built 
that commitment across decades. Building loyalty for 
a countermovement of health and whole food lifestyle 
will not be accomplished in a year—or perhaps even in 
five years. Success will be rooted in a long-view to learn 
what works, adjust what does not, and persist. If the 
health of our children is a priority, we must be prepared 
to pursue success across decades. As we have seen, 
marketing to youth entrenches a lifetime loyalty into 
young minds.

 

In addition to utilizing business strategies to sell whole 
food, part of the solution to America’s health and diet 
problems may not lie in selling different or better food, 
but in reducing intake. This will necessarily conflict with 
Big Food’s objectives and with the objectives of whole 
food suppliers from farmers to manufacturers. A key 
role of public health advocates may be to help spread 
the message that no one else wants to promote: Part 
of the solution to America’s diet-related diseases is for 
consumers to eat less.

An Effective Response
Reshaping our society’s relationship to food means 
forging a common vision and shifting our thinking 
paradigm about the approach to achieving that vision. 
Sustainable agriculture resources, both financial and 
human, have typically been divided across organizations 
with their own visions and strategies. While America 
sits on the tipping point of handing over its health 
aspirations to Big Food, sustainable agriculture and 
public health proponents still have the opportunity to 
interrupt Big Food’s momentum and win back attention 
for a real health approach to eating. To do so, they 
may benefit from adopting some of their competitors’ 
practices and employing those strategies to their own 
end. Utilizing inexpensive ingredients and engineering 
products for maximal taste, convenience, and shelf life 
has far greater profitability than selling whole food, 
which means that Big Food’s capital resources and 
solid business model will be hard to impede in the near 
term. Nonetheless, the persistent steps of a unified 
team can create a viable countermovement with the 
power to effect change. Aren’t our children worth it?

If the health of our children is a priority, we 
must be prepared to pursue success across 
decades.
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A. Big Food Industry Fact Sheet: Nestlé S. A.

NESTLÉ S. A.

AVENUE NESTLÉ 55, CH-1800 VEVEY

SWITZERLAND

BRAND: “Nestlé. Good Food. Good Life.”

POSITION: Largest food-and-beverage company in the world. 

2010 ANNUAL REVENUES: $117.3 billion

BUSINESS UNITS

• Powdered and liquid beverages

• Water

• Milk products and ice cream

• Nutrition

• Prepared dishes and cooking aids

• Confectionery

• PetCare

• Alcon Laboratories (eye care products)

• Health and beauty joint ventures

• Associated companies not listed

Sources: Nestlé, Annual Report 2010 and John Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” The New Yorker, May 16, 2011.
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B. Big Food Industry Fact Sheet: The Coca-Cola Company

THE COCA-COLA COMPANY

ONE COCA-COLA PLAZA

ATLANTA, GEORGIA, 30313 USA

BRAND: “Coca-Cola: 125 years of sharing happiness.”

POSITION: Largest beverage company in the world.

2010 ANNUAL REVENUES: $35 billion

BEVERAGE PORTFOLIO

• Low- and no-calorie sparkling beverages

• Juices and juice drinks

• Waters

• Sports and energy drinks

• Teas

• Coffees

•Dairy-based beverages

Source: The Coca-Cola Company, Advancing Our Global Momentum: 2010 Annual Review.
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C. Big Food Industry Fact Sheet: PepsiCo

PEPSICO, INC.

700 ANDERSON HILL ROAD

PURCHASE, NY, 10577 USA

BRAND: “PepsiCo. The good company. Performance with purpose.” 

POSITION: Largest food-and-beverage company in the U. S. and the second-largest in the world, after Nestle. 

2010 ANNUAL REVENUES: $57.8 billion

FOOD AND BEVERAGE PORTFOLIO

• Liquid refreshments/soft drinks division, Pepsi-Cola is second to Coca-Cola, worldwide.

• Savory snacks division, Frito-Lay is ten times larger than its largest competitor, Diamond Foods, Inc.,  
of San Francisco.

Sources: PepsiCo, Performance With Purpose: 2010 Annual Report, and John Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” The New Yorker, May 16, 2011.
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D. Big Food Industry Fact Sheet: Walmart

WALMART STORES, INC.

702 S. W. 8TH STREET 

BENTONVILLE, ARKANSAS USA

BRAND: “We save people money so they can live better.”

POSITION: Largest retailer in the world.

2010 ANNUAL REVENUES: $408 billion

BUSINESS UNITS

• Walmart U.S.

• Sam’s Club

• Walmart International

Source: Walmart, 2010 Annual Report.
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E. PepsiCo Wholesome & Enjoyable Foods & Beverages Portfolio

Source: PepsiCo, Performance With Purpose: 2010 Annual Report.
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Source: Nestlé, Annual Report 2010.

F. Nestle Roadmap to Good Food, Good Life
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G. Prevention is Primary: Strategies for Community Well Being



  42     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     43  42     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  44     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     45  44     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  46     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     47  46     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  48     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     49  48     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  50     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     51  50     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  52     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     53  52     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  54     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     55  54     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  56     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     57  56     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  58     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     59  58     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  60     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     61  60     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  62     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     63  62     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  64     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     65  64     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  66     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     67  66     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  68     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



 MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     69  68     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper



  MANUFACTURING HEALTH     |     71

1 Nicole Larsen and Mary Story, “Food and Beverage Marketing to Chil-
dren and Adolescents: What Changes are Needed to Promote Healthy 
Eating Habits?” Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Research Brief, 
October 2008, accessed July 14, 2011, http://www.rwjf.org/files/researc
h/20081103herfoodmarketing.pdf, 1-12.

2 John Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” The New Yorker, May 16, 2011, 
54.

3  The Coca-Cola Company, Advancing Our Global Momentum: 2010 An-
nual Review, 17.

4  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 54.

5  “Leading Retailers,” Food Retail World, accessed January 15, 2012, 
http://www.foodretailworld.com/LeadingRetailers.htm.

6  Nestlé, Nestlé. Good Food. Good Life. Annual Report 2010, 30.

7  PepsiCo, Performance With Purpose: 2010 Annual Report, 15.

8  The Coca-Cola Company, U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission Form 
10-K, December 31, 2010, 58.

9  Walmart, 2010 Annual Report, 30.

10  “Nestlé History,” accessed January 14, 2012, http://www.nestle.com/
ABOUTUS/HISTORY/Pages/History.aspx. 

11  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 68.

12  “John Pemberton,” accessed January 14, 2012, http://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/John_Pemberton.

13  Walmart, 2010 Annual Report, 3.

14  Nestlé, Annual Report 2010, 45.

15  The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 11.

16  PepsiCo, 2010 Annual Report, Cover.

17  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 54.

18  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 56.

19  Duane Stanford, “Indra Nooyi Rediscovers the Joy of Pepsi,” Business 
Week Online, accessed February 2, 2012, www.businessweek.com/maga-
zine/indra-nooyi-rediscovers-the-joy-of-pepsi-02022012.html.

20   Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 56.

21 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 56.

22  Daniel Jaffee and Philip R. Howard, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic 
and Fair Trade Standards,” Agriculture and Human Values 27 (2010): 
388, accessed Dec 28, 2011, doi:10.1007/s10460-009-9231-8, http://
libarts.wsu.edu/soc/people/jaffee/Jaffee_Howard-Cooptation_Org_FT-
OnlineFirst.pdf.

23  Jaffee and Howard, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic and Fair Trade 
Standards,” 388, 390.

24  Jaffee and Howard, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic and Fair Trade 
Standards,” 389.

25   Tom Philpott, “Should Fair Trade Certify Giants like Nestle and Folgers?” 
Mother Jones November 29, 2011, accessed January 26, 2012, http://
motherjones.com/tom-philpott/2011/11/nestle-folter-fair-trade.

26   PepsiCo, 2010 Annual Report, 9.

27   PepsiCo, 2010 Annual Report, 21.

28   Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 61.

29 “Really Good Food,” Pedigree, accessed January 26, 2012, http://www.
pedigree.com/really-good-food/view-all.aspx.

30  “The Paradox of Choice: Why More is Less (Barry Schwartz),” Wikipedia, 
accessed January 30, 2012, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Paradox_
of_Choice:_Why_More_Is_Less.

31 Stanford, “Indra Nooyi Rediscovers the Joy of Pepsi.”

32 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 56.

33 PepsiCo, 2010 Annual Report, 31.

34 Nestlé, Annual Report 2010, 20.

35 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 61.

36  CNBC, Pepsi’s Challenge, November 13, 2011.

37 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 62.

38   CNBC, Pepsi’s Challenge, November 13, 2011.

39  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 62.

40  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 62.

41   CNBC, Pepsi’s Challenge, November 13, 2011.

42   Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 65.

43   Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 65.

44  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 65

45 Jaffee and Howard, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic and Fair Trade 
Standards,” 389-90.

46  Philip H. Howard, PhD assistant professor in the Department of Com-
munity, Agriculture, Recreation and Resources Studies at Michigan 
State University, phone interview, August 29, 2011.

47  Jaffee and Howard, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic and Fair Trade 
Standards,” 389.

48  Jaffee and Howard, “Corporate Cooptation of Organic and Fair Trade 
Standards,” 396.

49  Larsen and Story, “Food and Beverage Marketing to Children and 
Adolescents: What Changes are Needed to Promote Healthy Eating 
Habits?” 1.

50   Mike Esterl, “PepsiCo Board Stands by Nooyi: After a Strategic Review, 
Marketing Dollars Will Shirt Back to Soda,” Wall Street Journal Online, 
January 13, 2012, accessed January 21, 2012. 

51 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 68.

52 CNBC, Pepsi’s Challenge, November 13, 2011.

53    Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 56.

54 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 61.

55 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 66.

56 Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 65.

57 The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 4.

58 PepsiCo, 2010 Annual Report, 1.

59 Nicole Larsen and Mary Story, “Food and Beverage Marketing to Chil-
dren and Adolescents: What Changes are Needed to Promote Healthy 
Eating Habits?” Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Research Brief, 
October 2008, accessed July 14, 2011, http://www.rwjf.org/files/researc
h/20081103herfoodmarketing.pdf, 1-12.

60  David Kessler, The End of Overeating: Taking Control of the Insatiable 
American Appetite, (New York: Rodale, Inc., 2009), 57.

61   Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 58.

REFERENCES

Cover Front and Back Image Source: PepsiCo, Performance With Purpose: 2010 Annual Report.



  72     |          TomKat Charitable Trust / Reyes Marketing Green Paper

62   The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 6.

63   The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 1.

64   The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 10.

65   The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 3.

66 “Top Brands on Facebook: Coca-Cola, Hyundai, MTV,” Marketing Profs, 
October 27, 2011, accessed January 31, 2011, http://www.marketing-
profs.com/charts/2011/6256/top-brands-on-facebook-coca-cola-
hyundai-mtv.

67  The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 18.

68  The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 3, 9.

69  Kessler, The End of Overeating: Taking Control of the Insatiable American 
Appetite, 81.

70  Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 68.

71   CNBC, Pepsi’s Challenge, November 13, 2011.

72   The Coca-Cola Company, 2010 Annual Review, 9.

73   Seabrook, “Snacks for a Fat Planet,” 71.

74   Institute of Medicine, 2000, in “Tackling Obesity by Building Healthy 
Communities: Changing Policies Through Innovative Collaborations,” 
California Health Policy Forum Center For Health Improvement, Policy 
Brief, December 2009, accessed January 15, 2012, www.chipolicy.org/
pdf/Issue_Briefs/CHIObesityBriefFinal.pdf, 1.

75 Christopher Gardner, Associate Professor (Research), Medicine, 
Stanford Prevention Research Center, Stanford University School of 
Medicine, in-person interview, Stanford University, May 23, 2011.

76   Debra Dunn, Consulting Associate Professor of Stanford University 
d.School, in-person interview, Stanford University, June 13, 2011.

77   Sylvia Drew Ivie, Senior Deputy for Human Services for Mark Ridley-
Thomas of the LA County Board of Supervisors, 2nd District, phone 
interview, August 4, 2011.

78   Jeffrey M. O’Brien, “How to Count a Calorie: Why Weight Watchers® 
Totally Revamped its Venerable Formula for Getting Thin,” Wired, 
January 2012, 94.

79   Larry Cohen and Sana Chehimi, “The Imperative for Primary Preven-
tion,” Prevention is Primary: Strategies for Community Well Being, 
Jossey-Bass; 2 edition, September 7, 2010, accessed October 28, 2011, 
http://preventioninstitute.org/component/jlibrary/article/id-102/127.
html, 8. 

80   Cohen and Chehimi, “The Imperative for Primary Prevention,” Preven-
tion is Primary: Strategies for Community Well Being, 17.






