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BEHIND THE 
BRANDS 
Food  justice  and  the  ‘Big  10’  food  and  beverage  companies   

Over the past century, powerful food and beverage companies have 
enjoyed unprecedented commercial success. But these companies 
have grown prosperous while the millions who supply the land, 
labor and water needed for their products face increased hardship. 
Now, a rapidly changing environment, affected communities and an 
increasingly savvy consumer base are pushing the industry to 
rethink  ‘business  as  usual’. In this report, Oxfam assesses the 
social and environmental impacts  of  the  world’s  ten  largest  food  
and beverage companies and calls on them to take the critical next 
steps to create a just food system. 
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SUMMARY 
In Pakistan, rural communities say Nestlé is bottling and selling valuable 
groundwater  near  villages  that  can’t  afford  clean  water.1 In 2009, Kraft 
was accused of purchasing beef from Brazilian suppliers linked to cutting 
down trees in the Amazon rainforest in order to graze cattle.2 And today, 
Coca-Cola is facing allegations of child labor in its supply chain in the 
Philippines.3 

Sadly, these charges are not anomalies. For more than 100 years, the 
world's most powerful food and beverage companies have relied on 
cheap land and labor to produce inexpensive products and huge profits. 
But these profits have often come at the cost of the environment and 
local communities around the world, and have contributed to a food 
system in crisis. 

Today, a third of the world’s  population  relies  on  small-scale farming for 
their livelihoods.4 And while agriculture today produces more than 
enough food to feed everyone on earth, a third of it is wasted;5 more than 
1.4 billion people are overweight, and almost 900 million people go to 
bed hungry each night.  

The vast majority of the hungry are the small-scale farmers and workers 
who supply nutritious food to 2–3 billion people worldwide,6 with up to 60 
percent of farm laborers living in poverty.7 At the same time, changing 
weather patterns due to greenhouse gas emissions8 – a large 
percentage of which come from agricultural production – are making 
farming an increasingly unreliable occupation. 

Adding to the vulnerability of poor farmers and farm workers, food prices 
continue to fluctuate wildly, and demand for soy, corn, and sugar to feed 
affluent diets is on the rise. And to top it off, the very building blocks of 
the global food system – fertile land, clean water, and reliable weather – 
are growing scarce.  

These facts are not secrets; companies also realize that agriculture has 
grown risky and are taking steps to guarantee future commodity supplies 
and to reduce social and environmental risks along their supply chains.  

Today, food and beverage companies speak out against biofuels,9 build 
schools for communities and cut back on water usage in company 
operations. New corporate social responsibility programs are proliferating 
and declarations of sustainability are now ubiquitous. The CEO of 
PepsiCo, Indra Nooyi, in fact noted  in  2011,  ‘It  is  not  enough  to  make  
things  that  taste  good.  PepsiCo  must  also  be  “the  good  company.”  It  
must aspire to higher values than the day-to-day business of making and 
selling soft drinks and snacks.’10 

But such claims of better environmental and social behaviour have thus 
far been extremely difficult to assess, despite rapidly growing consumer 
demand to know the truth of these claims.  

 



 3 

Now,  Oxfam’s  Behind the Brands campaign evaluates where 
companies stand on policy in comparison with their peers and challenges 
them to begin a  ‘race  to  the  top’  to  improve  their  social  and  
environmental performance. By targeting specific areas for improvement 
along the supply chain, the campaign pinpoints policy weaknesses and 
will work with others to shine a spotlight on the practices of these 
companies. 

Behind the Brands is a part of the GROW campaign. Oxfam’s  GROW  
campaign aims to build a better food system: one that sustainably feeds 
a growing population (estimated to reach nine billion people in 2050) and 
empowers poor people to earn a living, feed their families and thrive. 

Oxfam’s  campaign  focuses  on  10  of  the  world’s  most  powerful  food  and  
beverage companies – Associated British Foods (ABF), Coca-Cola, 
Danone, General Mills, Kellogg, Mars, Mondelez Internatonal 
(previously Kraft Foods), Nestlé, PepsiCo and Unilever – and aims to 
increase  the  transparency  and  accountability  of  the  ‘Big  10’  throughout  
the food supply chain. 

At its core, the campaign features the Behind the Brands scorecard. 
The scorecard examines company policies in seven areas critical to 
sustainable agricultural production, yet historically neglected by the food 
and beverage industry: women, small-scale farmers, farm workers, 
water, land, climate change, and transparency.  

According to the scorecard rankings, Nestlé and Unilever are currently 
performing better than the other companies, having developed and 
published more policies aimed at tackling social and environmental risks 
within their supply chains. At the other end of the spectrum, ABF and 
Kellogg have few policies addressing the impact of their operations on 
producers and communities. 

Yet the scorecard also clearly shows that all of the Big 10 – including 
those which score the highest – have neglected to use their enormous 
power to help create a more just food system. In fact, in some cases 
these companies undermine food security and economic opportunity for 
the poorest people in the world, making hungry people even hungrier.  

Behind the Brands reveals that the social responsibility and sustainability 
programs which companies have implemented to date are typically tightly 
focused projects to reduce water use or to train women farmers, for 
example. But these programs fail to address the root causes of hunger 
and poverty because companies lack adequate policies to guide their 
own supply chain operations.  

Important policy gaps include:  

• Companies are overly secretive about their agricultural supply 
chains,  making  claims  of  ‘sustainability’  and  ‘social  
responsibility’  difficult  to  verify; 

• None of the Big 10 have adequate policies to protect local 
communities from land and water grabs along their supply 
chains; 
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• Companies are not taking sufficient steps to curb massive 
agricultural greenhouse gas emissions responsible for climate 
changes now affecting farmers; 

• Most companies do not provide small-scale farmers with equal 
access to their supply chains and no company has made a 
commitment to ensure that small-scale producers are paid a fair 
price; 

• Only a minority of the Big 10 are doing anything at all to address 
the exploitation of women small-scale farmers and workers in 
their supply chains. 

Although the Big 10 food and beverage companies consider themselves 
limited by fiscal and consumer demands, they do in fact have the power 
to address hunger and poverty within their supply chains. Paying 
adequate wages to workers, a fair price to small-scale farmers, and 
assessing and eliminating the unfair exploitation of land, water and labor 
are all steps which clearly lie within the means of these hugely powerful 
companies.  

Oxfam’s  Behind  the  Brands  campaign  encourages  companies  to  
reassess  ‘business  as  usual’  and  instead  begin  a  race  to  the  top;;  a  
healthy competition among the Big 10 to ensure a more sustainable and 
just food system for all. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Stop and consider for a moment: 

Worldwide, people drink more than 4,000 cups of Nescafé every 
second11 and consume Coca-Cola products 1.7 billion times a day.12 
Three companies control 40 percent of the global cocoa market,13 and 
Nestlé reported revenues in 2010 larger than the GDP of Guatemala or 
Yemen.14 

In fact,  the  ‘Big  10’– Associated British Foods (ABF), Coca-Cola, 
Danone, General Mills, Kellogg, Mars, Mondelez Internatonal 
(previously Kraft Foods), Nestlé, PepsiCo and Unilever 15 – 
collectively generate revenues of more than $1.1bn a day16 and employ 
millions of people directly and indirectly in the growing, processing, 
distributing and selling of their products.17 Today, these companies are 
part of an industry valued at $7 trillion,18 larger than even the energy 
sector19 and representing roughly ten percent of the global economy.20  

But unlike the manufacture of branded sneakers or the creation of new 
electronic gadgets, what is grown, where, and how it is distributed affects 
every human being on earth.  

Figure 1: The food system 

WHO CONTROLS THE FOOD SYSTEM?

In a world with 7 billion food consumers and 1.5 billion 
food producers, no more than 500 companies control 70% 
of food choice.
The Big 10 are the most visible industry players within the global food system and wield 
immense power. Collectively, they generate revenues of more than $1.1bn a day. Their 
annual revenues of more than $450bn are equivalent to the GDP   of  the  world’s low-income 
countries combined. A shift in policies and practices from the Big 10 would reverberate 
across the value chain.
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Source: Oxfam 

Yet making sure everyone always has enough nutritious food to eat has 
not been the focus of these powerful members of the global food system. 
For the past century the food and beverage industry has used cheap land 
and labor to produce the least expensive products possible – often of low 

The Big 10 generate 
revenues of more than 
$1.1bn a day and 
employ millions of 
people directly and 
indirectly 
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nutritional value – while maximizing profits. Costs like the impact of 
drained water resources, rising greenhouse gas emissions, and 
exploitative working conditions have remained off company ledgers, 
while the industry and its shareholders have prospered.  

Today the Big 10 are also under increasing scrutiny as diseases such as 
diabetes and obesity – global epidemics now considered as pressing as 
hunger – are  linked  directly  to  the  consumption  of  the  ‘junk  food’  and  
sugary beverages they produce.21  

Of course, these companies are not the only ones responsible for hunger 
and poverty in the world. But, as is described in this report, their success 
has hinged on the availability of cheap land and labor supplied by poor 
communities around the world. Additionally, the Big 10 today have the 
power to exert substantial influence over the traders and governments which 
control and regulate global food supply chains. They are also the most 
visible part of the industry, and are putting their own reputations at risk as 
consumers grow more concerned about what they buy and from whom.  

Companies are also now aware that the very supply chains they rely 
upon are now in jeopardy as competition for fertile land and clean water 
increases, climate change makes weather uncertain, and farmers leave 
agriculture in droves due to low income and dangerous working 
conditions. Paul Polman, CEO of Unilever, which stopped reporting 
quarterly profits in 2009, has stated: 

‘…business  will  have  to  change.  It  will  have to get off the treadmill 
of quarterly reporting and operate for the long term. It will have to 
see itself as part of society, not separate from it. And it will have 
to recognise that the needs of citizens and communities carry the 
same weight as the demands of shareholders. We believe that in 
[the] future this will become the only acceptable model of 
business. If people feel that the system is unjust and does not 
work for them, they will rebel against it. And if we continue to 
consume key inputs like water, food, land and energy without 
thought as to their long-term sustainability, then none of us will 
prosper.’22  

Other companies have also expressed various degrees of commitment to 
more responsible corporate behavior. Nestlé, after years of insufficient 
attention to the cocoa supply chain, conducted an assessment in 2011 
through the Fair Labor Association and discovered numerous cases of 
child and forced labor, which the company has now begun to address.23 
Unilever made ambitious public commitments to source more raw 
materials from small-scale farmers and pledged 100 percent sustainable 
sourcing for all its main commodities by 2020.24  

Yet these assessments and commitments, while important first steps, 
have not resulted in concrete changes in company policies and practices 
and  often  do  not  address  the  industry’s  role  in  the  social  and  
environmental causes of poverty and hunger.  
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As  part  of  Oxfam’s  GROW  campaign  – an initiative aimed at building a 
better food system – the Behind the Brands campaign 

• tracks company  progress  in  seven  fundamental  areas  with  Oxfam’s 
Behind the Brands scorecard. These criteria assess company 
policies and rank corporate commitment to creating a sustainable and 
just food system; 

• will drive public actions bringing to light controversial practices and 
weak policies of the Big 10. The campaign will also recognize and 
applaud companies when they make needed progress;  

• hosts an interactive website where individuals can access scorecard 
rankings, find helpful resources and communicate directly with 
companies to urge them to take responsibility for their actions. 

Companies must acknowledge that decisions made in the boardroom 
over the last 100 years have had an enormous impact on millions of 
people. The Big 10 must now make clear and meaningful policy and 
practice changes to ensure a more just and sustainable food system, 
able to meet the needs of producers and consumers everywhere, always. 
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2 THE FOOD AND 
BEVERAGE INDUSTRY: A 
FORGOTTEN LEGACY 
Walk  into  any  supermarket  in  the  world  and  you’ll  be  immediately  
surrounded by a startling amount of food. Thousands of boxes of cereal, 
yogurt in every size and flavor, rows and rows of condiments and frozen 
food products – the modern-day American supermarket carries more 
than 38,000 products.25 In China, where no supermarkets existed in 
1989, annual supermarket sales today total $100bn.26  

Although the sheer number of products suggests that consumers have a 
great deal of choice, the reality is that most of those cans, boxes and 
bottles are made by very few companies (see Figure 2).27 Products once 
produced by smaller companies like Odwalla28 or Stonyfield Farms29 are 
now owned by the Big 10, and even older, more established products like 
Twinings30 (now more than 300 years old) have become just another 
brand on a company spread sheet.31  

Figure 2: Which brands do the big food and beverage companies own?  

 
Source: Joki Gauthier for Oxfam 2012. For more information on this figure, and to see it online, visit 
http://www.behindthebrands.org  

This consolidation of the market-place has made it difficult for consumers 
to  keep  track  of  who  produces  which  products  and  the  ‘values’  behind  a  
brand. Additionally, already vulnerable small-scale farmers now have 
even fewer buyers for their products, leaving them with an increasingly 
weak bargaining position and with less market power.32 
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But perhaps more troubling is that since the global food system has 
become so complex, food and beverage companies themselves often 
know little about their own supply chains. Where a particular product is 
grown and processed, by whom, and in what conditions are questions 
few companies can answer accurately and rarely share with consumers.  

Today, 450 million men and women labor as waged workers in 
agriculture, and in many countries, up to 60 percent of these workers live 
in poverty.33 Overall, up to 80 percent of the global population considered 
‘chronically  hungry’  are  farmers,34 and the use of valuable agricultural 
resources for the production of snacks and sodas means less fertile land 
and clean water is available to grow nutritious food for local communities. 
And changing weather patterns due to greenhouse gas emissions35 – a 
large percentage of which come from agricultural production – continue 
to make these small-scale farmers increasingly vulnerable. 

These are facts the food and beverage companies currently 
acknowledge, but are doing little to address. And although the 
relationship between the growing power of the food and beverage 
industry and endemic poverty and hunger is now well understood, the 
sourcing of commodities – cocoa, sugar, potatoes, tomatoes, soy, coffee, 
tea and corn – is still plagued with injustice and inequity, much as it was 
100 years ago. 

THE BEGINNINGS OF THE FOOD AND 
BEVERAGE INDUSTRY 

The modern food and beverage industry had its beginnings in the 19th 
century, when preservation techniques (like pasteurization and canning) 
and transportation advances (like rail and refrigeration) made the 
widespread processing and distribution of foods possible.  

At the same time however, political developments also allowed young 
food and beverage companies to flourish. Colonial governments and 
emerging dictators made land and labor freely available, guaranteeing 
companies cheap commodities (see Box 2). The production costs of 
expensive luxury foods like chocolate, tea and sugar fell, and as 
companies successfully lobbied for lower tariffs and taxes, consumers in 
Europe and the USA began enjoying the new treats en masse.  

Yet in the process, these early ventures left their mark on local 
communities worldwide. The emissions caused by the industrial 
processing of food, the draining of water resources, and the impact of 
harsh working conditions, while seemingly a free ride for businesses, 
were costly for communities around the world. 

450 million men and 
women labor as waged 
workers in agriculture. 
In many countries, up to 
60 percent of these 
workers live in poverty. 



10 

From the lands of the poor came the sweets of 
the rich  
Cadbury chocolates (now owned by Mondelez), Lipton tea (Unilever), 
Wrigley’s  chewing  gum  (Mars),  and  Nescafé  coffee  (Nestlé)  – as the 
popularity of the young brands of the early 20th century grew in Europe 
and the USA, so too did the need for tropical land to cultivate the raw 
materials required to produce them. 

Caribbean colonies and Cuban haciendas churned out sugar for sweets 
in Europe, while tea consumed throughout the British Empire was grown 
in India36 and Sri Lanka. West African oil palm plantations planted by 
private companies like Lever Bros (now Unilever) brought new supplies 
of raw materials for products like margarine to markets across Europe.37  

Land given over to these farms and plantations was hotly contested and 
the struggle for ownership of fertile land continued after colonized 
countries gained their independence.38 Privatization often meant that 
those with the most power and influence gained access to land, while 
less affluent residents – often women – lost control over communal and 
private property alike.39  
Today, the controversial leasing and selling of land is alive and well, and 
increasing.40 Since 2000, more than 900 large-scale land deals have been 
recorded (see Figure 3),41 the vast majority of which took place in 32 
countries  with  ‘alarming’  or  ‘serious’  levels  of  hunger.42 More than 60 
percent of foreign land investors intend to export everything they produce, 
and in many cases, what is grown will be processed not into food but fuel.43 
To make matters worse, land acquired between 2000 and 2010 in these 
deals could have produced enough food for 1 billion people.44 

Figure 3: Summary of large-scale land deals by region since 2000  
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While land is rarely directly owned by the Big 10 (or their subsidiaries), they 
have largely ignored the questionable acquisition of land by their suppliers.45 
And as companies grow and merge, responsibility for displacement and 
other land rights violations is inherited by the acquiring company. 

Box 1: Oil palm plantations in Indonesia 

Unilever46 sources palm oil from Wilmar International, a company accused 
in 2011 of illegally clearing forest and other land and violently driving 
people off their land in Indonesia after longstanding disputes. Unilever 
continues to purchase palm oil from Wilmar47 as it is satisfied with the 
company’s  decision  to  participate  in  the  World  Bank  CAO-led mediation 
process. This process, initiated when affected communities brought 
repeated complaints to the Bank about its support to the company and the 
impacts of Wilmar’s  plantations, brings the company and the communities 
to the table to address the grievances of the affected people. 

Closely related to the race for land is the race for water, and like land, 
there will not be enough to go around. Water scarcity is already affecting 
almost one-fifth  of  the  world’s  population,  and  water  use  has  increased  at  
more than twice the rate of population growth over the last century.48  

Agriculture  is  the  single  largest  use  of  the  world’s  fresh  water  – with 
about 70 percent used for irrigation.49 Water contamination is also a 
major threat to human health; the food sector is responsible for 54 
percent of organic water pollutants.50  

Not just cheap land, but cheap labor too 
Cultivation of commodity crops like sugar, chocolate, and vanilla requires 
intensive labor, and early on production costs were kept low by using 
slaves. Even after the practice was made illegal, slavery continued in 
agriculture,  as  was  found  on  Rowntree’s  and  Cadbury's  cocoa  farms  in  
Trinidad in 1905.51 (See Box 2) 

Box 2: Illegal slave labor used in cocoa fields  

In 1880, the first large-scale cocoa plantations in Africa began on the 
Portuguese colonies of São Tomé and Principe – islands which became 
known for their illegal use of slave labor.52 Leading chocolate companies at 
the time purchased this cocoa, including Cadbury and Fry Brothers (now 
owned  by  Mondelez)  and  Rowntree’s  (the  maker  of  KitKat,  now  owned  by  
Nestlé).53 Over the next century these companies have continued to 
struggle with labor issues in cocoa fields and in 2009 Cadbury responded 
to consumer concerns by pledging to buy 100 percent fairly traded cocoa 
for chocolate sold in the UK.54  

Sadly, the exploitation, and often enslavement, of workers has still not 
ended, although slavery in agriculture is less prevalent than a century 
ago. Families  who  have  toiled  in  Sri  Lanka’s  tea  estate  districts  for  
generations, for example, continue to have lower incomes, higher rates 
of malnutrition, and lower levels of educational attainment than other 
laborers in the country.55 (See Box 3) 
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Box 3: Bonded labor in tea production 

In the 1890s, Thomas Lipton (of Lipton Tea, now owned by Unilever) 
bought his first four tea plantations in the Nuwara Eliya district of Sri Lanka 
(then Ceylon).56 The region became known for extreme poverty, lack of 
clean drinking water and high alcoholism rates.57 At the end of the 20th 
century Unilever also bought and sold other plantations in the area. Today, 
the company has promised to source 100 percent of tea from Rainforest 
Alliance-certified farms globally.58 However, studies critical of Rainforest 
Alliance certification have recently been published,59 and very few 
independent evaluations are available on the costs and benefits for 
producers and workers of participation in certification schemes.60 In 
correspondence with Oxfam, Unilever asserted their positive impact, 
declaring  that:  ‘The  Rainforest  Alliance  program  has  led  to  improved  
conditions for tea smallholders and workers of the tea estates and that 
impact assessments have pointed to higher yields and improved 
profitability for farmers and workers, improved understanding of fertilizers 
and  safer  agrochemical  use.’  

Agriculture remains one of the three most hazardous industries to work in 
(along with mining and construction), and agricultural workers fare worse 
than workers in any other sector, as farms are often rife with labor 
exploitation, unsafe working conditions and informal work 
arrangements.61 

Box 4: Harsh working conditions on tea plantations 

In 2011, on Rainforest Alliance-certified tea plantations in India from which 
Unilever sources tea, researchers found problems regarding payment of 
minimum wage, discrimination against women, substandard housing and 
sanitation and the unprotected application of pesticides. Many plantation 
workers were also found to have been denied permanent contracts. Many 
of these practices constitute violations of Indian labor laws, International 
Labor  Organization  (ILO)  standards  and  Unilever’s  own  standards  for  
suppliers.62 Unilever has responded to these allegations63 and says it will 
address these issues, provided relevant information about third party 
suppliers is provided. A forthcoming report by Oxfam and the Ethical Tea 
Partnership, ‘Understanding Wages in the Tea Industry’, shines a light on 
wages in Malawi and Assam that fail to meet the basic needs of tea 
pluckers and their families, despite being legally compliant, and raises 
questions about the ability of certification schemes to deliver a living wage. 

Forced labor too remains a problem in the industry. Nestlé in November 
201164 found that four-fifths of its cocoa sourced from the Ivory Coast 
comes from channels for which information on labor is lacking65 and 
discovered numerous cases of forced and child labor.66 In response, 
Nestlé has developed an action plan to address these challenges.67 

Similarly, the growing and harvesting of sugarcane, historically done with 
slave labor, is also considered one of the most problematic commodities 
in the world. In Brazil, 28 percent of all rescued forced laborers from 
2003 to 2011 came from sugarcane fields.68 
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Pushing small-scale farmers out of the picture 
Over the past 100 years, small-scale farmers have been displaced from 
their lands by governments and companies in search of fertile land.  

Sprawling sugar, oil palm, and, more recently, soy plantations pushed 
families to poor quality land on the arid sides of mountains, often far from 
water, where they then attempted to farm. These plantations not only 
monopolized natural resources, they also benefited from credit and 
infrastructure that smaller farms did not have access to. 

Today, an estimated 404 million farms cultivate less than two hectares of 
land and support  the  livelihoods  of  about  a  third  of  the  world’s  
population.69 But as most of these farmers are forced to also buy the bulk 
of their food, when food prices increase families are often left choosing 
between feeding themselves, educating their children or maintaining 
essential health care. 

Box 5: Small-scale farmers in supply chains 

Farmers in Heilongjiang province in China say they have been short-
changed for years at Nestlé milk-collection stations. Chinese media report 
that milk stations manipulate measurements to make milk appear to be 
lighter, and farmers have no recourse as Nestlé retains power over the 
grading system. Reportedly, the prices paid were below government-
guided  prices.  ‘Some  of  us  are  so  angry  that  we  would  rather  kill  our  cows  
than  send  the  milk  to  Nestle,’  farmer  Zhao  Yongwu  said.70 Yet the 20,000 
milk farmers in the city of Shuangcheng must deliver their milk to Nestlé, 
which holds the contract providing it with a monopoly. Nestlé claims it has 
replaced a milk station manager and is conducting an investigation of its 
collection stations.71 

The vast majority of small-scale farmers produce for their families and for 
local and regional markets and are not integrated into international 
supply chains (with the notable exceptions of cocoa and coffee). Yet the 
total number of small-scale farmers selling commodities to multinational 
companies is growing, and the presence of agribusinesses in 
communities impacts the ability of all farmers to access natural 
resources, markets, credit and technical support.  

Still  a  man’s  world 
Even on early plantations, women made up a large portion of the 
workforce but were disproportionately employed in lower-paying jobs as 
seasonal or part-time workers and were paid lower wages than men 
doing the same job.72 Additionally, colonial powers often brought with 
them new views on land ownership that frequently left women out of the 
equation entirely, unable to own land and without the means to buy it.73 

Cash crops like coffee and tea in colonial and post-colonial times 
became the domain of men, who received training from companies and 
government extension services while women were restricted to hired 
labor working the fields.74 Often, trading licences like those issued in 
Kenya were only given to men.75 
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Due in part to this legacy, women continue to have less access than men 
to land and other resources vital to food production. Yet these inequities 
have been renewed and reproduced consistently over the past century, 
and today women small-scale farmers in Africa, for example, own just 1 
percent of agricultural land, receive only 7 percent of extension services, 
and less than 10 percent of agricultural credit is offered to women.76 

The Big 10 have not demonstrated a serious commitment to promoting 
equality for women farmers and workers in their supply chains. Women in 
agriculture are over-represented in the lowest-paid jobs, while men are 
employed in the positions which receive the highest pay.77 It is also often 
women who produce commodities like cocoa, tea and coffee, yet it is 
usually men who sell such crops to traders and control the cash received 
as payment.78  

A changing climate impacts farmers  
From 1900 to 2008, global greenhouse gases (GHG) increased more 
than 16 times, almost a third of which was due to agricultural activities, 
land use change, and agricultural shipping.80  

Today climate change adds to the vulnerability of farmers as weather 
grows increasingly unpredictable and events like drought and floods 
become more frequent and extreme. For farmers in El Salvador, for 
example, maize production could fall by as much as 32 percent and bean 
yields could drop by a quarter by the 2020s.81 The number of people at 
risk of hunger worldwide is projected to increase by 10–20 percent by 
2050 because of climate change.82 

The industrial farming which supplies many of the Big 10 is also leading 
to rapid conversion of carbon sinks and bio-diverse habitats for massive 
monocultures of oil palm, soy and sugar.83 Yet until recently, companies 
paid very little attention to the environmental impacts of their production 
processes. While some companies have begun to take steps to reduce 
emissions, five of the Big Ten fail to report any emissions from 
agriculture. No company has established agricultural emissions reduction 
targets, nor have they begun to help farmers adapt to weather changes. 

Transparency in short supply 

As with environmentally sound policies, transparent business practices 
were a rarity for companies in the early 20th century. Governments did 
not require disclosure of businesses activities, and consumers had 
limited knowledge or interest in where products came from or how they 
were made. 

Yet  transparency  is  critical  to  measuring  a  company’s  economic,  
environmental and social impact. Without transparency, governments 
cannot develop effective policies and the public cannot make informed 
choices. 

Today, demand for transparency is coming from all sides – investors, 
consumers, retailers, governments, and NGOs – and the ability to more 

Only half of the Big 10 
measure and disclose 
greenhouse gas 
emissions in their 
supply  chains.  Mars’  
findings have revealed 
that 56 percent of total 
company emissions 
come  from  ‘purchased  
goods  and  services’,79 
mostly from agriculture. 
Other companies are 
likely to have at least as 
large a footprint from 
their agricultural 
production. 

Most companies still provide 
little information about where 
commodities are grown, by 
whom, or the quantities in-
volved.  

Nestlé scored highest on 
transparency as they provide 
information about some of 
their commodity sources and 
audit systems. 

Most companies still provide 
little information about where 
commodities are grown, by 
whom, or the quantities 
involved.  

Nestlé scored highest on 
transparency, as they 
provide information about 
some of their commodity 
sources and audit systems. 
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easily track and report issues within supply chains now exists. In the oil, 
gas, and mining industry, for example, public pressure led to the adoption 
of rules in the U.S. Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act,84 requiring US-listed companies to report payments to 
governments on a country-by-country and project-by-project basis. The 
electronics industry too is showing increased willingness to voluntarily 
provide supply chain transparency: Hewlett-Packard, Intel, and Apple 
now publish lists of their suppliers. And back in 2005, Nike85 became the 
first company in the apparel industry to make public its global suppliers 
and associated manufacturing information. Yet in the food and beverage 
industry, the Big 10 insist they must be secretive about their supply chain 
to maintain a competitive advantage. Few voluntarily disclose any 
information about who produces their raw materials, where, and how 
much. 

When companies do take steps to improve their disclosure, it is often 
through specific multi-sector transparency initiatives like the Carbon 
Disclosure Project (CDP)86 and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI).87 
Yet these assessments do not require comprehensive disclosure of all 
social and environmental impacts. Therefore, participation in one or both 
initiatives is not sufficient for a company to claim it is transparent.88  



16 

3 WHY MUST COMPANIES 
ACT? 
If companies have a long legacy of abuse and created many of the issues 
now endemic in the food system, why does Oxfam believe they could play 
a leading role in the fight against poverty, hunger and food insecurity?  

Oxfam sees four reasons why the Big 10 have a vested interest in 
creating a more just and sustainable food system. First, all companies 
have human rights responsibilities. Second, social pressure and 
environmental changes are forcing the industry to do things differently. 
Third,  some  of  the  Big  10  believe  ‘doing  well  by  doing  good’  makes  good  
business sense. Last, and perhaps of greatest significance, consumers, 
investors and governments are increasingly demanding better 
sustainability and social responsibility and are pushing companies to 
implement significant and far-reaching reforms.  

HUMAN RIGHTS AS CORPORATE 
MANDATE 
In 2011, the United Nations recognized the vast human rights impacts of 
businesses and endorsed a detailed set of responsibilities applicable to all 
companies.89 Under the UN Principles, companies are required to undertake 
‘due  diligence’  to  ensure  that  they  do  not  violate  human  rights,  and  to  
address and mitigate  any  adverse  impacts  in  any  of  their  ‘activities  or  
relationships,’  extending  down  their  supply  chains  and  across  business  and  
government partners. To meet these requirements, companies must put in 
place policies and processes to identify and manage human rights risks, 
engage with relevant suppliers, stakeholders and government bodies, and 
establish grievance mechanisms to redress any abuses.90  

The UN Principles have found their way into multilateral standards, 
national laws, and investor agreements.91 And closer to home, the Big 10 
all have made their own commitments to social responsibility, and have 
begun to act on these promises.  

In fact, many of these companies began with the stated intention to help 
those in need. For example, John Harvey Kellogg developed corn flakes 
initially to offer a more nutritious breakfast to both the American wealthy 
and poor.92 And Isaac Carasso – founder of Danone – began making and 
selling yogurt when he saw children in his home country of Spain 
suffering from intestinal problems at the end of World War I.93  

More recently, some of the Big 10 have made public commitments to 
addressing social and environmental problems in their supply chains, in 
line with UN and International Labor Organization (ILO) guidelines. Many 
are also participating in multi-stakeholder initiatives and commodity 
roundtables and have committed to upholding all or part of specific 
international guidelines such as the UN CEO Water Mandate and the UN 
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Women’s  Empowerment  Principles.  There  are  also  several  positive 
examples of projects wherein companies have made an effort to address 
supply chain challenges (see Box 6). 

Box 6: Companies continue the journey toward better social 
responsibility and sustainability 

In recent years, companies have made a number of important 
commitments to address their social responsibility and sustainability. 
Among the most notable, PepsiCo has publicly recognized the human right 
to water and Coca-Cola has pledged to become water neutral by 2020 
through its Live Positively Program.94 In 2010 Associated British Foods 
(ABF) introduced a policy to source all palm oil from sustainable sources by 
2015 (via the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil)95 and for the first time 
published an assessment of its corporate responsibility.96  

In  addition,  some  of  ABF’s  largest  subsidiaries,  including  Twinings  
Ovaltine, have committed in their code of conduct to pay farm workers a 
living wage, or enough to meet their basic needs.97 In 2012 Unilever 
committed to engaging with at least 500,000 small-holder farmers in its 
supply  network,  to  ‘improve  their  agricultural  practices  and  thus  enable  
them  to  become  more  competitive’.98 In 2009, Mars was the first in the 
industry to commit to sourcing 100 percent of its cocoa from certified 
sources by 2020 and Nestle  launched  its  own  strategy  to  engage  in  ‘areas  
with the greatest potential for joint value optimization between our business 
and  society’.99 In 2012, General Mills agreed to align its reporting with the 
Global Reporting Initiative guidelines.100  

Yet there  continues  to  be  a  serious  disconnect  between  the  industry’s  
broader public promises to achieve sustainability and the actual policies 
which govern their supply chains. Companies know and disclose too little 
about the injustices flourishing in their supply chains, and continue to 
cherry-pick particular initiatives. And while philanthropic projects, 
certifications, round tables and sustainability programs are certainly 
welcome, they are not long-term solutions to deeply entrenched 
injustices. Such programs also do not address the full range of the 
industry’s  human  rights  risks  and  impacts.   

Instead, comprehensive policies must be implemented, enforced and 
continuously evaluated throughout the supply chain, alongside efforts to 
engage government, civil society and industry leaders, to rid the industry 
of perennial human rights abuses.  

SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
PRESSURES 
One hundred years ago, food and beverage companies were not 
concerned about diminishing resources or rising food prices. But today, 
the supply chain has grown increasingly risky and companies must 
address an uncertain future. 

This insecurity is driven by a range of factors. Resources are growing scarce 
as climate change, unsustainable use of land and water, ecological 
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degradation and deforestation worsens.101 This is combined with a rising 
demand for meat and dairy, expanding biofuels production and a growing 
global population. And as supply booms and busts, food prices rise, making 
commodities attractive to financial speculators. Thus the cycle continues, 
with serious consequences for people living in poverty.102  

Additionally, low pay, irregular work and dangerous conditions for 
workers currently provide little incentive for young people to stay in 
agriculture. In Ghana, for instance, small-scale cocoa growers earn just 
80 cents a day.103 In Thailand, natural disasters and the rising cost of 
fertilizers are driving rice farmers into cumulative debt.104 And workers on 
banana plantations are often forced to use dangerous agrochemicals 
without protective clothing, leading to severe health problems.105 

Many of these communities are now fighting back and rejecting bad 
working conditions and the taking of their natural resources by 
governments and companies. Local communities in Indonesia, for 
example, filed complaints with the Compliance Advisor Ombudsman 
office of the International Finance Corporation against Wilmar (a Unilever 
supplier) for land rights violations (see Box 1).106 Similarly, in Senegal, 
groups representing small-scale farmers have banded together to 
declare their commitment to small-scale family farming and their 
condemnation  of  ‘the  grabbing  of  our  natural  resources  (land,  water,  
forests) and granting them to agro-industrial  stakeholders.’107  

DOING WELL BY DOING GOOD 
Although some argue that responsibility to shareholders prevents 
companies from addressing social and environmental risks, many 
business leaders now see the long-term financial viability of the food and 
beverage industry as directly tied to the well-being of communities and 
habitats worldwide. 

CEOs cite a variety of reasons why it makes business sense for them to 
be attentive to corporate responsibility, including meeting ethical and 
philanthropic responsibilities, developing and maintaining legitimacy and 
reputational capital, and building stronger relationships with 
stakeholders.108  

For example, Muhtar Kent, CEO of The Coca-Cola Company said, ‘…we  
recognize that the success and sustainability of our business is 
inextricably linked to the success and sustainability of the communities in 
which we operate. The strength of our brands is directly related to our 
social license to operate, which we must earn daily by keeping our 
promises to our customers, consumers, associates, investors, 
communities,  and  partners.’109  

The belief in ‘doing well by doing good’ is also backed up by current 
research. Operational efficiency gains, reduced operating costs, and 
enhanced employee relations and productivity are just a few of the many 
payoffs for firms focused on social and environmental responsibility.110 
Initiatives characterized as corporate social responsibility are often just good 
business.  

In Ghana, small-scale 
cocoa growers earn just 
80 cents a day. 
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Additionally, indices such as the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) 
and FTSE4Good show that companies which embrace the essential 
qualities of corporate responsibility generally outperform their peers.111 
Harvard Business School professor Michael Porter says data now shows 
that ‘doing well by doing good’ makes sound business sense,112 and the 
concept  of  ‘shared  value’  has  been  adopted  by  a  number  of  companies,  
including Nestle.113 

Yet without proper transparency to substantiate company claims, it is 
impossible to assess exactly how much good a company is really doing 
and their overall impact on communities around the world. 

THE RISE OF THE ENGAGED CONSUMER 
AND SHAREHOLDER ACTIVIST 
Alongside the recent actions of companies and communities to secure 
the future of their food supply chain, shareholders and consumers are 
now also pushing for dramatic changes. 

Shareholders are increasingly demanding companies be more 
transparent in their operations and develop long-term strategies to 
manage social and environmental risks in their supply chains. In the U.S., 
one out of every nine dollars professionally managed is now invested as 
a sustainable or responsible investment with assets in these funds 
totalling $3.31 trillion in 2012.114  

A wide range of institutional investors now also seek to influence 
companies through shareholder advocacy. In the last two years alone, 
more than 200 institutional investors and management firms filed or co-
filed shareholder resolutions on environmental, social or governance 
issues, representing well over a trillion dollars in assets.115 Kraft, for 
example, was the subject of a shareholder resolution in 2012 urging the 
company to provide information on its impact on deforestation.116 

Consumers are also increasingly concerned about social and 
environmental issues within company supply chains, and are willing to 
back up their convictions with their purchases.  

A Nielsen poll of more than 28,000 online responses from 58 countries 
found that more than half of respondents from Asia, the Middle East and 
Africa – huge emerging consumer markets – are willing to pay more for 
products  that  ‘give  back  to  society’.117 Likewise, an Oxfam study also 
found the vast majority (almost 90 percent) of women interviewed in 
India, Brazil and the Philippines say they want to be better informed 
about how the foods they buy can make a difference in the world.118 
Many also expressed concern about how the food they buy is produced 
(see Figure 4)119 and more than half of those surveyed believe 
companies should support practices that help eradicate hunger and 
poverty.120 

In the U.S., one out of 
every nine dollars 
professionally managed 
is now invested as a 
sustainable or 
responsible investment; 
assets in these funds 
totalled $3.31 trillion in 
2012. 
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Figure 4: Consumers are concerned about how their food is produced  
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Source:  Oxfam  (2012)  ‘The  Food  Transformation:  Harnessing  Consumer  Power  to  Create  a  Fair  
Food  Future’,  Oxford:  Oxfam  International  http://oxf.am/Jnu  

Company reputations and sales are also on the line when consumers 
learn of wrongdoing along the supply chain. In China, a two-year study 
carried  out  in  nearly  all  of  China’s  provinces  found  more  than  three-
quarters of  respondents  are  willing  to  ‘not  purchase  or  reduce  their  
purchasing of fast moving goods (snacks, beverages, etc) produced by 
companies  who  are  not  socially  responsible’.121 Weber Shandwick found 
70 percent of consumers in the U.S. now avoid buying products from 
companies they do not like,122 and almost as many say they are 
increasingly checking products to find out who makes them. The study 
also reported that almost two-thirds  of  a  company’s  market  value  is  
attributable to its reputation. 

These findings are not limited to academic surveys. In 2011, global sales 
of just one fair trade certification initiative, Fairtrade International, 
increased by 12 percent in one year.123 Another fair trade producer, 
Equal Exchange, grew 29 percent in 2011,124 and Cafédirect is now the 
fifth largest coffee brand and seventh largest tea brand in the UK. 

Oxfam has played an active role in the fair trade movement since its 
beginning. Over the last four decades, the fair trade movement has 
sought to respond to the failure of conventional trade to deliver 
sustainable livelihoods for small-scale farmers in the developing world. 
While fair trade cannot be effective in isolation from the structural 
changes needed in the food and beverage industry, it has provided a 
lifeline to hundreds of thousands of producers and has helped to inform 
and empower consumers. Annual sales of Fairtrade certified goods are 
now considerable, reaching a total of $5.8bn in 2009.125  

Popular films and consumer social media campaigns are also 
successfully pushing companies and governments to do better. After the 
German  documentary  ‘The  Price  of  Bananas’  aired  across  Europe, the 
Ecuadorian government announced new laws regarding aerial spraying 
of chemicals.126 And a viral spoof advert viewed by more than 1.5 million 
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people initiated more than 200,000 protest emails to Nestlé after 
Greenpeace revealed weak palm oil sourcing practices in one of the 
company’s  most  popular  brands,  KitKat.  The  campaign  forced  Nestlé  
executives to introduce better policies against deforestation. The 
company has since invested in a Digital Acceleration Team to monitor 
online sentiment about their brands.127 

Similar campaigns on a range of issues have been successfully waged 
against  some  of  the  most  powerful  companies  in  the  world.  ‘Pink  slime,’  
debit card fees, tax avoidance, gay rights and countless other issues 
have exploded into public dialogue seemingly overnight because of the 
growth of social media. 

These shifts in both social technology and consumer behaviour mean 
that companies are increasingly vulnerable to consumer opinion and 
must respond to consumer pressure faster than ever.  
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4 WHAT IS THE ‘BEHIND 
THE BRANDS’ CAMPAIGN? 
Currently, trying to assess company sustainability programs and claims 
of social responsibility is like trying to look at cells without a microscope. 
Because companies keep supply chain information hidden from view, it is 
difficult to see how talk of environmental or social improvements along 
the supply chain actually play out on the ground. 

Oxfam is therefore turning to public company policies to assess the 
commitment of companies to improve the food system. The Behind the 
Brands scorecard dives  deeply  into  a  company’s  publicly disclosed 
policies to evaluate the intention of businesses to assess, evaluate and 
improve the social and environmental effects of their direct and indirect 
operations in seven key areas.128 The aim of the scorecard is to generate 
a  ‘race  to  the  top,’  allowing  companies  to  gain  an  understanding  of  where 
they stand in comparison with peers and helping them consider areas of 
improvement in the sourcing of raw materials. 

The scorecard will then serve as the core of the Behind the Brands 
campaign, an initiative to work with consumers, governments and 
companies to hold the food and beverage industry accountable for its 
social and environmental impact on farmers, workers and communities 
worldwide. 

THE SEVEN CRITERIA  
The Behind the Brands scorecard examines company policies in seven 
areas critical to sustainable agricultural production which have been 
historically neglected by the food and beverage industry: women, small-
scale farmers, farm workers, water, land, climate change, and 
transparency. 

Women 
Women account for 43 percent of the agricultural work force and are 
responsible for the vast majority of domestic tasks,131 yet are often 
excluded from land ownership, are paid less than men for the same jobs 
and have limited opportunities. Because women are the backbone of the 
workforce in so many areas of the world, eliminating gender 
discrimination and supporting women in accessing and leading 
community activities and worker organizations could impact millions of 
people around the world. 

The Behind the Brands scorecard examines whether the policies of the 
Big  10  promote  women’s  welfare  and  encourage  their  inclusion  in  the  
food supply chain on equal terms. The scorecard also looks for policies 
which guarantee a discrimination-free workplace. 

Women make up 43 
percent of the 
agricultural 
workforce.129 

In Cameroon, women 
produce up to 80 
percent of the food, yet 
own only 2 percent of 
the land.130 
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Small-scale farmers 
Successful small-scale farms contribute to rural development and create 
local jobs.134 They also take better care of the environment than large 
agribusiness when small-scale farmers rotate crops and use chemicals 
less intensively. Because they diversify crops, smaller farms are also 
potentially more nutritionally efficient than larger ones,135 often meaning 
better food security for poor regions.  

The scorecard assesses how the Big 10’s  policies ensure that those who 
feed  the  world  don’t  go  hungry  themselves. The scorecard looks for 
policies which guarantee small farms access to company supply chains 
on equitable terms, allow farmers to earn a decent income, and channel 
investments to them (such as agricultural services, credit and inputs) 
which boost productivity. It also assesses the commitment of companies 
to ensure that supply chains comply with sustainable production 
standards, including Fairtrade, Utz Certified and Rainforest Alliance. 

Farm workers 
With more than 1 billion people employed in the sector (nearly 35 percent 
of the global workforce), agriculture is the second largest source of 
employment worldwide.137 Paying farm workers a living wage and 
guaranteeing safe and protected working conditions can therefore help 
billions of people escape from poverty and will ensure that millions of 
children will not be forced to work in order for their families to survive.  

The scorecard assesses whether business policies enforce fair working 
conditions along the supply chain, allowing farm workers to organize and 
access grievance procedures and ensuring that agricultural workers earn 
enough  to  meet  the  basic  needs  of  their  families  (a  ‘living  wage’).   

Climate change 
The vulnerability of farmers is exacerbated by a changing climate, 
created in part over the past 100 years by the food and beverage sector 
– one of the industries most responsible for greenhouse gas emissions. 
Up to 29 percent of all greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions come from 
‘food  systems,139 and yet little is being done to assess and prevent such 
emissions. 

The scorecard looks for company policies which lead in mitigating 
harmful GHG emissions as well as assessing and implementing long-
term solutions to changes already in motion. 

More than 400 million 
farms worldwide are 2 
hectares or smaller 
(less than 5 acres).132 

400–500 million small 
farms provide 
livelihoods for 
approximately 2–3 
billion people 
worldwide.133 

More than 1 billion 
people work in 
agriculture – 35 percent 
of the global workforce. 

More than half (53 
percent) of the 215 
million child laborers 
worldwide are involved 
in agriculture.136  

Up to 29 percent of all 
greenhouse gas 
emissions come from 
‘food  systems.’ 

Globally, 1.7 billion 
farmers are highly 
vulnerable to climate 
change impacts.138  
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Land 
In the past decade, an area of land amounting to eight times the size of 
the UK has been sold off or leased globally; from mid-2008 to 2009 alone 
agricultural land deals with foreign investors in developing countries 
increased by almost 200 percent.140  

The scorecard measures whether companies have put in place policies 
to  ensure  their  supply  chains  are  free  from  ‘land  grabs’.  This  includes  
policies that promote free, prior and informed consent through the entire 
supply chain and insists on zero tolerance for those suppliers who obtain 
land through violations of land rights and land tenure. 

Water 

Water is the lifeline of agricultural communities and is a human right. 
Increasingly it is also a scarce resource, and today communities around 
the world are fighting for local control of water as businesses also 
demand access. Many companies, through initiatives like the CEO Water 
Mandate,143 are starting to address these concerns. Yet there is much 
more to be done.  

The scorecard  assesses  policies  which  demonstrate  a  company’s  
commitment to respecting the human right to water, to disclosing and 
reducing water use and discharges throughout its operations, and to 
better managing the use of water from water-stressed regions.  

Transparency 
Transparency is essential if consumers, producers, governments and 
communities are to genuinely hold companies accountable for the 
impacts they have on small-scale farmers and their families, and to 
substantiate company claims of sustainability. At a minimum, this means 
disclosure of information about where products are from and from whom 
the company purchases raw materials. Given their powerful role in 
advising governments on how to regulate the global food system, 
company lobbying efforts and financial contributions to governments 
must also be made public. 

The Behind the Brands scorecard assesses the extent to which 
companies readily make this information available.  

WHAT BEHIND THE BRANDS DOES NOT 
COVER 
The Behind the Brands scorecard assesses policies and commitments – 
not company practices – because the size, scale, complexity and lack of 
transparency  of  the  Big  10’s  supply  chains  make it impossible to assess 
and compare their impacts on the ground in a meaningful way. Oxfam 
sees  policies  as  an  important  indicator  of  a  company’s  intentions,  
although these commitments can clearly be used as public relations 

In the past 10 years, an 
area eight times the 
size of the UK has been 
acquired by investors. 

This land could be used 
instead to feed 1 billion 
people, more than the 
number of hungry 
people in the world 
today. 

By 2025, 1.8 billion 
people will be living in 
countries or regions 
with absolute water 
scarcity. Two-thirds of 
the  world’s  population  
are expected to have 
limited access to clean 
water.141  

Over the next 40 years, 
the world's water will 
have to support 
agricultural systems to 
feed and create 
livelihoods for an 
additional 2.7 billion 
people.142 
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campaigns rather than for guiding practice in the field. Company 
performance ultimately depends on how the company chooses to do 
business and whether it implements policies through internal training, 
incentives, control systems and performance measures which bring 
‘teeth’  to  policies.  Otherwise,  they  may  not  be  worth  the  paper  they  are 
written on and care must be taken not to confuse company policy with 
action. 

Company policies will often diverge drastically from actual farm-level 
conditions and practices. Well-written company policies are no guarantee 
that farmers and workers in supply chains do not face serious problems. 
Thus, it is vital that consumers, governments, and others know the 
commitments made by these companies, demand stronger commitments 
where these are weak, and ultimately hold companies to account for 
them. Oxfam also encourages people to learn about and engage with 
campaigns driven by other organizations that address social and 
environmental injustices in the supply chains of major food companies. 

In holding companies accountable, Oxfam does not promote or support 
boycotts of company brands, but instead encourages consumers to 
engage by demanding transparency and putting public pressure on 
companies to improve their policies and practices. Oxfam understands, 
however, that citizens will make their own legitimate choices as to how to 
respond to weak policies or evidence of exploitation.  

Additionally, the Behind the Brands campaign does not address a 
number of important issues relevant to food and hunger. Nutrition is one 
such area. Food and beverage companies have an overwhelming impact 
on nutrition through the products they manufacture, the public policy 
standards they support (or block), and their marketing strategies. Other 
aspects of corporate governance and behaviour which have a significant 
impact on poverty reduction, such as food waste and tax payments, are 
also not covered.  

The Behind the Brands campaign focuses primarily on the millions of 
small-scale  farmers  and  plantation  workers  who  produce  the  world’s  food  
but who do not themselves have enough food to eat. It does not focus on 
the labour conditions of workers in processing, manufacturing, 
distribution and sales or other parts of the company value chain. Finally, 
the Behind the Brands campaign does not take into account sourcing 
from OECD countries (except Mexico and Chile). 

Oxfam supports the efforts of other organizations and institutions which 
seek improvements in these areas and is working closely with a number 
of them.  

For more information on the GROW campaign see 
http://www.oxfam.org/grow.  
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5 HOW ARE COMPANIES 
DOING? RANKS AND 
TRENDS 
The Behind the Brands scorecard scores companies based on policies in 
the seven key areas outlined in Section 4. A more detailed explanation of 
how companies were scored is available online at 
www.behindthebrands.org. Appendix A also includes information on how 
the scorecard was tabulated.  Oxfam’s  scoring  and  rankings  should  in  no  
way be construed as an endorsement of a particular company. 

Table 1: Behind the Brands: food companies scorecard 

 
This scorecard was made on 26 February 2013. The latest version is available at 
http://oxfam.org/behindthebrands 

WHAT DO THE RANKINGS SHOW? 
All of the Big 10 have acknowledged the need for a more just food 
system and have made commitments to that end. Yet the Behind the 
Brands scorecard shows these very same companies are currently failing 
to take the necessary steps in their policies to ensure the well-being of 
those working to produce their products. Instead they continue to profit 
from a broken system they should be helping to fix.  
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Unilever and Nestlé are higher performing companies than the rest, 
having developed and published more policies aimed at tackling social 
and environmental risks within their supply chains. However, the 
scorecard also reveals that these two companies are apparently ignoring 
urgent, escalating problems. Land-grabbing and the exploitation of 
women are largely ignored in the sector and Nestlé and Unilever are no 
exception.144 They have failed to declare zero tolerance against land 
grabs, even though millions of acres of land have been unjustly seized 
from poor farmers and rural communities over the last decade.145 And 
both companies have failed to issue company policies addressing the 
crushing poverty and exploitation of women farmers and agricultural 
workers. 

At the other end of the rankings, Associated British Foods (ABF) and 
Kellogg have also not addressed land rights concerns or the poverty and 
lack of opportunity for women working in the supply chain. Kellogg has 
made an initial effort in Mexico to analyze and understand the challenges 
small-scale farmers face and the impacts of its operations on them,146 but 
has not made any commitments to improve the livelihoods of farmers 
supplying their raw materials. ABF has no clear policies on land rights 
and land tenure security in its supply chain, even though the company is 
a major producer of sugar, a commodity which is often produced on 
plantations plagued with land rights violations.147  

It is clear that all of the Big 10 must do much more to create a food 
system which ensures everyone has enough to eat, always. Below are 
the key trends revealed by the scorecard. 

TRENDS AND CHALLENGES 
While there has been some progress, the policies and commitments of 
the Big 10 fail to address the scale of the challenge that they face, nor 
will the policies be nearly enough to satisfy the growing expectations of 
shareholders, consumers and governments. (See the discussion of 
shareholder, consumer and government expectations in Section 3.) 

The following trends and challenges uncovered by the Behind the Brands 
scorecard indicate where companies must do much more to help tackle 
poverty and hunger.  

Companies are overly secretive about their agricultural supply 
chains,  making  claims  of  ‘sustainability’  and  ‘social  responsibility’  
difficult to verify 

The Big 10 have not made a commitment to full transparency, making it 
difficult to accurately assess claims of sustainability and social 
responsibility. The information they provide is at best selective and 
inconsistent. In many cases, it is non-existent. 

Currently companies reveal information for only select commodities in 
select locations. Nestlé and Danone are the most transparent, revealing 
the countries they source from and the volume of key commodities they 
purchase. By contrast, ABF discloses the location and quantities related 
to coffee, tea, palm oil and sugar cane sourcing, but the company does 
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not offer details of how much soy, cocoa, wheat and dairy they source. 
General Mills148 and Kellogg149 only provide information on palm oil and 
release no information on any other commodity.  

Furthermore, all companies provide very limited information about the 
identity of their suppliers.  

None of the Big 10 have adequate policies to protect local 
communities from land and water grabs along their supply chains 

All 10 companies source palm oil, soy and sugar; commodities often 
grown in developing nations on plantations rampant with land rights 
violations. Yet companies are not doing enough to prevent these land 
grabs. 

With the exception of Coca-Cola, all 10 of the companies have now 
joined the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil.150 This is a step in the 
right direction, as it requires palm oil producers to commit to free, prior 
and informed consent (FPIC), a crucial element in ensuring that the land 
rights of local communities are not violated. Yet no other commodity is 
given this same attention by the Big 10, although Nestlé committed to 
FPIC in both soy and palm oil sourcing.151 

Furthermore, no company has introduced any other policies to stop land 
grabs. None have declared zero tolerance of the practice or have any 
guidelines requiring suppliers not to engage in land grabbing. 

Policies  fail  to  protect  communities’  rights  to  water 

In recent years, many companies have limited the amount of water used in 
their operations and have increased the water efficiency of their production 
plants.152 But most have avoided the tougher challenge of assessing and 
limiting their impact on local water sources, particularly in water-stressed 
regions where competition for water is more intense. Only Coca-Cola153 and 
PepsiCo154 have developed policies that take into account the effect of their 
activities  on  local  communities’  access  to  water.   

Companies are just beginning to acknowledge indirect supply chain 
responsibility around water management. Nestlé has developed supplier 
guidelines to manage water, particularly in water-stressed areas.155 Yet 
even as the company has set these requirements, Nestlé faces criticism for 
its actual management of water in water-stressed regions (see Box 7).  
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Box 7: Water for life or luxury in Pakistan156 

Over-exploitation of water in Pakistan is leading to falling water tables, 
increasing the cost of water for local communities that rely on water for 
basic livelihoods and survival. 

Nestlé makes big profits from selling bottled water in Pakistan – Pure Life 
is  the  country’s  favourite  bottled  water,157 representing about 50 percent158 
of the bottled water market. 
The  bottling  is  done  at  a  factory  next  to  communities  in  Pakistan’s  
Sheikhupura region, where access to safe water is inadequate. However, 
Nestlé allegedly pays only pumping costs for the ground water it extracts. 
Locals claim the company has not done enough to provide access to water 
for local communities, whose water needs are just a tiny fraction of the 
water that Nestlé is extracting for its own operations.159 Now, communities 
near  Nestlé’s  factory  pay  higher  costs  for  pumping  as  the  water  level  is  said  
to have fallen from approximately 100 to 300–400 feet.160  
Nestlé has responded on its website,161 stating that its wells are managed 
in a responsible manner. The company also states that it has built two 
water filtering facilities to provide clean drinking water to more than 10,000 
people in the region, and is in the process of building an additional facility in 
Bhatti Dilwan.162  

Over the past decade, only PepsiCo has taken the crucial first step of 
publicly recognizing that water is a human right and committing to consult 
local communities on plans to develop water resources. Other companies 
have made significant progress on measuring and reporting water 
impacts but do not address the fundamental issue of water ownership or 
the rights of local communities to clean water. 

Companies are not taking sufficient steps to curb the massive 
agricultural greenhouse gas emissions responsible for climate 
changes now affecting farmers 

The emissions from agriculture linked to large food companies are 
massive – they typically represent more than 50 percent of their total 
emissions profile. Until companies take steps to reduce these emissions, 
the largest food companies cannot claim they are taking climate change 
seriously.  

All of the companies have taken steps to measure and reduce emissions 
from direct operations (such as electricity usage). Yet only five – 
Mondelez (Kraft), Danone, Coca-Cola, Unilever and Mars – measure and 
report agricultural emissions associated with their products. Unilever is 
alone in making a commitment to cut its overall greenhouse gas footprint 
in half by 2020, although even this commitment lacks a specific target for 
agricultural emissions reductions. 

Furthermore, none of the Big 10 have yet developed policies to help 
farmers build resilience to climate change. 
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Most companies do not provide small-scale farmers with equal 
access to their supply chains and no company has made a 
commitment to ensure that small-scale producers are paid a fair 
price  

No company is committed to paying a fair price to farmers, nor are they 
committed to fair business arrangements with farmers. Only Unilever, 
which is the top-ranked company with respect to small-scale farmers, 
incorporated specific supplier guidelines to promote improved conditions 
for small-scale farmers. Yet even with such guidelines in place, companies 
must continually assess and ensure guidelines are implemented, as 
Unilever’s  vanilla  supply chain illustrates below (see Box 8). 

Box 8: Poverty and child labor in vanilla production  

Unilever is one of the largest and most influential buyers of vanilla in the 
world, and purchases roughly 8 percent of all the vanilla produced in 
Madagascar for use in its ice cream products. However, the production of 
vanilla in Madagascar by small-scale farmers is allegedly plagued with 
problems of unsustainable farm gate prices and child labor. According to 
the International Labor Organization, studies show that child labor in vanilla 
production affects about one-third of all children in Madagascar between 
the ages of 12 and 17 years.163 

In response,164 Unilever has said it only buys vanilla from a few large global 
suppliers and regional producers, and that they comply  with  Unilever’s  
Supplier Code and exercise the necessary diligence with their own 
suppliers to ensure systemic child labor is not deployed.165 The company 
has also said it has no direct responsibility for auditing vanilla production on 
the island, but that child labor is unacceptable.166 

In communications with Oxfam in 2012, Unilever noted that it is working 
with vanilla suppliers to address the needs of vanilla growing communities.  

Companies made some changes with respect to recent efforts to invest 
more heavily in key commodities that are tied to small-scale farms – 
especially coffee, tea and cocoa. In fact, Unilever, Nestlé, Kraft and Mars 
have all made commitments to invest in small-scale producers, with 
Unilever and Mars committing to 100 percent sustainable sourcing for tea 
and cocoa.167 While this commitment helps farmers improve crop 
productivity and quality and reduce input costs, companies have also not 
yet committed to guaranteeing a fair price for farmers. 

Only a minority of the Big 10 are doing anything at all to address the 
exploitation of women small-scale farmers and workers in their 
supply chains 

In spite of the structural abuse and exploitation of women in agriculture 
today, none of the Big 10 are currently engaged in resolving the 
hardships and challenges women face within their supply chains. 

None of the 10 knows or is attempting to find out how many women 
farmers are involved in their supply chains or in which types of farming 
activities they are engaged. Without such knowledge, the Big 10 cannot 
determine whether women are at risk of exclusion or exploitation, and 
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whether women have equal access to the safer, better paid and more 
stable jobs often reserved for men at the farm level. While all companies 
have a non-discrimination policy for their own employees, they do not 
extend this right to women farmers – those who are the most vulnerable 
and for whom the infringement of their rights is the least visible.  

Some companies, like Coca-Cola and PepsiCo, have signed on to the 
Women’s  Empowerment Principles,168 and both companies participate in 
projects that seek to improve sourcing opportunities for women farmers 
in developing countries through We Connect International.169 But these 
commitments are only the beginning of the journey, not the end.  
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6 THE BIG 10 RESPOND  
Over the past decade, Oxfam has communicated with food and beverage 
companies about their impact on the food system. And during the months 
leading up to the launch of the Behind the Brands campaign, Oxfam 
presented the evidence gathered to the Big 10 and asked for their 
feedback.170 

All of the companies participated in providing feedback to Oxfam about 
the campaign. However, three common rebuttals surfaced as to why 
companies  believe  Oxfam’s  focus  on  the  food  and  beverage  industry  is  
misguided: the problems of the food system, they say, are caused largely 
by governments, traders and consumers.  

Yet these responses do not exempt food and beverage companies from 
taking an active role in promoting social and economic fairness along the 
supply chain, even if others in the industry appear to be moving in the 
wrong direction. The Big 10 are uniquely positioned to introduce positive 
changes in the food system.  

THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENTS  
Governments  are  responsible  for  ensuring  their  citizens’  basic  human  
rights, and they are charged with regulating private sector practices and 
policies within their borders. They are also responsible for protecting the 
interests of those who are less powerful in the marketplace – typically the 
vast majority of their citizens. 

But earlier colonial and dictatorial support of business has now translated 
into governments neglecting to regulate multinationals, by ignoring anti-
trust laws created to stop or reverse the consolidation of the agribusiness 
sector, or labor laws enacted to protect workers.171 Today there is a 
dramatic concentration of wealth and power in the food and beverage 
industry worldwide, and in many cases, governments have lost control of 
the sector within their own boundaries, creating a significant governance 
gap.172 In addition, companies have at times vigorously lobbied and 
spent considerable funds to obtain favorable treatment before 
governments and multi-lateral institutions.  

Governments should take urgent steps (see section 7) to reverse this on-
going trend. But at the same time, the Big 10 hold considerable sway 
with governments. Companies must align this political influence with their 
public commitments, and deploy it in a transparent and responsible 
manner.  
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THE HIDDEN POWER OF TRADERS 
Traders are a powerful, unique and often invisible part of the food 
system. The major traders – Archer Daniels Midland (ADM), Bunge, 
Cargill and Louis Dreyfus, collectively known as ABCD – play a 
significant role in every part of the system, controlling, for example, 90 
percent of the global trade in grains. Other emerging market trading 
companies such as Olam, Sinar Mas and Wilmar are also quickly 
establishing a global presence.173 

Traders are central to almost every aspect of the modern food system: 
they provide seed and fertilizer to farmers and control the companies that 
buy, transport, store and sell their grain. They act as landowners, cattle 
and poultry producers, food and biofuel processers, and provide financial 
services in commodity markets. 

Increasingly, traders also depend on the control of information about how 
much and where food is produced globally, allowing them to profit from 
the volatility which cripples both producers and consumers of food.174 
Many believe this market dominance allows traders to manipulate food 
markets – though the lack of transparency makes it impossible for 
anyone to know, except when information is leaked.175 

Despite these concerns, responsibility for improvement of the food 
system also lies with food and beverage companies. As purchasers of 
the products traders sell, the Big 10 have direct and important 
relationships with them and can exert enormous influence over the way 
they operate. It is the Big 10 and not the traders who are most visible to 
consumers. 

As a result, food and beverage companies are already working with their 
suppliers through multi-stakeholder initiatives. Oxfam welcomes the food 
companies’  concerns  about traders and encourages even greater efforts 
to help reform those who supply their raw materials. 

CONSUMER RESPONSIBILITY 
Some Big 10 companies claim their role is simply to respond to 
consumer demand and that, because consumers want ever cheaper 
snack food, they can only remain competitive if they keep production 
costs as low as possible. Guaranteeing a living wage to those working 
along the supply chain and continually assessing where products are 
grown and under what conditions is expensive, they argue, and 
shareholders will not accept a fall in profits due to such expenses. 

Yet the notion that companies are at the mercy of consumer demand is 
disingenuous at best. The industry plays a substantial role in 
manufacturing consumer demand and in hiding the reality of their 
impacts on communities. Companies spend millions annually to conceal 
sourcing practices and routinely engage in sophisticated lobbying, 
marketing and public relations campaigns in order to shape public 
opinion about food and how it is made. In this way, companies 
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themselves are key drivers and generators of consumer demand.  

There is also a growing body of evidence that shows consumers want 
companies to operate in socially and environmentally responsible ways 
and are willing to pay more for products produced in conditions beneficial 
to small-scale producers and local environments. (See ‘The rise of the 
ethical  consumer  and  shareholder  activist’  in Section 3.) When 
consumers are armed with the facts and have an accurate understanding 
of company impacts, companies will find it much more difficult to avoid 
taking responsibility for their actions.  

Instead of utilizing huge investments to obscure the impacts of their 
operations, companies can and should employ some of their substantial 
resources to develop products and practices that support a more just 
food system.  
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7 CONCLUSION 
Once upon a time, the food and beverage industry gained unrestricted 
access to cheap land and labor and made huge profits at the expense of 
communities and habitats around the world. 

But that time is now ending. 

Today’s  food  system  is  broken  and  unsustainable. 1.4 billion people are 
considered overweight and nearly 900 million people are chronically 
hungry. Water and land resources are growing ever more scarce, and 
food prices are volatile. And consumers and governments are pushing 
companies to prioritize the nutrition and vitality of far-away communities. 
In other words, the food system is poised for change, and the Big 10 can 
help or hinder its progress. 

The Big 10 must develop a vision to include and support men and 
women small-scale farmers, farm workers and producers, while ensuring 
that their operations are sustainable and fair. Global supply chains 
should provide everyone with an opportunity to escape poverty and 
hunger, and cannot allow the few to profit at the expense of the many. To 
deliver this vision, Oxfam is calling on food and beverage companies, 
consumers, and governments to take the following actions.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Food and beverage companies 
The seven areas used to assess company policies in the Behind the 
Brands scorecard need urgent attention. As a first step, the Big 10 need 
to be transparent about how they do business and from where and whom 
they buy their commodities. They also need to improve their 
understanding  of  their  supply  chains  by  ‘knowing  and  showing’  their  
impacts and disclosing the commodities and regions where injustices are 
most prevalent. Lastly, and most importantly, companies must commit to 
eliminating the injustices in their supply chains and explicitly require their 
suppliers to raise their standards to ensure actual practices on farms are 
drastically improved.  

Oxfam urges the Big 10 and others to adhere to the following policies 
within their supply chain: 

1. Recognize responsibility for all significant social and 
environmental impacts of agricultural production within the 
supply chain. Set ambitious, transparent and time-bound targets for 
sustainable and equitable sourcing of key commodities, working with 
publicly disclosed suppliers to meet commitments. Publish progress 
on these targets annually. 
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2. Assess the number and gender of small-scale farmers and 
workers currently in the supply chain. Conduct participatory and 
transparent assessments of social and environmental impacts of 
operations and sourcing on farmers, workers, women and affected 
communities. Establish time-bound remedial action plans with 
suppliers.  

3. Assess the number and role of women involved in the supply 
chain as farmers or workers and the issues they are facing. 
Ensure that contracts and provision of services account for the risks 
and constraints women face, including mobility and transportation of 
products, the protection of contracts and assets from seizure, lack of 
access to training and  women’s  time-poverty caused by unpaid care 
activities and household responsibilities. Ensure women are able to 
participate equally at every level of the company and that they 
confirm fair treatment.  Companies  should  also  promote  women’s  
empowerment  in  the  workplace,  and  women’s  control  of  land  they  
farm. 

4. Develop targets for including small-scale farmers in the supply 
chain and ensure their inclusion generates positive benefits for 
these farmers, their families and communities. Special attention must 
be given to the inclusion and support of women in the supply chain.  

5. Recognize and promote the human right to water, as defined by 
the United Nations. Monitor and disclose data on agricultural water 
use and the quality and quantity of water discharged into rivers and 
lakes. Reduce water use at all levels, Companies must identify and 
disclose operations which source from water-stressed regions, and 
develop specific policies for those areas, in consultation with affected 
communities.  

6. Declare and implement zero tolerance for land grabbing (as 
defined under the Tirana Declaration)176 and water grabbing. A 
zero tolerance policy should be implemented throughout a 
company’s  agricultural  operations.  Company  policy should ensure 
free, prior and informed consent of farmers and rural communities.  

7. Establish supply chain standards and policies which ensure 
that agricultural supply chains meet international labor 
standards established under International Labor Organization 
Conventions.177 This includes freedom of association and the right 
to  bargain  collectively,  fair  working  conditions  that  protect  workers’  
health and safety, an anonymous grievance process to register and 
address labor violations, and public recognition that all agricultural 
workers should earn enough to meet the basic needs of their families 
– a  ‘living  wage’. 

8. Disclose agricultural greenhouse gas emissions in company 
supply chains and set targets to achieve deep absolute 
reductions in emissions from large-scale producers. Disclose 
climate change risks and how they will affect small-scale producers, 
as well as implement programs and strategies that build their 
resilience. 
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9. Use political and economic power to influence government 
policies and change industry practices. Food and beverage 
companies should lobby transparently and accountably, consistent 
with their social responsibility commitments, to make the global food 
system more just and sustainable. They should collectively challenge 
governments as well as agricultural traders to curtail practices that 
sustain higher and more volatile food prices, including commodity 
speculation and the conversion of food to fuel. And they should 
demand more ambitious and multilateral action by governments and 
other industries to tackle climate change, both through emissions 
reductions and the provision of public finance for adaptation, 
especially for small-scale food producers. 

10. Use convening power to promote collective solutions to 
systemic problems in the industry. The Big 10 have outsized 
power to bring business, government and civil society leaders 
together. Working with key stakeholders, food and beverage 
companies should support collaborative efforts at the local, national 
and global levels to address the most pressing challenges.  

Governments 
Governments bear  the  responsibility  for  protecting  their  citizens’  rights,  
including the rights of male and female small-scale farmers and farm 
workers and ensuring that businesses do not violate these rights. This 
should be accomplished through comprehensive laws and effective 
oversight, consistent with international human rights and labor 
conventions, and key principles agreed upon at the Committee on World 
Food Security. Governments must ensure that citizens have access to 
effective judicial mechanisms to protect their basic rights.  

Governments must also build a new global governance to avert food 
crises. The GROW Campaign is calling for transformational reforms of 
trade, food aid, financial markets and climate finance to reduce the risks 
of future shocks and to respond more effectively when they occur. 
Governments should also craft global agreements for a more equitable 
distribution of scarce resources. 

Governments should work with multilateral donors and progressive 
investors to ensure adequate investment in and support for smallholder 
farmers. Governments can help build markets through policy reforms and 
by encouraging businesses to integrate smallholders into national and 
global supply chains in an equitable manner. 

In addition, governments should: 

1. Implement  regulations  to  ensure  that  companies’  impacts  on  
surrounding communities and their ecosystems and rights to land 
and other assets, as well as on regional food security, are 
understood and addressed in an open and accountable manner, with 
complaints resolved. 
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2. Support diversified farm systems that take into account the roles of 
women and men and avoid creating dependence of smallholders on 
one company, through investments that enhance trade in alternative 
or local markets, or markets for secondary or complementary 
products. 

3. Prioritize the needs of small-scale farmers and producers in 
developing countries where the biggest gains in productivity and 
resilience can be achieved. Develop and implement policies that 
guarantee small-scale  farmers’  access  to  natural  resources,  
technology and markets, and policies that provide men and women 
with equal access. 

4. Require robust environmental, social and governance disclosure for 
food and beverage (and other agribusiness) firms, especially those 
publicly listed on stock exchanges, whether for direct or indirect 
agricultural operations.  

5. Work with other governments to implement ambitious domestic and 
multilateral action to tackle climate change, both through deep 
emission reductions and the provision of public finance for 
adaptation, especially for small-scale food producers; including 
through agreement of a fair, ambitious and legally binding global 
agreement on climate change by 2015. 

6. Together with industry, develop and foster partnerships with farmers 
that: 

a. Deliver fair returns that meet national living wage standards and 
ensure agricultural  workers’  rights  are  protected;;  

b. Ensure fair sharing of risks (production risks due to weather, 
pests and other factors affecting harvests) and provide support in 
adapting to climate change, timely communication about supply 
and demand, flexibility for farmers to respond to changing 
conditions, and financial risk management schemes;  

c. Set out clear commitments for the company to purchase products 
at guaranteed fair prices, with transparent terms of trade, quality 
standards and pricing structure, and to maintain a set price for 
inputs. A dispute resolution mechanism should be established 
that can engage the wider community, beyond the smallholders 
directly involved.  

Consumers 
In the face of such large and powerful companies, many individuals see 
themselves as powerless. Yet consumers have enormous power over 
food and beverage companies and can exert pressure on them in order 
for the food system to change. 

Oxfam’s  GROW  campaign  is  a  resource  for  consumers  to  learn  more  
about the food system and how it can become more just and sustainable. 
The  campaign’s  website  offers  practical  resources  for  consumers  
wanting to make a difference. 
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Consumers can also: 

1. Learn more about the Behind the Brands campaign at 
behindthebrands.org, and invite friends and family to get involved by 
sharing information through social media.  

2. Take action on issues by contacting the companies directly to urge 
them to provide better conditions for small-scale farmers and 
workers in their supply chains.  

3. Make changes in how they buy and consume food. Oxfam's GROW 
Method suggests five easy ways to make a difference: reducing food 
waste,  so  we’re  making  the  most  of  the  precious  resources  that  go  
into making food; buying products and brands that ensure small-
scale producers in developing countries get a fair deal; cooking 
smart, to cut down on wasted  water  and  energy;;  buying  food  that’s  in  
season, so cutting down on greenhouse gas emissions; eating less 
meat and dairy to reduce both greenhouse gas emissions and water 
use. 

4. Join the GROW campaign and take action with hundreds of 
thousands of other concerned citizens to urge governments, 
companies and other powerful institutions to play their part in 
creating a more just food system. 
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APPENDIX A 
SCORECARD METHODOLOGY  
Oxfam’s  Behind  the  Brands  scorecard assesses, scores and ranks food 
and beverage companies on their corporate policies and commitments 
aimed at taking responsibility for the social and environmental injustices 
that lie within their agricultural operations.  

Only publicly disclosed policies are considered for the scorecard. Policies 
which have not been published are not oriented toward promoting 
transparency, a key element of the scorecard and a prerequisite for a just 
food system. 

Oxfam acknowledges that policies are just a first step toward promoting 
socially and environmentally acceptable practices, and many companies 
do not actually enforce such policies within their supply chains.  

Further advancements will require governments to enforce and improve 
upon existing laws; and for civil society, working with farmers and 
consumers, to hold companies accountable for publicly declared 
commitments to supply chain participants and rural communities. The 
scorecard is then a starting place for improvement in the system, but is 
not the end of the journey. 

Additional information on the methodology employed for the Behind the 
Brands scorecard can be found at http://www.behindthebrands.org  
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APPENDIX B 

DECLARATION OF INTEREST: FINANCIAL 
AND PROGRAMMTIC TIES BETWEEN 
OXFAM AND THE BIG 10 
Prior to the launch of the GROW campaign (in 2011) Oxfam already had 
relationships with a number of food and beverage companies featured in 
‘Behind the Brands’. Oxfam takes a multi-faceted approach to working 
with the private sector, including campaigning, collaborations and 
fundraising. The nature of any engagement Oxfam undertakes with a 
company depends on its goals, the context and the company.  

All of Oxfam’s  engagements  with  companies  are  subject  to  Oxfam’s  
ethical screening and risk assessment procedures. Oxfam is committed 
to being fully transparent and accountable for all its relationships with 
companies including with the Big 10 in the context of the Behind the 
Brands campaign. Notwithstanding the relationships set out below, 
Oxfam’s  analysis  and  scoring  of  the  Big  10,  and  its  interaction  in  relation  
to the Behind the Brands campaign, have been undertaken in a 
consistent and impartial manner across all the companies.  

A compilation of financial, advocacy and program relationships between 
Oxfam and the Big 10 can also be found on the Behind the Brands 
website: http://www.behindthebrands.org   

Significant relationships between Oxfam and the Big 10 include:  

• Unilever: Oxfam has engaged with Unilever for over a decade. 
Activities include:  provision  of  funding  for  Oxfam’s  UK  poverty  
program  and  contribution  of  gifts  in  kind  for  Oxfam’s  humanitarian  
response: e.g. donations of soap during the 2011 Pakistan floods, the 
Haiti earthquake in 2010 and the food crisis in West Africa in 2012; 
research in the form of a collaborative poverty footprint study178 
published in 2005, an  Oxfam  study  of  labor  rights  in  Unilever’s  supply  
chain published in January 2013, and a joint research project (co-
managed by the Ethical Tea Partnership and Oxfam and involving 
Unilever as well as other Big 10 companies such as Mars and ABF) to 
investigate wages in the tea sector (forthcoming, 2013); and a 
partnership to explore inclusive business models that integrate 
smallholder farmers in Unilever’s supply chain. 

• Coca-Cola: Joint research and advocacy work through a collaborative 
Community Impact Study in Zambia and El Salvador.179 Oxfam 
America also had a fundraising relationship with Coca-Cola; from 
2007 to 2011, Oxfam America received $3m in humanitarian support 
for Sudan. 

• With many of the companies included in ‘Behind the Brands’, working 
in a range of multi-stakeholder initiatives including the Roundtable on 
Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO), the Sustainable Food Lab and the 
Sustainable Trade Initiative (IDH).  
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NOTES 
 
1  http://www.worldcrunch.com/poisoning-well-nestl-accused-exploiting-water-supplies-

bottled-brands/business-finance/poisoning-the-well-nestl-accused-of-exploiting-water-
supplies-for-bottled-brands/c2s4503/  

2  http://www.savingiceland.org/2009/09/plundering-the-amazon/. Purchases were made 
by Kraft Italy.  

3  http://www.cnn.co.uk/2012/05/01/world/asia/philippines-child-labor/Index.html. In 
response,  Coke  noted  the  following  to  Oxfam  in  2012:  “Similarly,  while  we  are  not  
aware of any instance of child labor in our direct supply chain, the Company 
acknowledges that child labor exists in sugar cane fields in Philippines and other 
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