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Reversing the decline in breastfeeding could save the lives of 1.5 million infants worldwide every year.

UNICEF, the United Nations Children Fund, estimates that one and a half million lives could be saved every year by reversing the decline in breastfeeding.  The breastfeeding message is undermined by the aggressive marketing of breast milk substitutes by the milk powder producers.  Nestlé are the dominant player in this industry.

Breast-feeding is best for babies in all countries, but where there is poverty it is a lifeline.

1. The water mixed with baby milk powder is often dirty and unsafe to keep bottles and teats sterile. Where water is unsafe, UNICEF says that babies are 25 times more likely to die if they are bottle-fed. Under such circumstances, artificial feeding leads to infection such as diarrhoea, the biggest killer of children worldwide.

2. Artificial feeding can contribute to family malnutrition and impoverishment. Baby milk is very expensive and an unnecessary expenditure given other family and nutritional needs. Poor mothers trying to make the milk go further may over-dilute the powder which leads to the baby’s malnutrition. 

3. If a mother is to use breast-milk substitute she needs clear information on instructions and risks. This presents difficulties if instructions are in an inappropriate language, the mother is illiterate and she is pressured by advertising and images that undermine breast-feeding.  If she chooses to bottle feed, she should be aware of the risks involved.

Breast is Best!

Breastfeeding is the best food for infants:

 It is free, safe and assists babies build immunity against polio, diabetes, pneumonia, ear infections, and other conditions.

 Breastfeeding contributes to women’s health by reducing their risk of getting breast and ovarian cancers, iron deficiency anaemia.

 Breastfeeding naturally reduces fertility, increasing the spacing between births.  It prevents more births worldwide than all other methods put together.

The “International Code of Marketing of Breast-milk Substitutes”

The International Code is an international public health recommendation to protect infant health and support breastfeeding. Prepared by the World Health Organisation (WHO) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the Code was adopted as a “minimum requirement” in 1981. Subsequent Resolutions have clarified the interpretation of the Code and addressed changes in marketing practices and scientific knowledge.

Why target Nestlé?

The Nestlé’s boycott is being implemented in 19 countries.  It is the most popular, longest running, widely known consumer boycott in the UK and worldwide.
 Charities, church organisations, health care bodies, Governments, MPs, students, unions and community health workers in Developing Countries support it.

1. Monitoring by the International Baby Food Action Network consistently reveals Nestlé to be the largest single source of violations worldwide.

2. Nestlé is the world’s largest food manufacturer controlling approximately 40% of the worldwide market for baby food. It exerts a powerful influence on governments, market trends and company behaviour - more than any other single food company.

3. Nestlé has tried to undermine attempts to bring in strong legislation in many countries.

When the Government of Zimbabwe was introducing legislation in line with the Code, Nestlé threatened to close down its factory and pull out of the country.
4. Nestlé has already faced many charges for breaking the Code and been found guilty. In May 1999 the UK Advertising Standards Authority (ASA) upheld all of Baby Milk Action’s complaints against a Nestlé anti-boycott advertisement
:

· The ad said that “even before the WHO International Code was introduced in 1981, Nestle marketed infant formula ethically and responsibly, and has done so ever since”: the ASA rules that Nestle could not support this claim and that it “went to far”.

· The ad claimed that “naturally they (Nestle employees) do not provide free supplies to hospitals for us with healthy infants”: the ASA ruled this claim “unacceptable”, pointing out that the company admitted giving free supplies to South Africa until October 1992, Thailand until July 1988, Bangladesh until January 1993, and to hospitals in China as recently as April 1994.

· The ad claimed that the Nestle Charter had been in compliance with the code “over time to a degree that had not been substantiated”: the ASA also ruled against that claim.

· Nestle was warned by the ASA not to repeat the three above claims.

5. The first international boycott of Nestlé was suspended in 1984 when it promised to abide by the International Code. In 1988, after monitoring of company practices showed that Nestlé was still breaking the Code, the boycott was re-launched. 

Resisting Public Accountability and Democratic Processes

There have been many efforts to control the “ethical” practices of multinational companies.  The European Parliament established a forum to consider EU standards for European enterprises operating in developing countries.  It aims to bring in global legal frameworks requiring multinationals to abide by international standards on human rights and the environment.  It is pressing for binding rules to take the place of codes of conduct, which, they argue, can be broken with impunity.

The Development Committee of the European Parliament in the first annual Public Hearing scheduled for 22nd November looked into the activities of Adidas and Nestle.  Both refused to attend the parliamentary hearing that heard graphic evidence of their unethical behaviour in developing countries.  A variety of excuses were relayed by MEPs, from Nestlé objecting to the presence of UNICEF, to suggestions that the title wasn’t important enough. This provoked outrage among Euro MPs.

Undermining Governments

Malawi labels still inadequate 

Nestlé's CEO, Peter Brabeck, ordered a label to be launched in Malawi without Government approval. The Government rejected the label because the warning about the hazards of inappropriate preparation was not in the national language. The Government has been calling on Nestlé to respect its requirements since at least 1994.

Nestlé fined in Costa Rica

Nestlé was fined in Costa Rica at the end of 1999 for breaking the laws relating to the labelling of breast milk substitutes. Nestlé was repeatedly warned that its labels did not comply. In August 1996, Nestlé presented labels, which satisfied the Ministry of Health and Economy, but these were not used. Instead Nestlé continued to use old labels, which had been rejected. In September 1999, legal action was taken and Nestlé was fined. 

Lobbied Against Sri Lankan Government

Even though Nestlé has health warnings in 3 languages in Switzerland, it did oppose the Government of Sri Lanka’s policy to have labelling in 3 languages – English, Singhalese and Tamil.

Nestlé, the UK Government and ‘Research’

The Head of School of Medicine and Health in the University of Central Lancashire is Professor Agett. His department received support from 3 companies producing baby milk.  Prof Agett himself has received funds from Nestec, a division of Nestlé.  He is also Chair of the Ministry of Health on Medical Aspects of Food and Nutrition Policy (COMA).  

Three other members of COMA have either benefited directly from payments by baby milk manufacturers (one is an executive at Nestlé) or belong to academic departments which have received payments.

Professor Peter Schroeder is Director of Research and Development at Nestlé and is also Director of the Government’s Institute of Food Research.

Nestle Investigated by Pakistan’s Anti-corruption Unit

After Nestlé’s alleged threats and treatment of Syed Aamar Raza after he exposed Nestlé practices, the company is being investigated by the countries' anti-corruption investigators.


Can Nestlé be considered an ‘ethical’ company?

The way Nestlé operates raises important questions about the responsibilities of multinational companies, especially in regard to the poor, human rights, the environment and social justice.

A new UK Government-backed scheme called the Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI) brings together food retailers and producers, non-governmental organisations, trade unions and government departments in drawing up standard codes on trading practices and a means of independently auditing them.

In April 2000, Nestlé UK met with the Labour Rights Network (LNR), representatives of the Ethical Trading Initiative, to present their potential candidature for membership, which was rejected. 

In its response, the Ethical Trading Initiative stated that while the NGOs present “welcomed the evidence that Nestlé is starting to think in a different way about how it engages with the wider community on areas of its social responsibility […] a number of areas of concern remain, which should be addressed if trust is to be developed between Nestlé and NGOs”.

The ETI had serious concerns about Nestlé’s overall performance:

Relations with NGOs, fair trade and ethical trade

Lack of serious explanation “of how Nestlé proposes to conducts monitoring and verification of its coffee-supply chain when it currently purchases almost all its coffee on the London Commodities Exchange and therefore appears to have no way of tracing its growers”.

Marketing of breast milk substitutes

The ETI states there is “evidence of a lack of commitment to the International Code of Marketing of Breast milk Substitutes as a global minimum standard”.  There is “No publicly available evidence of effective internal monitoring and implementation of the Code”.

The Nestlé Counter-offensive

The boycott was effective in that it forced Nestlé to take action. However Nestlé chosen reaction was not to work towards compliance with the Code, but instead to criticise and undermine the Code and its backers.

Nestlé undermines the International Code drawn up by the UN 

The International Code was introduced in 1981. From the outset Nestlé has tried to undermine it and Vice-President, Ernest Saunders, described it as “irrelevant” and “unworkable”
. 

Since then, Resolutions have been added to the Code, aiming to clarify its interpretation and address changes in marketing practices and scientific knowledge. The World Health Organisation (WHO) has made it clear that these Resolutions form part of the Code and should be respected. But rather than respecting their legitimacy Nestlé has drawn up its own code of conduct, the Nestlé Charter. 

Nestlé implies that the Charter is the same as the International Code. Nestlé also claims that the Charter, used for instructing its staff, was developed with UNICEF. 

However UNICEF’s Executive Director, Carol Bellamy, wrote to Nestlé’s Chief Executive Officer, Peter Brabeck-Letmathé, on 3rd November 1997 setting out specific areas where Nestlé’s interpretation is incorrect. 

Her letter, which followed an unsuccessful meeting with Mr. Brabeck, damningly concluded of their meeting with Nestlé: 


The Charter existence confuses the public and hides the real issues. It is difficult to believe that this is accidental. This succinctly articulates and legitimises African Initiatives’ continued concerns about Nestlé.  But the deception continued.

The PR offensive – the deception continues

In December Nestlé produced a report  “Nestlé implementation of the WHO Code - Official Responses from Governments”. This 180-page book contains letters from 54 governments which Nestlé represents as “official responses that verify Nestlé compliance with the International Code” obtained after a process of consultation with the authors. 

Misquoting

Many of the letters are not the verifications Nestlé claims, in fact UNICEF argue that 21 of the 54 letters do not show compliance:

· The letter from the Cook Islands states: “I have not noticed any of their products being sold here.”

· The letter from Oman is only thanking Nestlé for attending a meeting.

· The letter from Denmark only states how the Code has been implemented in the national legislation. (Nestlé subsequently had to apologise to the Danish authorities).
· There were concerns about the translation of some of the letters. 
· Letters critical of the company were obviously not included in the report.

Misrepresentation 

But most importantly, Nestlé has subtitled its book: “Report to the Director-General World Health Organisation.” 

However, WHO has stated that “the Nestlé report does not respond to any request made either by the World Health Assembly, WHO’s highest decision making body, or by the Director-General herself.  We have informed Nestlé that it was unsuitable to address this report to the Director-General...”  

Instead of washing away the accusations against them, the report has been described as a public relations disaster for Nestlé.

Saatchi & Saatchi: PR for the Powerful


So how should Nestle deal with the issue that has dogged the company for more than 20 years and still successfully market its brand?

Nestle consulted Marketing Consultants Saatchi & Saatchi’s, who suggested that the way to counteract the bad publicity was to go on the offensive by financially contributing to charities and embarking on cause-related and ‘ethical’ marketing programmes.

	


Therefore, in 1999 Nestlé offered substantial sums of money to UK charities, education and development projects. Some have turned down the money on principle, others have accepted, including:

· British Red Cross 

· Kid Club Network

· Explore @t Bristol 

· Macmillan Cancer Relief 

· Shelter 

Along with their money, they all received false assurances that Nestlé respects the Code.

As a small charity African Initiatives sympathises with charities’ desperate need to raise funds.  However we would argue that as we are all working to improve people’s lives, we should act together on major issues such as this.  Nestlé is using the good name of charities to deflect criticisms away from themselves, and it works!


African Initiatives would urge all charities that uphold the interests of children and the poor to consider the implications of accepting funds from Nestlé. 
It is all too easy to push aside the realities lying behind corporate funds.


What is Fair Trade? 

The Fair Trade terms of trading protect producers from damaging price fluctuations on the international market and provide:

· A guaranteed price that covers the cost of production. 

· A social 'premium' to be used by the producers to improve their living and working conditions. 

· Advance payment to avoid small producer organisations falling into debt. 

· Contracts that allow long term planning and sustainable production practices.
The majority of coffee and cocoa is grown by independent, small farmers, working their own land. For these producers, receiving a fair price for their beans is more important than any other aspect of fair trade. The major concern for plantation workers is fair wages and decent working conditions.  Fair Trade also mean farmers, plantation workers and factory workers participate in a democratic organisation, trade union activities and have decent wages, housing, health and safety standards.

There is documentary evidence
 that on some plantations child slavery is used, especially in Cote d’Ivoire, which is the major producer of the world’s cocoa.

Nestlé claims Fair Trade products
Nestlé has organised its own version of Fair Trade, just as it organised its own Code, the Charter. But if the Nestlé’s Charter and the Nestlé’s Fair trade are as robust as the International ones, why are they needed?

In a leaflet produced by Nestlé UK, they claim that they are “Fair Trade”, buying direct from producers, however:
· Nestlé buys its cocoa and coffee on the open market, which is not fairly traded. (The majority of its coffee comes from the London Commodity Exchange).
· Nescafe has been removed from the House of Commons in favour of Fair-Trade Coffee.

· Part of the deal with @t Bristol is the exclusion of fairly traded products at the complex.
· Nestlé have tried to undermine those promoting the Fair Trade movement.

Nestlé and the Environment

Examples of Nestlé’s environmental record:

· August 1999, Nestlé UK was fined for polluting the Grand Union Canal in Middlesex, UK. Large amounts if heavy fuel oil and diesel leaked into the canal, harming wildlife and affecting boats. 

· Nestlé plant in Derbyshire is top of a league table of food and drink companies that breached their discharge consent; 12 times in a 1-year period discharging effluent into a tributary of the River Done.

· Nestlé is a member of EUROPEN (The European Organisation for Packaging and the Environment), a consortium of multi-nationals, which criticised the European Union for setting targets for recovery, and recycling of packaging.

· Nestlé’s environmental report on its policy contains no assessment of performance for future improvements.

Slavery and Worker’s Conditions

Why should a small charity like African Initiatives research the conditions and rights of those involved in the Nestlé supply and production chain?  

But there are serious concerns.
 Child and slave labour is being used on coffee and cocoa plantations, especially Coté d’Ivoire, West Africa, the largest cocoa producer in the world.  BBC estimates 15,000 child slaves and young men sold into slave conditions in West Africa. Nestlé needs to give public and independently verified guarantees that none of the raw materials used in any of their products come 

directly or indirectly from slave labour. A Code of Conduct, independently monitored and verified, is essential.


The intimidation of Mr Raza (see Appendix 3) for whistle blowing on Nestlé’s activities has been widely condemned.  

Nestlé has been accused of union bashing. The Union of Filipino Employees reports 65 people sacked from Nestlé's Magnolia factory in January 2000 for being union members.

During the preparation of this Briefing Paper, three questions have disturbed us.  

The first is “Why should a small NGO (non-governmental organisation) like African Initiatives with an income of less than one of Nestlé’s senior management have to highlight and reduce the impact of Nestlé’s excesses and lack of ethics?   

Secondly, how much desperately needed resources that could be targeted at primary health care, mother and child education and promoting breast-feeding have been allocated to countering Nestlé’s advertising, mis-information and propaganda and also trying to make them accountable?

Thirdly, is it right that multinationals like Nestlé can act and wield power in a way that undermines governments, especially those committed to alleviating poverty?

The answer seems to be that we need to consider how to make multi-nationals accountable.  The obvious place for that would be the United Nations but even they appear to be increasingly compromised by Nestlé’s predatory lobbying.

If Nestlé is so bad, why haven’t they been charged on human rights violations?

Unfortunately international human rights law cannot be applied to multi-nationals.  If they were liable for prosecution then allegations of human rights violations by companies such as Nestlé could be given legal force in international treaties such as:

· The UN’s Convention on the Rights of the Child, 

· The Universal Declaration of Human Rights

· International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

· International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 

· The African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child 

· The African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights, include, most importantly: the right to life, freedom of information (of mothers on the implications of using baby milk substitutes) and the right to health.
Although human rights laws have technically been the responsibility of governments there are moves to make multinational corporations responsible for human rights violations. A number of initiatives are worth noting:

· OECD Guiding Principles for Multinational Companies

· International Labour Organisation (ILO) Tripartite Declaration of Principles Concerning MNCs

· Other ILO Conventions

· UN Declaration on Human Rights (UDHR)

· European Parliament Resolution (January 1999) on accountability of European based MNCs (Resolution 170-17): to establish European Monitoring Platform for accountability of MNCs. It also calls for EU Commission and Council to take action on such matters.

There are moves by the European Union to undertake an independent audit of Nestlé. Human rights organisations such as Amnesty International have also adopted principles directed at companies:

· Human Rights Principles for Companies (AI Doc. ACT 70/01/98)

The United Nations has started to focus on the responsibility of MNCs (multinational corporations) with its Global Compact Initiative. At the World Economic Forum in of January 1999 the UN Secretary General Mr. Kofi Annan called on business leaders to, among other matters, ‘support and respect the protection of international human rights within their sphere of influence’ and ‘make sure their own corporations are not complicit in human rights abuses’. This hopefully gives a clear indication that action is beginning to be taken against MNCs by the world community.

Nestlé Eroding the Credibility of the UN?

There is concern that Nestlé are now trying to undermine the United Nations. The Business Humanitarian Forum, based in Geneva, is supported by UN Secretary General, Mr Kofi Annan, who has called for a compact between the United Nations and corporations.

Nestlé is a member of the Forum (along with UNOCAL, “a corporation notorious for human rights abuses in Burma.”)
.  Non-governmental organisations
 from around the world sent a letter to the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees and UNICEF calling for their resignation from the Business Humanitarian Forum while Nestlé was a member.
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Appendix 3

The Damning Evidence of Mr Raza

___________________________________________________________________________________

Syed Aamar Raza joined Nestlé in December 1994 as a Medical Delegate responsible for promoting breast milk substitutes and infant cereals in Sialkot, Pakistan.

Aamar received no training from Nestlé on the International Code but in December 1996 was given a copy of Nestlé’s Charter.

“It said Nestlé does not give gifts to doctors, but we did this. It said we did not make direct contact with mothers, but we held baby shows and in clinics we used Cerelac samples as a way of striking up conversations to push the milk. The Charter says Nestlé does not pay staff by incentives, but my salary revisions signed by Nestlé’s Marketing Manager include incentives. Infant formula received the most points in the scheme.”

A few months later a doctor coming back from seeing a dying child told Aamar: “This is the result of marketing by people like you”. Following the use of infant formula, the child was sick with diarrhoea and died one month later.

Aamar resigned with immediate effect and 6 months later, in November 1997, issued his former employers a Legal Notice, attaching nearly 80 pages of documentary evidence such as minutes, copies of cheques, memos and pay-slips demonstrating that senior Nestlé executives had been responsible for malpractices such as bribing doctors, providing free samples of baby-milk and promoting it through the health care service. Aamar demanded that the company “stop its business of infant food manufacturing in Pakistan and withdraw all its infant food products from the Pakistani market within 15 days of receiving this legal notice”.

Following this notice, Aamar was called to a doctor’s office under a false pretext and faced the Nestlé Group Brand Manager who said: “Nestlé is a multinational company, he reminded me, and has money to do anything to me. My Area Detailing Executive offered me any amount of money I like. The Group Brand Manager said that if I continue to be stubborn, the company would file cases against me in different cities. They said anyone from my family could be kidnapped, or I could even be killed”. 

Aamar felt this was a threat and he could not pursue this case alone.  He wrote for support to the World Health Organisation office and contacted the International Baby-Food Action Network (IBFAN) group.  IBFAN said they would publish a report based on the evidence brought by Aamar if he decided he wanted to go public. The report, named “Milking Profits”
 was launched in December 1999 in Berlin and in February 2000 in London.  Mr Raza is now living in exile, separated from his family.
Nestlé announced it had commissioned an external audit of its Pakistan operation, published on May 23rd, 2000.  However there are serious problems with the report and does not address Mr Raza’s allegations.  

A sample of the concerns are:

1.  Nestlé has represented the audit as if it disproves Mr. Raza’s evidence, however the auditors clearly state that: “it does not represent an attempt to investigate any of the allegations made.”  
2.  Furthermore, the report does not prove that Nestlé was complying with the marketing requirements, even in April 2000, and uses Nestlé’s confusing Charter already criticised by UNICEF.
3.  The report is based on interviews with Nestlé staff and health workers from a list provided by Nestlé. The auditors admitted that they had agreed with Nestlé not to make contact with independent organisations or with Mr. Raza. Baby Milk Action’s offer to provide information to the auditors was ignored.

4.  Nestlé still accuses Mr. Raza of having attempted to blackmail the company although they have not reported it to the police in Pakistan.  In spite of many requests Nestlé have refused to present any substantiating evidence, including a tape recording they claim support their allegations.

The new Pakistan anti-corruption body, the National Accountability Bureau, is investigating Mr. Raza’s evidence against Nestlé.  At the World Health Assembly in Geneva in May 2000 it was reported that the new administration in Pakistan is moving ahead with introducing legislation on the marketing of baby-milk products. 


Mr Raza is still living in exile.

What does the “International Code of Marketing of Breast-milk Substitutes” involve?

The International Code is an international public health recommendation to protect infant health and support breastfeeding. Prepared by the World Health Organisation (WHO) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the Code was adopted as a “minimum requirement” in 1981. Subsequent Resolutions have clarified the interpretation of the Code and addressed changes in marketing practices and scientific knowledge. WHO has made it clear that the Code and Resolutions have the same status and should be regarded as one policy.

The Code and subsequent Resolutions are to be implemented in a variety of ways:

 The governments of individual Member states:

Governments are responsible for adopting a national legislation based on the International Code as a minimum requirement and monitor it. They are also responsible for the provision of information on infant healthy feeding practices to the general public and mothers.

 Manufacturers and distributors of breast-milk substitutes:

Companies are called to abide by the International Code. The Code does not ban breast-milk substitutes, but sets out how companies are permitted to market them in order to protect all mothers and babies from aggressive company practices.

The main rules dictated by the Code to companies regarding the marketing of breast-milk substitutes products are: 

Scope of the Code

The Code applies to the marketing of breast-milk substitutes, including infant formula for use as partial or total replacement of breast-milk; feeding bottles and teats.

The general public and mothers

Companies should not seek contact of any kind with pregnant women and mothers of children under the age of three years and must not promote products covered by the Code to them or the general public in any way. 

Health Care System and health workers

Companies may not promote products in the health care system or provide free samples of the products. Inducements to promote products are banned.

Labelling

Baby milk products packaging must include prominent warning and clear instructions in an appropriate language understood by the mother. Labelling is not allowed to use idealising text or baby pictures.

NGOs, professional groups, institutions: 

All are called on to report violations to the appropriate governmental authority. The International Baby Food Action Network (IBFAN) is a global network, which aims to strengthen independent, transparent and effective controls on the marketing of the baby feeding industry worldwide. Created in 1979, IBFAN has grown from 6 groups to over 150 groups in more than 90 countries. Their representative in the UK is Baby Milk Action, which have established links with many other health, development and consumer organisations.
Has the International Code improved marketing practices of breast-milk substitutes?

The adoption of the Code has not generated as many improvements as it could have. Although the International Code carries moral and political weight, it is merely a recommendation and therefore far less binding than a treaty or a convention. 

Following the decision of the World Health Assembly (WHA), the WHO does not intervene at all in cases of non-compliance and reports of violations of the Code. It is up to Governments of Member States to decide on the legislation, regulations and other suitable measures to give effect to the Code in their own country. It is also up to these governments to decide what actions to take in response to a violation of the Code.

Governments have failed to implement the Code in a consistent and equal manner while producers of baby-milk products are dismissive of the Code and subsequent legislations introduced.

Governments 

Peru became the first country to adopt the International Code as national legislation in 1982. Today only twenty countries (out of 190) have implemented all or nearly all of the provisions of the International Code and Resolutions, and there is still a great disparity among countries on the level of information and action on the issue. In 1988, the World Health Assembly (WHA) reported with concern a “continuing decreasing breastfeeding trends in many countries”.

Part of the problem is caused by Multinational Corporations (MNCs), which are abusing their economic power by putting pressure on governments to dilute good drafts and suspend parliamentary debates aimed at strengthening regulatory measures. Countries where such commercial pressure has been reported include: Ghana, Swaziland, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zimbabwe, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and nations in Eastern Europe.

Multinational Corporations

The lobbying and pressure applied to governmental bodies is only one aspect of the malpractices of baby-milk manufacturers and distributors putting their profits before health. 

In 1997, the Interagency Group on Breastfeeding Monitoring, a coalition of 27 UK church, academic and development organisations, commissioned a research in Bangladesh, Poland, South Africa and Thailand. The resulting report, entitled “Cracking the Code”, concluded that companies are violating the International Code and Resolution in a “systematic rather than one-off manner”. Examples of blatant malpractices are distribution of free samples to mothers, labelling in a non-local language, bribes to health officials for the promotion of products in maternity wards, incentives to sales representatives to aggressively market the products, etc…



For Further Information

African Initiatives
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www.african-initiatives.org.uk
Baby Milk Action
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Fairtrade Foundation
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This Briefing Paper has been produced by African Initiatives. It would not have been possible without the information, support and solidarity of the following organisations:

Baby Milk Action

Christian Aid

Corporate Watch

Ethical Trading Initiative

Fair Trade Foundation

International Babyfood Action Network

Oxfam

Transnational Resource & Action Centre

Unison

World Development Movement

Education Pack – Seeing through the Spin

RISC (The Reading International Solidarity Centre), and Baby Milk Action have produced an education pack for teachers and youth leaders for use in global citizenship, media studies and business studies curricula and fits in with the UK National Curriculum.  

The pack will develop the skills students need to deconstruct public relations messages and to become challenging, aware 21st century citizens.  

Profits Before People; the case of Nestlé





Nestlé has been the subject of the longest, most popular consumer boycott – with the honourable exception of the campaign to end apartheid.  The campaign is based on global efforts to promote breast-feeding as a free, safe way of feeding infants and protect them against infection – and Nestlé’s efforts to undermine this work.  At the last count the boycott was happening in 19 countries.  Most importantly for African Initiatives, it has the support of African organisations and healthcare professionals.





“We use this (boycott) to tell people that what is happening here is not unique to Ghana.  It shows that it is not only people in Ghana who are saying “No!” but there are also people in the UK.  The people there are campaigning because they think they have a voice and they can use their voice to help some people in the developing world who do not have a voice.”


Dr Charles Sagoe-Moses, 


Chair of the Ghanaian Infant Nutrition Action Network.





When researching Nestlé it became apparent that there were other major concerns about its activities and its impact on the poor.  It also raised important questions of the role and accountability of multi-nationals who continually put profit before people.  So what is the case against Nestlé?  





According to UNICEF, reversing the decline in breastfeeding could save the lives of 1.5 million infants around the world every year.  Nestlé controls around 40% of the world market in artificial baby milk and is the largest single violator of controls on the marketing of these products.





The United Nations, healthcare professionals, development agencies, community healthcare workers and midwives have roundly condemned Nestlé for misrepresenting and undermining efforts to improve the health of infants





Nestlé have tried to influence, undermine and mis-represent Governments.  They refused to attend the European Parliament’s Committee on Development and Cooperation and their investigation into Nestlé.





Nestlé products are not fairly traded and they have tried to undermine the Fair Trade movement.





Nestlé have a poor record on ethical issues, the environment and workers’ rights and conditions.





The activities of organisations like Nestlé are increasingly being challenged from a human rights perspective but international human rights law cannot be applied to multi-nationals.





  























The Tragic Recipe of Poverty and Baby Milk Powder 





People before Profits: the boycott against Nestlé





One week without breastfeeding is all it takes for a mother to irrevocably stop lactating.





“Our major criticism against Fair Trade, capital F capital T, is that implies that if you do not have the Mark then you are un-fair trade!”


Hilary Parsons, Nestlé UK, meeting with African Initiatives and Valerie Davey MP (August 2000)





“The problem that all these companies are facing is that information about their activities is becoming ever more widely available. If you go back 10 to 20 years it was hard to see what the companies were doing. Now the media has made them much more transparent”


Hamish Pringle, Vice-chairman of Saatchi & Saatchi,


PR Consultants to Nestlé





Nestlé’s attempts to discredit the Code:


A powerful PR Machine





Nestlé Objections to the ‘Fair Trade Movement’
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The “International Code of Marketing of Breast milk Substitutes” and Resolutions





Appendix 5


Contact details for further information








“It dawned on us that you can have personal views, but this doesn’t necessarily reflect the market. The important thing (as fundraisers) is to look for concrete evidence. Will the money come in? Does the company have a track record of working with a range of charities?”


John Trampleasure, Former Fundraising Director of Shelter








Save the Children, 				Unison,		


World Development Movement, 		National Childbirth Trust, 


Church of Scotland, 				Church in Wales, 	


Oxfam, 					Womankind Worldwide, 


Ethical Trading Initiative, 			Baby Milk Action, 


Health Visitors Association, 			Christian Aid, 		


Fair Trade Foundation, 			UNICEF, 			 


National Union of Students, 			Royal College of Nursing, 


Royal College of Midwives, 			International Baby Food Action Network, 


Baptist Union, 					Traidcraft, 			


Justice and Peace Commission, 		SCIAF,


The Food Commission, 			Liberal Democrats Party, 


Friends of the Earth, 				United Nations Association, 


The Methodist Church, 			Green Party, 	


Triodos Bank,					African Initiatives, 


Women’s Environment Network, 		National Union of Students


British Medical Journal, 		


National Federation of Women’s Institutes, 		


Catholic Institute for International Relations,





. . . .   over 100 churches, health and consumer groups,  74 politicians and political parties, 17 local authorities, 12 trade unions, 90 businesses, academics, healthcare workers, 80 student unions …








“From the information we have received about Nestlé’s activities in a number of areas, and considering Nestlé’s extensive negative public exposure on ethical issues, LRN would not support an application for Ethical Trading Initiative membership from Nestle UK at this moment in time”.


Robin Robinson, Chair, Labour Rights Network, April 2000





Nestlé, the Environment and Workers Rights





In a meeting between African Initiatives, Valerie Davey (MP) and Hilary Parsons the Corporate Affairs Manager of Nestlé UK, Ms Parsons tabled the “Nestlé implementation of the WHO Code - Official Responses from Governments” document as evidence of Nestlé’s good practice.  African Initiatives presented a letter from UNICEF disclaiming the report, suggesting misrepresentation of 21 of the 54 letters from governments.


In a letter from Mr Peter Brabeck-Letmathe, the Chief Executive Officer of Nestlé  acknowledges that “The process is by no means perfect… . Regarding Denmark, we … have removed their letter from our list. … Let me stress that we do not consider Nestlé to be perfect, and that, given the imperfect nature of human beings, Code violations can occur.” (24th January 2000)


So, having acknowledged that the report is “by no means perfect” Nestlé continues to distribute and promote the report as a proof of its adherence to the Code to charities, MPs, education institutions, public projects, the public – until challenged!





“Our meeting thus regrettably reconfirmed the historic and on-going divergence between the best interests of children as represented by UNICEF and those of the infant feeding industry. … these differences continue to represent a barrier to the establishment of any kind of working relationship between UNICEF and Nestlé.”


Letter from UNICEF to Nestlé 


(11th December 1997)





“My bosses told me to do all these things which the Code says we do not do”





Nestlé’s refusal to attend showed “utter contempt for a properly constituted public hearing.  Not to attend reveals a combination of arrogance and distance which has set their cause back.”


Richard Howitt, MEP & Rapporteur for Ethical Business Issues, 


The Independent (23/11/2000)





The Accountability of Multi-nationals – who’s watching





“The activities of organisations like Nestlé are now being attacked from a human rights perspective and there are moves to make them legally accountable for their actions. “ 


Dr Rachel Murray, International Human Rights Lawyer (African Initiatives’ Rights Officer and Queens University, Belfast.)





“Nestle is a company notorious for its unethical and irresponsible marketing of breastmilk substitutes.” 


Letter to UNICEF and UNHCR from 7 international social justice and human rights agencies around the world. September 1999)





“Again, it is ironic and disturbing that UNICEF, with its mission to protect children, would voluntarily associate with a company that is doing so much to harm babies. … UNOCAL, Nestlé and other corporations should not be allowed to use the UN name to conjure up a reputation as humanitarian companies.  Again we call on you to resign from the Business Humanitarian Forum and avoid similar associations with UNOCAL, Nestlé and other corporate violators of human rights, labor rights and environmental rights.”


Letter to UNICEF and UNHCR from 7 international social justice and human rights organisations (see note below).





Nestlé needs to show “a demonstrable improvement in dialogue between Nestlé and the fair trade movement on areas of disagreement over the use of terms such as fair trade, and over Nestlé publications, which are thought to give a misleading impression in this area”.


Letter to Nestlé from the Ethical Trading Initiative, April 2000








Nestlé’s antagonistic relationship with Democracy





Letter from Charity Commission to African Initiatives (27 October 2000)


I am advised that we would have no objection to the charity (African Initiatives) taking a stand on this issue – indeed, it seems to us (Charity Commission) that the charity could legitimately comment on Nestlé’s activities as doing so would seem to be in furtherance of the charity’s objects.








“To lay the ghost of baby-milk aside, Nestle should embark on a cause-related and ethical programme”.


Hamish Pringle, 


Vice-chairman of Saatchi & Saatchi








“The Trustee’s reconfirmed that funding from Nescafe does not in any way imply that the British Red Cross is endorsing Nestle business activities in Britain or elsewhere. Aware of concerns that exist about Nestlé’s marketing of infant formula in the Third World, the Trustee’s resolved that they would continue to impress on Nestle our belief that they should address these concerns”


Jeremy Hughes, Director of Marketing and Income Generation, Bristish Red Cross, Dec.2000





Coffee: 


Nescafe, Gold Blend, Blend 37, Alta Rica, Cap Colombie, Cappuccino, Decaff, Fine Blend.





Dairy Products: 


Carnation, Chambourcy, Coffee-Mate, Fussells, Ideal, Milkmaid, Tip-Top, Bonjour, Chamby, Crème Vienna, Darlky, Flanby, Fulcreem Custard, Hippopota, Jacky, Kremly, Le Grande, Nouvelle, Robot.





Confectionery & Snacks: 


KitKat, Rowntree, Aero, After Eights, Lyons Maid Ice-Cream, Polo, Smarties, Animal Bar, Baci Chocolate, Black Magic, Blue Riband, Breakaway, Cabana, Caramac, Caramel Wafer, Cello, Creamola, Dairy Crunch, Drifter, Eclipse, Good News, Festival, Fizzy Jerkz, Fruit Pastilles, Fox’s Glacier Mints, Henri Nestle Collection, Jellytots, Karima, Lion bar, Matchmakers, Milky bar, Montego, Munchies, Novo, Quality Street, Rolo, RPC, Savana, Secret, Toffee Crisp, Toffo, Tooty Frooties, Walnut Whip, Weekend, Willy Wonka, Yorkie.





Seasonings: 


British Shoyu, British Vinegars, Cook-in-the-Pot, Dufrais, Sarsons.





Mineral Water: 


Perrier, Ashbourne, Contrexeville, Buxton, Vittel, Vittelloise.





Other drinks: 


Milo, Build-up, Caro, Elevenses, Flo-Mix, Libby’s juices, Mix-O-Choc, Moonshine, Nescore, Nesfit, Nesquick, Slender, Superquick, Um Bongo.





Processed Meals: 


Findus, Buitoni Pasta, Crosse & Blackwell, Maggi, Alphabetti, Bonne Cuisine, Dish-of-the-Day, Eskimo, Four Seasons, Healthy Balance, Lean Cuisine, Pasta Choice, Rice & Things, Scrunchies, Waistline.





Spreads & Pickles: 


Branston Pickle, Gales Honey, Holgates Honey, Pan Yan, Sun-Pat, Tartex Vegetable Pate.





Cereals: 


Shredded Wheat, Shreddies, Cheerios, Cinnamon Toast Crunch, Cocoa Puffs, Crisp Rice, Energen Wheatflakes, Force, Golden Grahams, Honey Nut Cheerios, Lucky Charm, Team, Roberston’s cornflakes, Sunny Jimj Wheatflakes.





Cosmetics: 


L’Oreal, Maybelline, Lancome, Claudel.





Pet Foods: 


Spiller’s, Friskies, Go-Cat Go-Dog.





“The constant buying and selling of cocoa futures is like a laundry that washes away knowledge of the cocoa’s link to slavery. The result is that we buy and eat the sweat and pain of slaves without knowing it. Up to 40% of the chocolate we eat may be contaminated with slavery”


Extract from “Slavery – commodities and disposable people in the modern world”, published in 2000 by Channel 4 Television.








“Nestlé, on present evidence, appears to prefer the defensive route: obfuscation and prevarication. After all, this policy has served it well enough over 20 years – why should it not continue to do so?”


Marketing Week, “Nestlé’s Little Problem”, 11th February 1999








� See Appendix 4 for more details


� See next chapter “Nestle’s antagonistic relationship with Democracy”


� Amanda Wilkinson, Marketing Week, 11th February 1999


� Baby Milk Action, May 2000 Newsletter


� ‘Captive State. The corporate takeover of Britain’ George Monbiot 2000 


� See Appendix 3 for more details


� “Nestlé’s Public Relations Machine Exposed”, Baby Milk Action, Sept. 99


� Marketing Week, “Nestlé’s Little Problem”, 11th February 1999


� “Slavery, Commodities and disposable people in the modern world”, first shown on Channel in Sept.200


� Ethical Consumer Research Supplement, August/Sept. 2000


� Anti-Slavery Society, Channel 4, BBC World Service “Focus on Africa” 2000


� Press Release, Corporate Watch, 23 September 1999.


� Instituto del Tercer Mundo; Institute for Policy Studies, Third World Network, Earth Rights International; Transnational Resource & Action Centre; Brazilian Institute of Economic and Social Analysis; International Baby Food Action Network.


� “Boycott News”, supplement to Baby Milk Action Update 26, December 1999


� “Milking Profits” was produced by Network and is available from Baby Milk Action.
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