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ICBA POSITION STATEMENT ON SUGAR-SWEETENED BEVERAGE TAXES 1
The International Council of Beverages Associations (ICBA) is committed to working
constructively to promote healthy lifestyles and choices in every market where its members
operate.2 However, a tax on sugar-sweetened beverages is not sound fiscal policy.3 It is
discriminatory, regressive and ineffective, and does not provide consumers with the choice,
information, and education necessary to make informed decisions that best support a
balanced diet and active lifestyle.
A tax on sugar-sweetened beverages does not represent sound fiscal policy.
1. Taxes on sugar-sweetened beverages do not represent sound fiscal policy. They are
discriminatory, regressive and will not effectively address the obesity epidemic.4 In
singling out one particular food product, these taxes ignore the role of all food and
beverage calories in the diet.5
2. Consumption taxes, such as a tax on sugar-sweetened beverages, are also regressive
because they take a greater share of income from lower income families,
disproportionately burdening those who can least afford it.6
3. A tax on sugar-sweetened beverages is ineffective and will not convey to people the
importance of a healthy, active lifestyle or provide them with the tools to change their
behavior. Rather, education on the importance of balanced diet and regular physical
activity will help people live more active and healthy lifestyles.7
A tax on sugar-sweetened beverages will not reduce obesity.
1. Public policy health decisions must be driven by evidence-based science. There is no
evidence to support the position that taxation of sugar-sweetened beverages is an
effective way to address obesity and change consumer behavior and lifestyles.
2. In general, government statistics show that sugar-sweetened beverages contribute, on
average, only a small percent of calories in the diet.8
3. Research shows that a 15-cent tax (or 20% increase) on a 75-cent can of soda would
reduce the average obese person's Body Mass Index (BMI) from 40.00 to 39.98; an
amount not even measurable on a bathroom scale.9
4. Research also shows that even a 100% tax on sugar-sweetened beverages would have a
very minuscule effect on weight loss.10

5. Unintended consequences of such taxes on the overall diet and consumer behavior are not
clear. This may include substitution of other beverages and foods that undermine the
intended public health policy.11
6. Unintended consequences of such taxes also include the impact on jobs and investment,
higher administrative costs and cross-border purchases. This is ably demonstrated by the
Danish decision, in 2013, to abolish the saturated fat and sugar taxes.12
7. Science continually shows that the best way to address obesity and control weight is
through balancing the calories consumed from all food sources with the calories burned
through physical activity. To lose weight, a person must burn more calories through
physical activity than are consumed from all sources in the diet.13
ICBA Members are at the forefront of efforts to reduce obesity worldwide by providing a
wide range of beverage choices, education initiatives and innovative physical activity and
nutrition programs.
1. Obesity is a serious and complex global health challenge that requires a multifaceted and
multi-stakeholder approach and engagement to change consumer behavior, diet and
lifestyle.
2. The global beverage industry is working with government, industry, the healthcare
community and consumers to be part of the solution. This includes support for physical
activity and nutrition programs, as well as public health research and partnerships that
advance nutrition science, all with the goal of educating and promoting healthy, balanced,
and active lifestyles.
3. Among the innovation and leadership efforts undertaken by the global beverage industry
are the following:
a. Innovation, marketing and promotion of more no and low-calorie beverages:
Over 20% of beverages sold in the US and Europe are no and low calorie options.
b.

The development of ICBA Guidelines on Nutrition Labeling, to aid the global
beverage industry in providing nutrition and front-of-pack labeling on products.14

c. The removal of sugar-sweetened beverages from primary schools and a range of
options in secondary schools.15
d. No marketing and advertising of non-alcoholic beverages to children under 12 on
TV, in print and on-line pursuant to ICBA’s Marketing to Children Guidelines.16
e. ICBA members promote physical activity and healthy lifestyles by providing
support to programs in neighborhoods, schools and communities around the globe
that focus on reducing and preventing obesity.17
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