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PREFACE



In 2009, I was lucky enough to be asked to edit the companion book to a remarkable new movie. Food, Inc. was a groundbreaking documentary film directed by Robby Kenner that transformed the way millions of people think about the food we eat. Narrated by journalists Michael Pollan and Eric Schlosser, it exposed the realities of corporate agriculture in the United States and, increasingly, around the world, showing its impact on the lives of workers, on the economies of rural communities, on the health of consumers, and on the environment of planet Earth. Critics responded to the film with phrases like “frankly riveting,” “essential viewing,” and “one of the year’s most important films.” Food, Inc. was nominated for awards in the documentary film category at the Eighty-Second Academy Awards and at the Twenty-Fifth Independent Spirit Awards, and it garnered the kind of audience attention few documentaries received.


I say I was lucky to be the editor of the companion book because that book became, for me, not just another interesting project but a remarkable publishing journey.


The film producers at Participant and River Road Entertainment, the publishing team led by Clive Priddle at PublicAffairs, and I were all determined to make the companion book more than just a collection of pictures and quotations from the movie. Instead, it would expand the important story told in the film into new areas, offering readers fresh insights into the food system and the ways it needs to change. We were able to carry out that ambitious program. Food, Inc. (the book) contained chapters by a who’s who of experts and luminaries from the world of food reform, including both Schlosser and Pollan as well as Marion Nestle, Anna Lappé, Muhammad Yunus, and many more, and it delved deeply into issues ranging from the global war on hunger and the benefits of organic foods to the exploitation of farmworkers and the impact of factory farming on the Earth’s environment.


The book became a major event in its own right. It appeared on the New York Times bestseller list, was translated into dozens of languages, and reached an enormous audience that complemented the one reached by the movie, including many thousands of high school and college students who experienced the book as supplementary reading for classes and discussion groups. It’s widely read and discussed to this day.


Now the release of the much-anticipated sequel to Food, Inc. (the film) creates the opportunity to release a new companion book that will address the remarkable developments in the world of food over the past decade and a half—as well as the continuing challenges faced by those working to reform the system. The book you hold in your hand features a new roster of experts and activists who are tackling such issues as the climate impacts of industrialized agriculture, the risks inherent in an oligopolistic food system, the ways people of color and Indigenous people have been exploited by the food system, and the continuing toll that unhealthy food choices are taking on our health.


Most hopefully, however, Food, Inc. 2 also explores the emerging alternatives—technological, social, economic, and political—that are helping millions to discover more sustainable and healthier ways to feed their families and communities. Readers of this book will learn how they can contribute to the creation of a more just food system that will serve the needs of all humankind as well as the future of our planet.


The book is divided into three parts. Part I, “Wake-Up Calls,” brings back Michael Pollan and Eric Schlosser, the two journalists whose work helped inspire the first Food, Inc. movie—and whose 2020 essays on the way the COVID-19 pandemic exposed the ugly underbelly of the food system helped convince filmmakers Robby Kenner and Melissa Robledo that the time was ripe for a sequel.


Part II, the heart of the book, includes thirteen essays by an array of experts who delve deep into specific aspects of our food system, explaining the dysfunctions from which it suffers and the kinds of reforms we need to pursue. Among others, you’ll hear from the brilliant Brazilian scientist Carlos A. Monteiro about the dangers of what he calls “ultra-processed” foods (and the steps his country is taking to minimize those dangers); from dairy farmer Sarah E. Lloyd about the movement to liberate small farmers from the overweening political and economic power of “Big Ag”; from Black farmer Leah Penniman about the ongoing quest for food and land justice for marginalized peoples; from labor rights activist Saru Jayaraman and the Coalition of Immokalee Workers about the battle to secure fair treatment for those who bring us the food we eat; from US senator Cory Booker about what Washington needs to do to create sustainable food policies for our nation; and from David E. Kelley, Andrew Zimmern, Christiana Musk, and Michiel Bakker about the technological and social breakthroughs that are opening promising new pathways to healthier eating for all.


Some of the topics you’ll read about in these chapters may be familiar, but I predict you’ll find yourself making new discoveries about issues you thought you understood. And I think even the best-informed foodie will encounter new aspects of the food world that are eye-opening, intriguing, often disturbing, and sometimes inspiring.


Finally, in Part III, you’ll learn about some of the things you can do to support the growing efforts to transform our food system. Danielle Nierenberg explores a variety of steps we can all take to nourish both people and the planet, and those seeking further information and ways to become engaged will also find a list, arranged by topic, of many of the leading organizations that are currently at the forefront of reform efforts.


In the years since the first Food, Inc. film and book appeared, I’ve been gratified to hear from so many viewers and readers who told me how deeply their lives had been impacted by the stories, insights, and ideas they’d received from those sources. I hope that you, too, will be excited and energized by the powerful messages our contributors have provided in the following pages.


Few things impact us as deeply as the food we eat every day. The experts in this book can help us find a better way to eat—for our sake, and for the sake of millions of our fellow humans around the world today and in generations to come.


Karl Weber


Irvington, New York
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WAKE-UP CALLS
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The Sickness in Our Food Supplyi



By Michael Pollan


For more than thirty years, Michael Pollan has been writing books and articles about the places where the human and natural worlds intersect: on our plates, in our farms and gardens, and in our minds. Pollan is the author of eight books, six of which have been New York Times bestsellers; three of them (including his latest, How to Change Your Mind) were immediate #1 New York Times bestsellers. Previous books include Cooked, Food Rules, In Defense of Food: An Eater’s Manifesto, and The Omnivore’s Dilemma: A Natural History of Four Meals, which was named one of the ten best books of 2006 by both the New York Times and the Washington Post.


This essay, originally published during the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic, was part of the inspiration behind the decision to launch production of the sequel to the 2008 film Food, Inc.


Only when the tide goes out,” Warren Buffett observed, “do you discover who’s been swimming naked.” For our society, the COVID-19 pandemic represents an ebb tide of historic proportions, one that is laying bare vulnerabilities and inequities that in normal times have gone undiscovered. Nowhere is this more evident than in the American food system. A series of shocks has exposed weak links in our food chain that threaten to leave grocery shelves as patchy and unpredictable as those in the former Soviet bloc. The very system that made possible the bounty of the American supermarket—its vaunted efficiency and ability to “pile it high and sell it cheap”—suddenly seems questionable, if not misguided. But the problems the novel coronavirus has revealed are not limited to the way we produce and distribute food. They also show up on our plates, since the diet on offer at the end of the industrial food chain is linked to precisely the types of chronic disease that render us more vulnerable to COVID-19.


The juxtaposition of images in the news of farmers destroying crops and dumping milk with empty supermarket shelves or hungry Americans lining up for hours at food banks tells a story of economic efficiency gone mad. Today the United States actually has two separate food chains, each supplying roughly half of the market. The retail food chain links one set of farmers to grocery stores, and a second chain links a different set of farmers to institutional purchasers of food, such as restaurants, schools, and corporate offices. With the shutting down of much of the economy as Americans stay home, this second food chain has essentially collapsed. But because of the way the industry has developed over the past several decades, it’s virtually impossible to reroute food normally sold in bulk to institutions to the retail outlets now clamoring for it. There’s still plenty of food coming from American farms, but no easy way to get it where it’s needed.


How did we end up here? The story begins early in the Ronald Reagan administration, when the Justice Department rewrote the rules of antitrust enforcement: if a proposed merger promised to lead to greater marketplace “efficiency”—the watchword—and wouldn’t harm the consumer, i.e., didn’t raise prices, it would be approved. (It’s worth noting that the word “consumer” appears nowhere in the Sherman Antitrust Act, passed in 1890. The law sought to protect producers—including farmers—and our politics from undue concentrations of corporate power.)1 The new policy, which subsequent administrations have left in place, propelled a wave of mergers and acquisitions in the food industry. As the industry has grown steadily more concentrated since the 1980s, it has also grown much more specialized, with a tiny number of large corporations dominating each link in the supply chain. One chicken farmer interviewed recently in Washington Monthly—who sells millions of eggs into the liquified egg market, destined for omelets in school cafeterias—lacks the grading equipment and packaging (not to mention the contacts or contracts) to sell his eggs in the retail marketplace.2 That chicken farmer had no choice but to euthanize thousands of hens at a time when eggs are in short supply in many supermarkets.


On April 26, John Tyson, the chairman of Tyson Foods, the second-largest meatpacker in America, took out ads in the New York Times and other newspapers to declare that the food chain was “breaking,” raising the specter of imminent meat shortages as outbreaks of COVID-19 hit the industry.3 Slaughterhouses have become hot zones for contagion, with thousands of workers now out sick and dozens of them dying.4 This should come as no surprise: social distancing is virtually impossible in a modern meat plant, making it an ideal environment for a virus to spread. In recent years, meatpackers have successfully lobbied regulators to increase line speeds, with the result that workers must stand shoulder to shoulder cutting and deboning animals so quickly that they can’t pause long enough to cover a cough, much less go to the bathroom, without carcasses passing them by. Some chicken-plant workers, given no regular bathroom breaks, now wear diapers.5 A worker can ask for a break, but the plants are so loud that he or she can’t be heard without speaking directly into the ear of a supervisor. Until recently, slaughterhouse workers had little or no access to personal protective equipment; many of them were also encouraged to keep working even after exposure to the virus. Add to this the fact that many meat-plant workers are immigrants who live in crowded conditions with little or no health care, and you have a population at dangerously high risk of infection.


When the number of COVID-19 cases in America’s slaughterhouses exploded in late April—12,608 confirmed, with forty-nine deaths as of May 11—public health officials and governors began ordering plants to close. It was this threat to the industry’s profitability that led to Tyson’s declaration, which President Donald Trump would have been right to see as a shakedown: the president’s political difficulties could only be compounded by a shortage of meat. In order to reopen their production lines, Tyson and his fellow packers wanted the federal government to step in and preempt local public health authorities; they also needed liability protection, in case workers or their unions sued them for failing to observe health and safety regulations.


Within days of Tyson’s ad, President Trump obliged the meatpackers by invoking the Defense Production Act. After having declined to use it to boost the production of badly needed coronavirus test kits, he now declared meat a “scarce and critical material essential to the national defense.” The executive order took the decision to reopen or close meat plants out of local hands, forced employees back to work without any mandatory safety precautions, and offered their employers some protection from liability for their negligence. On May 8, Tyson reopened a meatpacking plant in Waterloo, Iowa, where more than a thousand workers had tested positive.


The president and America’s meat eaters, not to mention its meat-plant workers, would never have found themselves in this predicament if not for the concentration of the meat industry, which has given us a supply chain so brittle that the closure of a single plant can cause havoc at every step, from farm to supermarket. Four companies now process more than 80 percent of beef cattle in America; another four companies process 57 percent of the hogs. A single Smithfield processing plant in Sioux Falls, South Dakota, processes 5 percent of the pork Americans eat. When an outbreak of COVID-19 forced the state’s governor to shut that plant down in April, the farmers who raise pigs committed to it were stranded.


Once pigs reach slaughter weight, there’s not much else you can do with them. You can’t afford to keep feeding them; even if you could, the production lines are designed to accommodate pigs up to a certain size and weight, and no larger. Meanwhile, you’ve got baby pigs entering the process, steadily getting fatter. Much the same is true for the hybrid industrial chickens, which, if allowed to live beyond their allotted six or seven weeks, are susceptible to broken bones and heart problems and quickly become too large to hang on the disassembly line. This is why the meat-plant closures forced American farmers to euthanize millions of animals at a time when food banks were overwhelmed by demand.6


Under normal circumstances, the modern hog or chicken is a marvel of brutal efficiency, bred to produce protein at warp speed when given the right food and pharmaceuticals. So are the factories in which they are killed and cut into parts. These innovations have made meat, which for most of human history has been a luxury, a cheap commodity available to just about all Americans; we now eat, on average, more than nine ounces of meat per person per day, many of us at every meal.7 COVID-19 has brutally exposed the risks that accompany such a system. There will always be a trade-off between efficiency and resilience (not to mention ethics); the food industry opted for the former, and we are now paying the price.


Imagine how different the story would be if there were still tens of thousands of chicken and pig farmers bringing their animals to hundreds of regional slaughterhouses. An outbreak at any one of them would barely disturb the system; it certainly wouldn’t be front-page news. Meat would probably be more expensive, but the redundancy would render the system more resilient, making breakdowns in the national supply chain unlikely. Successive administrations allowed the industry to consolidate because the efficiencies promised to make meat cheaper for the consumer, which it did. It also gave us an industry so powerful it can enlist the president of the United States in its efforts to bring local health authorities to heel and force reluctant and frightened workers back onto the line.


Another vulnerability that the novel coronavirus has exposed is the paradoxical notion of “essential” workers who are grossly underpaid and whose lives are treated as disposable. It is the men and women who debone chicken carcasses flying down a line at 175 birds a minute, or pick salad greens under the desert sun, or drive refrigerated produce trucks across the country who are keeping us fed and keeping the wheels of our society from flying off. Our utter dependence on them has never been more clear. This should give food and agricultural workers a rare degree of political leverage at the very moment they are being disproportionately infected. Scattered job actions and wildcat strikes are beginning to pop up around the country—at Amazon, Instacart, Whole Foods, Walmart, and some meat plants—as these workers begin to flex their muscle.8 This is probably just the beginning. Perhaps their new leverage will allow them to win the kinds of wages, protections, and benefits that would more accurately reflect their importance to society.


So far, the produce sections of our supermarkets remain comparatively well stocked, but what happens this summer and next fall, if the outbreaks that have crippled the meat industry hit the farm fields? Farmworkers, too, live and work in close proximity, many of them undocumented immigrants crammed into temporary quarters on farms. Lacking benefits like sick pay, not to mention health insurance, they often have no choice but to work even when infected. Many growers depend on guest workers from Mexico to pick their crops. What happens if the pandemic—or the Trump administration, which is using the pandemic to justify even more restrictions on immigration—prevents them from coming north this year?


The food chain is buckling. But it’s worth pointing out that there are parts of it that are adapting and doing relatively well. Local food systems have proved surprisingly resilient. Small, diversified farmers who supply restaurants have had an easier time finding new markets; the popularity of community-supported agriculture (CSA) is taking off, as people who are cooking at home sign up for weekly boxes of produce from regional growers. (The renaissance of home cooking and baking is one of the happier consequences of the lockdown, good news both for our health and for farmers who grow actual food, as opposed to commodities like corn and soy.) In many places, farmers’ markets have quickly adjusted to pandemic conditions, instituting social-distancing rules and touchless payment systems. The advantages of local food systems have never been more obvious, and their rapid growth during the past two decades has at least partly insulated many communities from the shocks to the broader food economy.


The pandemic is, willy-nilly, making the case for deindustrializing and decentralizing the American food system, breaking up the meat oligopoly, ensuring that food workers have sick pay and access to health care, and pursuing policies that would sacrifice some degree of efficiency in favor of much greater resilience. Somewhat less obviously, the pandemic is making the case not only for a different food system but for a radically different diet as well.


It’s long been understood that an industrial food system built upon a foundation of commodity crops like corn and soybeans leads to a diet dominated by meat and highly processed food. Most of what we grow in this country is not food, exactly, but rather feed for animals and the building blocks from which fast food, snacks, soda, and all the other wonders of food processing, such as high-fructose corn syrup, are manufactured. While some sectors of agriculture are struggling during the pandemic, we can expect the corn and soybean crop to escape more or less unscathed. That’s because it takes remarkably little labor—typically a single farmer on a tractor, working alone—to plant and harvest thousands of acres of these crops. So processed foods should be the last kind to disappear from supermarket shelves.


Unfortunately, a diet dominated by such foods (as well as lots of meat and little in the way of vegetables or fruit—the so-called Western diet) predisposes us to obesity and chronic diseases such as hypertension and type 2 diabetes. These “underlying conditions” happen to be among the strongest predictors that an individual infected with COVID-19 will end up in the hospital with a severe case of the disease. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention have reported that 49 percent of the people hospitalized for COVID-19 had preexisting hypertension, 48 percent were obese, and 28 percent had diabetes.9


Why these particular conditions should worsen COVID-19 infections might be explained by the fact that all three are symptoms of chronic inflammation, which is a disorder of the body’s immune system. (The Western diet is by itself inflammatory.) One way that COVID-19 kills is by sending the victim’s immune system into hyperdrive, igniting a “cytokine storm” that eventually destroys the lungs and other organs. A new Chinese study conducted in hospitals in Wuhan found that elevated levels of C-reactive protein, a standard marker of inflammation that has been linked to poor diet, “correlated with disease severity and tended to be a good predictor of adverse outcomes.”10


A momentous question awaits us on the far side of the current crisis: Are we willing to address the many vulnerabilities that the novel coronavirus has so dramatically exposed? It’s not hard to imagine a coherent and powerful new politics organized around precisely that principle. It would address the mistreatment of essential workers and gaping holes in the social safety net—including access to health care and sick leave—which we now understand, if we didn’t before, would be a benefit to all of us. It would treat public health as a matter of national security, giving it the kind of resources that threats to national security warrant.


But to be comprehensive, this post-pandemic politics would also need to confront the glaring deficiencies of a food system that has grown so concentrated that it is exquisitely vulnerable to the risks and disruptions now facing us. In addition to protecting the men and women we depend on to feed us, it would seek to reorganize our agricultural policies to promote health rather than mere production, by paying attention to the quality as well as the quantity of the calories it produces. For even when our food system is functioning “normally,” reliably supplying the supermarket shelves and drive-throughs with cheap and abundant calories, it is killing us—slowly in normal times, swiftly in times like these. The food system we have is not the result of the free market. (There hasn’t been a free market in food since at least the Great Depression.) No, our food system is the product of agricultural and antitrust policies—political choices—that, as has suddenly become plain, stand in urgent need of reform.


Footnote




i The article was originally published in the New York Review of Books, May 12, 2020. Reprinted by permission of the author.
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The Essentials: How We’re Killing the People Who Feed Usi



By Eric Schlosser


Eric Schlosser is the author of the New York Times bestsellers Fast Food Nation, Reefer Madness, and Command and Control, a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize in History. He is a contributing writer at the Atlantic, where his work has been published for almost thirty years. Schlosser was an executive producer of the feature films Fast Food Nation and There Will Be Blood. He has also helped to produce documentaries about the food system, the plight of American ranchers, the abuse of migrant farmworkers, and the threat posed by nuclear weapons: Food, Inc., Hanna Ranch, Food Chains, and Command and Control. He cocreated the bomb, a multimedia installation performed at the Tribeca film festival, the Berlin film festival, and the Nobel Peace Prize ceremonies. Two of his plays have been staged in London: Americans at the Arcola Theatre and We the People at Shakespeare’s Globe. His next book is about American prisons.


Under the headline “A Delicate Balance: Feeding the Nation and Keeping Our Employees Healthy,” a letter from John Tyson appeared as a full-page ad in the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the Arkansas Democrat-Gazette on Sunday, April 26, 2020. Tyson is chairman of the board at Tyson Foods, the largest American-owned meatpacking company, and the grandson of its founder. “In small communities around the country, where we employ over 100,000 hard-working men and women, we’re being forced to shutter our doors,” he wrote. “This means one thing—the food supply chain is vulnerable.” He raised the prospect that millions of animals would have to be “depopulated” and that only a “limited supply of our products” would be available if Tyson had to close its slaughterhouses.


What John Tyson failed to mention is that meatpacking plants, along with prisons, had become the nation’s leading hot spots for the spread of COVID-19 infections. Thousands of meatpacking workers had fallen ill, many had died, and local health departments were considering whether to shut down plants operated by the industry giants: Tyson, Cargill, Smithfield Foods, and JBS USA. Two days after the publication of Tyson’s letter, President Donald Trump issued an executive order that declared meatpacking plants to be “critical infrastructure” under the Defense Production Act of 1950 and prohibited their closure by state health authorities. The order provided meatpacking companies with a legal defense from liability claims by their employees. But it failed to impose any federal rules on how those companies must protect workers from outbreaks of COVID-19 at meatpacking plants.


By issuing that order, Trump helped an industry that has long been a strong supporter of the Republican Party. He reduced the likelihood that meat prices would greatly increase in the months leading up to the 2020 presidential election. And he confirmed what critics of the large meatpackers have said for years: some of these companies care more about profits than the lives of their workers, the well-being of the communities where they operate, and the health of the American people. Adding insult to injury, Kim Reynolds, the governor of Iowa—where major outbreaks of COVID-19 have been linked to meatpacking plants—announced that slaughterhouse employees who refuse to show up for work will be ineligible for unemployment benefits. While running for governor, Reynolds accepted hundreds of thousands of dollars in campaign funding from donors close to the meat industry.


One line in John Tyson’s letter stood out to me: “Tyson Foods places team member safety as our top priority.” A few weeks earlier, Andre Nogueira, the president of JBS, commenting on an outbreak of COVID-19 at a JBS slaughterhouse in Greeley, Colorado, said that his company’s first priority “is our team members’ safety.” Not long afterward, Keira Lombardo, executive vice president of corporate affairs and compliance at Smithfield, said, “The health and safety of our employees is our top priority at all times.” Following the release of Trump’s executive order, Julie Anna Potts, president of the North American Meat Institute (NAMI), joined the chorus: “The safety of the heroic men and women working in the meat and poultry industry is the first priority.”


Anyone who’s spent time in an American meatpacking community would find those assertions laughable if the truth weren’t so tragic and heartbreaking.


In recent weeks, workers at Tyson, JBS, and Smithfield haven’t felt like their safety was a top priority. Before the widespread publicity about outbreaks at meatpacking plants, they’d routinely been denied face masks, social distancing, paid sick leave, and information about the number of COVID-19 infections in their workplace.


“Until someone dies, all these mediocre measures are being taken,” Billy Williams, a union steward at a Tyson pork plant in Logansport, Indiana, told the Pharos-Tribune. “I’d rather have somebody go without their bacon and have my coworkers alive.”


Crystal Rodriguez, a single mother with four children who works at the JBS plant in Greeley, Colorado, expressed frustration in an interview with CPR News. “I’m kind of angry because I don’t understand why everybody’s lives are being put at risk just to make the product,” she said about policies at the slaughterhouse, where six workers have died and more than two hundred have been sickened with COVID-19. “There’s never any soap in the bathroom so we can wash our hands.” She later tested positive for the virus—and Sergio Rodriguez, her fifty-eight-year-old father, also an employee at the JBS plant, has spent nearly a month in the intensive care unit at a local hospital, fighting COVID-19.


When asked about Rodriguez’s accusations, Nikki Richardson, a spokesperson for JBS, responded that the absence of soap, if true, would have been a violation of company policy, which requires that “all sanitizing and cleaning supplies are readily available at all times.” Richardson added that employees must now wear surgical masks on company property at all times, that JBS does not want sick employees coming to work, that it will not punish absences for health reasons, and that workers afraid for their health can call the company and receive unpaid sick leave. “Throughout this pandemic, the health and safety of our team members has been and remains our highest priority,” Richardson wrote to me in an email.


Under the pseudonym Jane Doe, a worker at a Smithfield pork plant in Milan, Missouri, joined a lawsuit against the company on April 23. She wasn’t seeking any money—she wanted a court order that would force Smithfield to obey coronavirus guidance from public health officials and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). “I am afraid for my health and safety,” she said in the lawsuit, “as well as the health and safety of people I am in contact with, and the larger community because of the way in which Smithfield is managing the plant in response to COVID-19.” On May 5, US district judge Greg Kays dismissed the lawsuit. Appointed to the bench by President George W. Bush, Kays wrote that Smithfield had taken significant steps to protect workers and that two federal agencies, the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), were responsible for ensuring compliance with guidelines. Kays also absolved the company: “No one can guarantee health for essential workers—or even the general public—in the middle of this global pandemic.”


Smithfield said after the ruling: “From the start, we stated that this lawsuit was frivolous, full of specious allegations that were without factual or legal merit, and that the assertions were based on speculation, hearsay, anonymous declarations, and outdated information. This was nothing more than an attempt by a number of interconnected groups to promote their agenda through outrageous accusations.”


When I inquired about Smithfield’s overall response to the coronavirus, a publicist replied by sending links to the company’s website.


Cargill did not respond to a request for comment.


Gary Mickelson, the director of media relations at Tyson, told me in an email that workers who test positive for COVID-19 now remain on sick leave until they are no longer contagious and will receive 90 percent of their normal pay until June 30. Moreover, Tyson has “put in place enhanced safety precautions and installed protective social distancing measures throughout all facilities.” He also disputed the notion that Tyson’s plants have become hot spots for COVID-19, suggesting that the high rate of testing at its facilities offers a misleading basis of comparison. Rates of infection may be comparable or higher elsewhere, though undetected. “The health and safety of our team members, their families, and communities is our top priority,” Mickelson wrote.


Mickelson’s suggestion that higher rates of testing at Tyson plants have created a misperception about them—and are not indicative of higher rates of COVID-19—does not correspond to the facts. At the Tyson pork plant in Waterloo, Iowa, more than one-third of the workers have tested positive for COVID-19. Based on recent antibody testing, that rate is about 50 percent higher than the proportion of people in New York City, the epicenter of the national outbreak, who have been sickened by the disease.


In conservative circles, a different argument has emerged: meatpacking workers are responsible for their own illnesses. “Living circumstances in certain cultures are different than they are with your traditional American family,” a Smithfield spokesperson told BuzzFeed News—a comment that the company later disavowed. Wisconsin chief justice Patience Roggensack dismissed the spread of COVID-19 in Brown County, Wisconsin, home to a JBS plant, saying the workers who’d fallen ill weren’t “regular folks.” According to Politico, Alex Azar, the secretary of health and human services, told a group of lawmakers that workers were unlikely to be infected at meatpacking plants and that their “home and social” habits were spreading the virus. South Dakota governor Kristi Noem may have been the first Republican to express that view publicly. “We believe that 99 percent of what’s going on today wasn’t happening inside the facility,” Noem told Fox News on April 13, while discussing an outbreak at a Smithfield pork plant where hundreds of workers had tested positive. “It was more at home, where these employees were going home and spreading some of the virus, because a lot of these folks that work at this plant live in the same community, the same building, sometimes the same apartments.”


However compelling that argument may seem to the industry, it does not explain why three USDA food-safety inspectors who oversee meatpacking plants have died from COVID-19 and almost two hundred have been sickened. Of course, it’s possible that their home and social habits were not “regular.” A more likely explanation is that, in the early days of the pandemic, the USDA’s Food Safety and Inspection Service not only failed to give protective equipment to its inspectors but also prohibited them from wearing masks inside meatpacking plants—concerned that the wrong message might be sent about the risk of COVID-19. On April 9, the agency said that inspectors could wear masks on the job, if the meatpacking company that owned the plant gave them permission to do so. Inspectors were encouraged to find their own masks and promised a $50 reimbursement for “the purchase of face coverings or materials to make face coverings.” One month later, after meatpacking plants had been widely criticized as hot spots for spreading COVID-19, the USDA finally began to provide masks to its inspectors. “The safety and well-being of our employees is our top priority,” a USDA spokesman said.


More than twenty years ago, a former meatpacking worker in Amarillo, Texas, told me the priority more important than anything else at an American slaughterhouse, the priority that still comes first today: “The chain will not stop.” When a plant is up and running, fully staffed, the more meat it can process that day, the more profitable it will be. The speed of production and the amount of revenue are inextricably linked. Whenever possible, worker injuries aren’t allowed to slow the throughput. “I’ve seen bleeders, and they’re gushing because they got hit [by a knife] right in the vein, and I mean, they’re almost passing out,” she said, “and here comes the supply guy again, with the bleach, to clean the blood off the floor, but the chain never stops. It never stops.”


The industry practice of making hundreds of workers stand close together at a production line—with sharp knives and a fast line speed—endangers not only their safety but also food safety and public health. If mistakes are made, workers can get hurt and meat can get contaminated. The huge processing facilities run by America’s meatpacking companies are excellent vectors for spreading lethal strains of E. coli, antibiotic-resistant Salmonella, antibiotic-resistant Staphylococcus aureus, and now COVID-19.


Nevertheless, much to the industry’s delight, the Trump administration has let the number of inspectors at OSHA fall to the lowest level in almost half a century. According to the National Employment Law Project, more than 40 percent of the top leadership positions at OSHA are currently unfilled. Last September, the USDA reduced food-safety inspections at some pork plants and gave them permission to increase maximum line speeds. The National Pork Producers Council hailed the changes and claimed that their impact would be “enhancing safety, quality, and consistency.” While the coronavirus spread through American slaughterhouses last month, the USDA introduced a similar program that will enable Tyson and other poultry companies to speed up their production lines as well.


Meatpacking companies don’t want their workers to be injured or sickened on the job. But they also don’t want to spend the money necessary to reduce the extraordinary rate of those injuries and illnesses. And they especially don’t want to pay the health-care costs of injured workers. A 2015 investigation by ProPublica found that, for the past few decades, Tyson has led a nationwide effort to make it harder for workers hurt on the job to receive benefits from workers’ compensation plans: “Tyson self-insures, meaning it pays nearly all of its claims from its own pocket. When workers are injured, they’re usually sent to a Tyson nurse at the plant. Their claims are processed by Tyson adjusters. And in many states, the company even has its own managed-care unit, handpicking the doctors that workers can see and advising those doctors on light-duty jobs injured employees might be able to do.” In Texas, where private employers are not required to carry workers’ compensation insurance, Tyson has opted out of the state system completely.


When a worker gets injured at the Tyson beef slaughterhouse in Amarillo, Texas, in order to get medical care from the company, that person must first sign a document saying: “I hereby voluntarily release, waive, and forever give up all my rights, claims, and causes of action, whether now existing or arising in the future, that I may have against the company, Tyson Foods, Inc., and their parent, subsidiary and affiliated companies and all of their officers, directors, owners, employees, and agents that arise out of or are in any way related to injuries (including a subsequent or resulting death) sustained in the course of my employment with the company.”


If the injured worker doesn’t sign the waiver, that person can be fired—and then has to file a lawsuit against Tyson to get any payments for medical bills. It’s a fight that an immigrant worker is unlikely to win against a multinational corporation with annual revenues of about $40 billion. The Texas legislature passed a law in 2005 giving injured workers ten days to decide whether to sign such a waiver and hand over total control of their health care to their employer. Before that law was passed, meatpacking workers were sometimes asked to sign a waiver immediately after an injury. The pressure to sign was enormous. When a worker named Duane Mullin had both of his hands crushed in a hammer mill at the Amarillo slaughterhouse now owned by Tyson, a manager employed by its previous owner persuaded him to sign the waiver with a pen held in his teeth.


“Tyson Foods places team member safety as our top priority” belongs in the same category of plausibility as Trump’s remark that “we did all the right moves” in handling the coronavirus pandemic—and Jared Kushner’s description of the federal government’s response to COVID-19 as a “great success story.” A few facts offer a useful perspective. South Korea detected its first case of COVID-19 on January 20, and the United States detected its first case the following day. According to the latest figures, 695 people have tested positive for COVID-19 in Seoul, which has a population of 9.8 million. And 890 workers have tested positive at the Tyson pork plant in Logansport—more than one-third of the 2,200 workers at the plant.


Some grocery stores are now limiting how much meat customers can purchase, and Wendy’s has been running out of ground beef. These shortages hardly qualify as a national emergency. During the Second World War, government rationing limited weekly meat purchases to about two pounds a person. Today the typical American consumes about twice that amount every week. If the Greatest Generation could defeat Nazi Germany and the empire of Japan on a smaller ration of meat, we can certainly eat less of it for the time being to spare the lives of meatpacking workers and their communities.


Cattle ranchers, hog farmers, and poultry growers deserve compensation for the livestock being euthanized because of the slowdowns at slaughterhouses. But the coronavirus isn’t responsible for the problem. Hogs can live six to eight years in the wild and twice as long when they’re domesticated. The fact that hundreds of thousands may have to be culled and discarded is one more sign that our centralized, industrialized food system isn’t sustainable, lacks resilience, defies logic, and must be transformed.


Gettysburg was the deadliest battle of the Civil War. Over the course of three days in July 1863, almost eight thousand Confederate and Union soldiers were killed. The number of American deaths attributed to COVID-19 was about 8,500 over the course of two days this April. President Abraham Lincoln wrote an incomparably beautiful and powerful speech to honor the fallen at Gettysburg, urging that “we here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain—that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom.” A similar commitment should be made on behalf of the roughly eighty thousand Americans who have died from COVID-19 since late January. Those Americans have been disproportionately elderly, poor, and people of color, too often working at low-paying jobs deemed necessary for the rest of us: meatpacking worker, restaurant worker, farmworker, delivery person, grocery clerk.


Here are the essential things that we must achieve, the very least we must do to give those deaths meaning and take care of the people who feed us:


• A minimum wage that’s a living wage for all workers—at least $15 an hour—and elimination of the subminimum wage for restaurant workers, which can be as low as $2.13 an hour. Health insurance for every single American. A safe workplace and fair compensation for every worker injured, sickened, or sexually harassed on the job.


• Accountability for workplace injuries. An accident is when you walk down the street, step on a banana peel, slip, and hurt your back. When thousands of meatpacking workers are suffering the same kinds of amputations, lacerations, and cumulative-trauma injuries every year, those aren’t industrial accidents. They’re a business decision. Large fines should be imposed for workplace injuries, and criminal charges should be filed against the executives who consistently ignore them.


• Protection of the right to organize labor unions in every state and in every workplace, including at the franchised restaurants controlled by McDonald’s and the other fast-food chains.


• Food free from contamination and adulteration, guaranteed by a food-safety system that hasn’t been privatized. The federal government should severely punish companies that knowingly spread dangerous, antibiotic-resistant pathogens.


• Strict antitrust enforcement that will rid the food system of monopoly and monopsony power, ensure competition, and encourage the innovation that free-market forces produce. And amnesty for the millions of undocumented immigrants in the United States, the backbone of our food system, who must be given a pathway toward legal status.


Those are the essentials, and many more necessary reforms can be added to them.


“We are living in a failed state,” George Packer eloquently argued in the Atlantic recently, outlining the many ways our political culture and governmental institutions have been corrupted. But in at least one respect, the exercise of power is now remarkably efficient and effective. As the efforts of the meatpacking industry demonstrate, to paraphrase Lincoln, today we have a government of big corporations, by big corporations, for big corporations.


And if we don’t take action, and protest, and organize, and make sure to vote this November, that’s what it will remain.


UPDATE


On May 12, 2022, the House Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis issued a report entitled “Now to Get Rid of Those Pesky Health Departments!”: How the Trump Administration Helped the Meatpacking Industry Block Pandemic Worker Protections. The subcommittee had obtained more than 150,000 documents from the largest meatpacking companies, the federal agencies designated to regulate them, and the trade organizations fighting those regulations. The quote in the title came from an email written by Ashley Peterson, senior vice president of scientific and regulatory affairs at the National Chicken Council (NCC). During the spring of 2020, when COVID-19 was at its deadliest and effective countermeasures were being promoted—like routine testing, social distancing, and the use of face masks—Peterson agreed with a meatpacking executive that taking the temperature of workers was “all we should be doing” and that public health departments were the problem.


The report’s conclusions were damning and blunt: “Internal meatpacking industry documents reviewed by the Select Subcommittee now illustrate that despite awareness of the high risks of coronavirus spread in their plants, meatpacking companies engaged in a concerted effort with Trump administration political officials to insulate themselves from coronavirus-related oversight, to force workers to continue working in dangerous conditions, and to shield themselves from legal liability for any resulting worker illness or death.”


The House subcommittee found that the executive order issued by President Trump on April 28, 2020, had been conceived two weeks earlier by Ken Sullivan, the chief executive officer of Smithfield Foods, and Noel White, the chief executive officer of Tyson Foods. After the head of the nation’s largest pork company consulted with the head of its largest chicken company, the idea was shared with top executives at other meatpacking companies, along with a warning about “positive cases, fear-driven absenteeism, and disincentives to work.” The first draft of Trump’s executive order was written by the legal department at Tyson Foods. Meatpacking executives had numerous conversations about the need for an executive order with staff members at the White House. Sullivan and White discussed it on the phone with Mark Meadows, the White House chief of staff. Julie Anna Potts, president of the North American Meat Institute, explained the purpose of the executive order in a private email to industry representatives: “(1) directing state and local authorities to keep plants open and (2) protection from liability for worker illnesses.” As noted in my Atlantic article, Potts described the aim of the executive order somewhat differently in public: “The safety of the heroic men and women working in the meat and poultry industry is the first priority.”


The House subcommittee found that Ken Sullivan, the head of Smithfield, obtained an early draft of recommendations to halt the spread of COVID-19 that the CDC was planning to issue. Sullivan marked up the draft by hand with his criticisms and sent it to Gregory Ibach, an undersecretary of the USDA appointed by Trump. “We are on it,” Ibach replied. “The changes that were ultimately made to the CDC recommendations came at the behest of Smithfield,” the subcommittee report said, “and were made by the Trump-appointed CDC director [Robert Redfield] over the objection of career officials.” Safety measures like social distancing became voluntary. Redfield later claimed that the changes were justified by the “substantial protein shortage” that America would confront if production was slowed at its meatpacking plants.


The House subcommittee found that the risk of severe meat shortages, cited repeatedly by the industry to avoid worker protections, was a myth. For example, during the spring of 2020, the United States had 622 million pounds of pork in cold storage—enough to supply American grocery stores for more than a year. “During the first three quarters of 2020, Smithfield exported 90 percent more pork to China than it did during the same period in 2017, while JBS appears to have exported a whopping 370 percent more,” the subcommittee report said. The profits of the meatpacking industry skyrocketed during the pandemic. Between 2020 and 2021, Tyson’s net income increased from $2 billion to $3 billion, while the net income of JBS rose from $937 million to $4.2 billion.


The House subcommittee found that the health of meatpacking workers, their families, and their communities was deemed less important than those profits. The absence of social distancing at meatpacking plants made them ideal vectors for the spread of the coronavirus. During the spring of 2020, the number of COVID-19 cases in rural counties with meatpacking plants was ten times the number in rural counties without those facilities. And eight of the ten rural counties with the highest rates of COVID-19 infection in the United States had meatpacking plants.


A lawsuit filed against Tyson Foods in May 2022 suggests that the company was well aware of the dangers that its American workforce faced during the most lethal phase of the pandemic—and that it knew how to reduce them. On January 11, 2020, China reported its first confirmed death from COVID-19. Within weeks, Tyson Foods had halted or slowed production at some of its plants in China to prevent the spread of the novel coronavirus. According to the lawsuit:


By February, all of Tyson’s China-based operations and facilities had implemented and were following effective COVID-19 protocols that included providing masks and other appropriate PPE [personal protective equipment] to employees, checking employees’ temperature twice a day, thoroughly educating employees on how to protect themselves from the spread of the virus, installing air filtration systems, establishing quarantine observation areas for potentially infected employees, restricting access to facilities (including symptomatic employees), and preventing employees from gathering in cafeterias and break rooms.


In early February, the vice president of food safety and quality management of Tyson Foods in China shared the coronavirus protocols of its Chinese plants with Tyson executives in the United States. In March, Tyson Foods suspended business travel for its American executives and allowed them to work remotely from home. The following month, Tyson spearheaded the effort to get President Trump to issue an executive order that would impede health departments, keep its American workers on the job, and limit the liability for their illnesses.


Representatives of Tyson Foods, Smithfield Foods, the National Chicken Council, and the North American Meat Institute declined to speak with me about the House subcommittee report—or anything else.


A Tyson representative told me via email that the company has spent more than $800 million to prevent the spread of COVID-19 at its American facilities, provided face masks to all its workers, increased their pay and bonuses, installed physical barriers between work stations, and required that its entire workforce be fully vaccinated. “Our top priority has been and continues to be the health and safety our team members,” the representative wrote.


The Smithfield representative declined to answer any questions.


The National Chicken Council representative sent me its response to the House subcommittee report. “We regret that this report failed to shine light on the momentous efforts between industry, government and state and local health officials to keep employees safe and to keep Americans fed during one of the most challenging and uncertain times in our nation’s history,” the press release said. “NCC stands by its actions and those of its members during the pandemic.”


The North American Meat Institute representative sent me its response to the House subcommittee report. “The report ignores the rigorous and comprehensive measures companies enacted to protect employees,” Julie Anna Potts, the president of NAMI, said. “As more became known about the spread of the virus, the meat industry spent billions of dollars to reverse the pandemic’s trajectory, protecting meat and poultry workers while keeping food on Americans’ tables and our farm economy working.” I was also sent a NAMI white paper on the COVID-19 pandemic, which includes this assertion: “The meat and poultry industry’s most valuable asset is its workforce.”


Amid shortages of immigrant workers, the meatpacking industry has recently been caught hiring a type of employee forbidden by law: children. In February 2023, the US Department of Labor found that at least one hundred children, aged thirteen to seventeen, worked for a company called Packers Sanitation Services at more than a dozen meatpacking plants in eight states. Seven of the children worked at Tyson plants. That same month, Republican legislators in Iowa introduced a bill allowing children as young as fourteen to work legally in meatpacking plants. Although the bill would prohibit child labor on the slaughterhouse floor, it would permit children to work in coolers at meat plants, expand the number of hours that children can work, and limit the liability of companies whose child laborers are sickened, injured, or killed on the job. In March 2023, Arkansas relaxed some of its restrictions on child labor, and seven other states are now considering similar legislation.


I asked representatives from Tyson Foods and the North American Meat Institute whether state laws should be amended to allow child labor at meatpacking plants.


Neither answered the question.


Eighty-five years ago, the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 prohibited child labor, placed limits on overtime, and established a federal minimum wage. It’s worth remembering how American workers were treated before Congress passed that law. They were often forced to work ten to twelve hours a day, six days a week. They earned as little as $2.50 an hour, in today’s dollars. They were sometimes paid in scrip, redeemable only at a company store, instead of money. About one-quarter of American children worked for sixty or more hours a week. The median wage for children working those hours was about $80 a week, in today’s dollars. The US Supreme Court repeatedly overturned minimum wage laws and child labor laws in the name of “freedom.”


The Supreme Court finally changed course in 1937, upholding a minimum wage enacted in Washington State. “The community is not bound to provide what is in effect a subsidy for unconscionable employers,” Chief Justice Charles E. Hughes declared. The door had been opened to federal protections for workers, and President Franklin Delano Roosevelt soon urged support for the Fair Labor Standards Act. “No business which depends on paying less than living wages to its workers has any right to continue in this country,” Roosevelt said.


That simple truth has been forgotten. The federal minimum wage hasn’t been increased since 2009, the longest period without a raise since 1938. And worker rights are now being eroded in ways not seen since the early twentieth century. The meatpacking industry’s response to the coronavirus offers a textbook case of how government agencies can be corrupted, how the public interest can be sacrificed for profit, and how the law can be subverted by wealthy private interests. Most of all, it serves as a reminder of a hard lesson learned more than a century ago: monopoly power is the opposite of freedom.


Footnote




i Originally published in the Atlantic, May 12, 2020. Reprinted by permission of the author. The update at the conclusion of the essay was written in April 2023 especially for this book.
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Food, Cooking, Meals, Good Health, and Well-Being
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The most cogent idea of a healthy diet has changed. Now it is no longer, as implied in most current official dietary guides, just a matter of personally choosing and consuming foods containing amounts and types of nutrients that promote growth and prevent specified diseases. Instead, a much broader view of the relationship between food and health is required.


Here are six reasons why the current narrow view is inadequate.


1. Good health and its expression as well-being is more than physical growth and absence of illness. Good health and well-being is mental, emotional, and, many would say, spiritual, and it promotes useful, rewarding, and purposeful lives. Therefore, good food should be nourishing in all senses.


2. Focusing on nutrients is not enough. Whole foods contain thousands of bioactive compounds, many now known or believed to protect health, that are not classified as nutrients. At the same time, an increasing number of manufactured food products contain xenobiotics—novel chemical substances that are foreign to human (and animal) bodies. Both of these are generally ignored in conventional dietary guides.


3. Humans are naturally social, not isolated individuals. We usually grow up with parents and in families and live with partners, friends, and colleagues in communities, societies, and countries with their own customs and cultures. These all shape and sustain dietary patterns. Commensality—eating together—is a natural part of family and social life.


4. What most people eat is largely determined by what is available, attractive, and affordable. Depending on resources, choices of what to buy and eat are more or less constrained.


5. Decent public policies care for future generations.


6. Humans are part of the living and natural world and the biosphere. This means that our relationship to the food we eat must involve caring for the future of our species as well as the future of the environment on which we depend. These are abused and damaged by exploitation that diminishes unrenewable resources, disrupts climate, and distributes pollution. Diets high in meat and fish are likely to be nutrient dense. But meat consumption is now too high in many countries, so that much beef production now involves vast feedlots that wreck farmland, emit noxious waste, and destroy forests and savanna. General increased fish consumption, as commonly advised, would accelerate the diminution and even threaten the extinction of ocean fish stocks. Intensive growing of various plant foods makes prodigal use of energy, land, and water without threatening species.


Though these points may seem obvious and are increasingly accepted in this age of the Anthropocene—in which human beings determine the fate of the planet—acting on them, especially in combination, may seem complex. Here is a master solution, for people as consumers, citizens, parents, members of families, partners, friends, and colleagues, and for health professionals, scholars, and policymakers at all levels: recognize, valorize, and emphasize long-established dietary patterns based on a variety of whole or minimally processed foods, rather than nutrients and specific foods.


Below is outlined what this means for societies, cultures, and resources and for public policy planning and action at all levels. And personally? Simple. Enjoy freshly prepared and cooked meals daily, when possible in company.


WHAT MAKES A HEALTHY DIET?


Sustained good health is commonly agreed to be the most desirable aspect of life, and the nature and quality of food is known to be a crucial determinant of health. But what makes a healthy diet?


Official dietary guidelines and other forms of guidance published all over the world—such as those issued every five years in the United States (the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, or DGAs)—assume that healthy diets promote growth and prevent various diseases by containing adequate dietary energy and chemical constituents identified as essential macro- and micronutrients but are not excessive in energy, total fat, saturated fat, sugar, or sodium. Such guides are “nutricentric,” meaning that they group foods according to their relative contents of macronutrients (protein, fat, and carbohydrate) and micronutrients (vitamins and minerals). At the time of writing, the twenty members of the 2025–2030 DGA advisory committee are in session, and these new DGAs are due to be issued in 2024.1


When these guides were first promulgated by governments, they looked to be rational and successful. The food industries responded by “fortifying” various products with vitamins and minerals, and from the 1970s and 1980s by manufacturing low-fat and low-saturated-fat options. Rates of undernutrition and micronutrient deficiencies were reduced, especially in higher-income countries, and foods high in animal protein such as cow milk, dairy products, and meat accelerated growth in early life. Reduced amounts of fat and saturated fat in common foods—produced and advertised as low-fat by manufacturers—have commonly been thought to have lowered rates of death from coronary heart disease, which had suddenly become epidemic in high-income countries.


So until the later 1980s, official dietary guidelines were agreed to be successful.2 The nutricentric concept of healthy diets that they embody was rarely questioned by orthodox Western scholars.


But there is now no credible evidence that these dietary guides and the actions based on them—designed to reduce production and consumption of fat, saturated fat, sugar, and sodium in many manufactured foods—are effective. They are not preventing the ever-growing prevalence of obesity and diabetes, worst in the United States and other high-income countries but also now pandemic, or of related disorders and diseases. Nutricentric dietary guides have become failures.


THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PROCESSING AND THE NOVA CLASSIFICATION


So what could work well? In 2010, a new concept of healthy and unhealthy diets was proposed in a commentary in Public Health Nutrition (PHN) with the title “Nutrition and Health: The Issue Is Not Food, nor Nutrients, So Much as Processing.”3


The commentary pointed out that “almost all food is processed in some way.” Foods have been preserved for thousands of years. Various forms of food processing are necessary, harmless, or benign, such as preservation of fruits and nonalcoholic fermentation. Other types—such as the partial hydrogenation that generates toxic trans-fatty acids, and various coal-tar dyes (many now withdrawn)—are harmful. Many others alter or transform the appearance or the nature of food. No food processes are inert. All are significant.


Despite this, “the issue of food processing is largely ignored or minimized in education and information about food, nutrition and health, and also in public health policies.” The commentary’s thesis was that the narrow nutricentric concept of diet has become inadequate and that the fundamental issue is what is done to foods between their natural state and when they are consumed, in particular their industrial processing.4


This thinking originated in Brazil, a very large country where food supplies, dietary habits, and disease patterns have shifted rapidly, as they have in many other middle-income and now also low-income countries. The idea was prompted by analyses of national Brazilian household food expenditure surveys.5 These showed extreme reduction in the purchases of cooking and table oils and of fats, sugar, and salt—yet the prevalence of overweight and obesity was rapidly rising. The analysis also showed that the amounts of fat, free sugars, and sodium purchased were all increasing, not for use in preparing meals but in ready-to-consume products such as soft drinks, biscuits, sweet and salty snacks, and reconstituted meat products. In the period analyzed, while purchases of culinary ingredients and minimally processed rice and beans were dropping, purchases of biscuits had become twice as high and of soft drinks four times as high. The cause of this increase in unhealthy diets was obviously processing.
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