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Introduction

An 80% increase in the excise tax rate for sugar-sweetened
beverages (SSBs), from 50 sen per litre to 90 sen per litre, has
been implemented since January 1 following the Budget 2025
announcement. This drastic increase in the SSB tax rate, the
second adjustment since the 2024 hike, is one of the latest
approaches to raise government revenue and support the
‘War Against Sugar’ movement.

While this measure signifies the government’s determination
to address the growing problem of diabetes and other non-
communicable diseases (NCDs), focusing on sticks or
deterrents, such as the taxation of unhealthy foods, will be
neither an effective nor
significantly foster and sustain healthy food behaviours at the
population level, we also need carrots—incentives that

sustainable approach. To

motivate consumers to make healthier choices—and
nudges—behavioural tools that steer people towards

healthier diets and lifestyles.
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In this article, we discuss why focusing on unhealthy food taxes, such as SSB taxes, will not be
effective in promoting healthy food behaviours and the potential of incentives and nudges as
policy tools to drive healthy behaviours.

Unhealthy Food Taxes in Practice

Excise duties refer to consumption taxes imposed on goods or services that are typically passed
on to consumers in the form of higher prices!. They are commonly used as a public health tool to
deter unhealthy behaviours, such as cigarette smoking and the consumption of unhealthy food
and drink, normally high fat, salt or sugar (HFSS) foods and alcohol?2.

Worldwide, many countries have implemented excise duties on several categories of food and
drink deemed unhealthy. The SSB tax is the most popular type of excise tax on food and drink,
with atleast 108 countries implementing such measures to date 3. While less widely implemented,
excise taxes on other categories of food that contribute to unhealthy diets, such as those high in
saturated fat, trans fat, free sugar and salt, have also been introduced in several countries. Foods
that fall under these categories include processed meat, margarine, confectionery, salty snacks
and condiments*.

For example, in 2011, Denmark became the first country to introduce a fat tax—an excise tax on
food containing high levels of saturated fat. This measure was implemented as a part of a bigger
economic reform package primarily aimed at increasing the government’s fiscal revenues. Under
this tax, food products with saturated fat content exceeding 2.3g per 100g, which included meat,
dairy products, animal fat, edible oils, margarine and spreads®¢, were taxed at a rate of DKK 16
(approximately RM10 based on current exchange rate) per kg of saturated fat, on top of a 25%
value-added tax (VAT)7. However, the tax was repealed shortly after 14 months due to its
perceived impact on increasing food prices and strong criticism from the food industry, retailers
and health experts concerning its necessity®.

2011 also saw the introduction of the Public Health Product Tax (PHPT), also known as the “junk
food tax”, in Hungary to promote healthier diets®. The tax applies to products high in salt, sugar
or caffeine, including SSBs, syrups, confectionery, salty snacks, condiments and energy drinks as
well as alcoholic beverages 19. The revenue generated is earmarked for public health use,
including for raising the wages of healthcare workers 1.

1WHO (2022)

2 [bid.

3 WHO (2023)

4Pineda et al. (2024)

5 Vallgarda, Holm, and Jensen (2015)

6 Pineda et al. (2024)

7 Jensen and Smed (2018). Value-added tax (VAT) is a consumption tax on goods and services levied at each stage of
the supply chain where value is added. The VAT is borne by final consumers.
8 Vallgarda, Holm, and Jensen (2015)

9WHO (2016)

10 Jensen and Smed (2018)

11 WHO (2016)
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In Malaysia, the focus of unhealthy food taxes remains on SSBs, though there has been a rising call
for an additional “fat tax” to include foods high in fat and calories in light of the increasing rates
of obesity and NCDs12. First introduced in 2019, the SSB tax applies to beverages with sugar
content exceeding certain levels!3 (see Table 1) and later expanded to pre-mixed two-in-one and
three-in-one powdered drinks in 2024 14. Based on the Budget 2025 announcement, the revenue
generated from the SSB tax will be used to support diabetes treatment, enhance dialysis centres
and increase access to dialysis!5. More information about the SSB tax and its rationale were
discussed in a previous article.

Table 1: Taxable sugar thresholds for beverages affected by the SSB tax

Categories Taxable sugar thresholds

Soft drinks >5g per 100ml|
Flavoured UHT milk-based beverages >7g per 100mi
Fruit or vegetable juice drinks >12g per 100ml
Pre-mixed powdered beverages >33.3g per 100g

Source: MOH (2022), The Edge (2024)
Note: UHT = Ultra High Temperature.

The Limitations of Unhealthy Food Taxes

The use of excise taxes as an instrument to influence food choices is based on the ‘law of demand’
in economics; it says that price is inversely correlated with demand—higher prices should,
therefore, lead to lower consumptioné. Such taxes create price differences between unhealthy
products and healthier, untaxed alternatives, making customers less likely to opt for the higher-
priced but less healthy products.

While unhealthy food taxes can deliver significant impacts, such as reduced intake of unhealthy
foods or nutrients of concern??, these taxes can be short-lived 18, especially when they are not
coupled with strong public health messaging and initiatives that increase the availability of
healthier options 1. This is because, as household income rises over time, consumers may become
less sensitive to higher prices of taxed products and return to previous consumption levels.

Take Hungary as an example: the initial impact of PHPT, cited by the World Health Organisation
(WHO) as a best practice, diminished over time, even when the prices of taxed products have been
rising in line with or above inflation20. The consumption of certain unhealthy foods, such as soft
drinks, chocolates and salty snacks, was found to increase across all income deciles seven years

12 Utusan Malaysia (2024); The Star (2024)

13 MOH (2022)

14 The Edge (2024b)

15 Ibid.

16 Cornelsen et al. (2015)

17 Pineda et al. (2024); Caro et al. (2017); Niebylski et al. (2015)
18 Berezvai et al. (2024); Csakvari et al. (2023); Biré (2021)

19 Berezvai et al. (2024)

20 Ibid.
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after the introduction of the tax?!. In addition, the awareness of PHPT among Hungarians, which
correlated with the consumption of certain PHPT-affected products, also declined over the same
period 2.

The effectiveness of unhealthy food taxes also depends on their pass-through rate, i.e., the amount
of tax passed on from the manufacturers to the consumers. Given the price elasticity of unhealthy
foods 23, these taxes are most effective when they are passed on to the consumers at a high or full
rate, leading to retail price increases. When such taxes get fully or partially absorbed by the
producers, it results in minimal impact on the targeted unhealthy food prices and, possibly, little
influence on consumption patterns. Avoiding the unintended consequences of the substitution
effect is also equally important, where consumers shift to untaxed but similarly unhealthy
products from different categories, such as switching from SSBs to ice cream or confectionery.

According to the Impact and Effectiveness Assessment of the Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Tax
conducted in 2022, an unpublished study by the Ministry of Health (MOH) of Malaysia, at least
242 SSBs have been reformulated to lower sugar levels24. A separate annual report published by
MOH shared that 344 beverages had been reformulated two years after the tax was
implemented25. The former study also showed that the SSB tax led to a price increase of 2.24%,
much lower than the anticipated impact of 8.83%. This suggests that the SSB tax had minimal
effect on prices 26, possibly due to the low pass-through rate, which may affect the tax's
effectiveness in reducing SSB consumption.

To date, no local study has monitored the actual change in SSB consumption levels or the presence
of substitution effect following the SSB tax rollout. The National Health and Morbidity Survey
(NHMS), Malaysia’s nationwide population-based health survey, showed that the consumption of
carbonated soft drinks among adolescents aged 5-17 has dropped from 36.9% in 2017 to 32.4%
in 2022, 3 years after the SSB tax was introduced. However, the extent to which the decline in soft
drink consumption among adolescents was associated with the SSB tax is unclear.

Considering the minimal impact on prices yet effectiveness in driving product reformulation, the
SSB tax may be more useful in reducing sugar intake than significantly discouraging SSB
consumption. While product reformulation is a practical way to increase healthier options, its
benefits can be easily offset by more frequent consumption, which may eventually result in
similar sugar intake.

21 Berezvai et al. (2024)

227ambo et al. (2020)

23 Andreyeva, Long, and Brownell (2010). Price elasticity refers to the proportional change in product demand for a
given percentage change in price. Unhealthy foods are more price-elastic than healthier options, meaning that increases
in the price of unhealthy foods are associated with decreases in demand.

24 Malay Mail (2024)

25 MOH (2022)

26 Malay Mail (2024)

KRI Views | Thinking Beyond Taxation:
What It Takes to Truly Promote Healthy Behaviours 4



Food purchasing patterns are not solely determined by economic factors. They are also
significantly influenced by the food environment, level of health knowledge, cultural backgrounds
and other social determinants. For that reason, we should be looking at a multipronged approach
to address the growing public health challenges. It is also important to note that obesity, diabetes
and many other NCDs are not only related to food choices but also to lifestyle, including physical
activity, which will not be affected by unhealthy food taxes. Thus, taxes alone are unlikely to
substantially bring down diet-related health problems unless implemented as a part of a bigger
public health policy package.

In many cases, complementing unhealthy food taxes with salient and strong public health
messages that raise awareness about the taxes and their implications shows greater effects in
changing consumers’ food purchasing behaviours?’. Furthermore, when unhealthy food taxes are
introduced alongside incentives that promote healthier options, such as nudges and healthy food
subsidies, consumers not only reduce their purchase of taxed products but also increase their
intake of healthier alternatives?28.

Itis also equally important to ensure that other fiscal measures that influence dietary behaviours
are designed to complement or reinforce, rather than contradict, health promotion efforts. The
existing price ceiling on sugar, which keeps Malaysia’s sugar price the lowest in ASEAN29, may
counteract the intended impacts of the SSB taxes. Expanding sales and services tax (SST) to
nutritious foods labelled as premium, such as salmon and avocado 39, may make healthier choices
even more expensive. We need to prioritise a well-rounded approach that discourages the
purchase of unhealthy food and, at the same time, actively promotes and guides consumers
toward healthier choices, whether common or premium options.

The Potential of Health-Promoting Nudges and Incentives

Many countries are increasingly exploring other approaches, particularly nudges and incentives,
to increase health awareness and promote positive behavioural changes. While taxes can help
deter unhealthy food consumption, their effectiveness in steering consumers towards healthier
options is limited. This is where nudges and incentives come into play, serving as a policy tool to
prompt healthier decisions or choices.

Nudges work like GPS devices; they steer individuals in a certain direction without restricting
their freedom of choice or substantially altering their economic incentives3!. Such approaches are
behaviourally informed and designed to change the way choices are presented (i.e., the choice
architecture 32) to an individual, prompting behavioural changes in a predictable manner 33.
Simply put, nudges help make certain choices the easy or default choices for individuals.

27 Pineda et al. (2024)

28 Hoenink et al. (2020); Niebylski et al. (2015)

29 MIDF Research (2019)

30 The Edge (2024a)

31 Thaler and Sunstein (2008)

32 Choice architecture is defined as “organising the context in which people make decisions.”
33 UN Innovation Network (2021)
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Nudges can be applied to various policy domains, including personal finance, education,
environment, law and privacy34, but are most commonly applied for public health purposes3s.
Health-oriented nudges are used to steer individuals towards healthier eating and lifestyles, such
as reducing unhealthy food intake, increasing physical activity and smoking cessation3¢.

Given the low implementation costs, nudges can be more cost-effective than traditional policy
tools like monetary incentives3’. Examples of nudges include warnings, reminders, information
disclosure, simplification of information and choices, defaults, product placement in
supermarkets and restaurants, and automatic enrolment38. Table 2 summarises various nudging
techniques and their applications in public health policy.

Table 2: Types of health nudging technique and their applications

Nudge technique Description Examples

Priming The use of physical, verbal,
sensational or environmental cues

to nudge a particular choice.

Salience The use of novel, personally
relevant or vivid examples and
explanations to attract attention to
a particular choice. Also, it elicits
emotional associations with the

nudges.

Default The use of a pre-set or default
option, making it the easiest option

to pick.

It occurs when consumers make a
commitment or promise publicly.
Their desire to feel better about
themselves nudges them to make
choices consistent with their
commitment or promise.

Commitment and ego

Norms refer to the use of other
people to establish a norm, as
individuals tend to be strongly
influenced by what others do and
choose. Messenger means
consumers are heavily influenced
by the person who communicates
the information to them.

Source: Lindstrom (2023), Wilson (2016), Vlaev (2016)

Norms and messenger

34 Banerjee and John (2022)
35 Das and Dumortier (2024)
36 Murayama et al. (2023)

37 Benartzi et al. (2017)

Repositioning of healthy foods at
checkout or at eye level on
supermarket shelves

Calorie labelling

Presenting food in smaller containers

Verbal prompting by servers, such as
“Would you like to add a fruit salad for
75 cents?”

Traffic light labelling to indicate the
healthiness of the products

Tailoring labels to high-risk groups

Reducing the portion size of food
Putting wholegrain bread as the default
option in a sandwich choice situation

Use of commitment device to stop
smoking

Behavioural contract to reach exercise
goals

“Dish of the day” to highlight a target
dish

Use of local food norms, e.g., “People
at this store in this part of the city will
order items with 250 calories on
average.”

38 Thaler and Sunstein (2008); Wilson et al. (2016); Lindstrom, Tucker, and McVay (2023); Vlaev et al. (2016)
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Similar to nudges, incentives make a particular choice more appealing but typically involve some
form of monetary reward3°. Incentives include price reductions via subsidies, materials like
vouchers and discounts, and health-promoting products like fitness trackers. Such approaches
involve earning rewards contingent on specific behaviours of the individuals. For example,
earning cashback for choosing healthier options or shopping vouchers for achieving daily
exercise targets.

Incentives, unlike taxes, can have price reduction effects, either immediately (e.g., subsidised
prices of fruits and vegetables and discounts for healthier options) or retrospectively (e.g.,
vouchers for purchasing healthier options and free fitness trackers for achieving fitness
challenges). The effects of price reductions have been reported to be stronger than price increases
induced by taxes.

In their review of the impact of price changes on diet, Afshin and colleagues found that a 10%
reduction in price due to incentives resulted in a 12% increase in the purchase of healthy
products?, On the other hand, a 10% increase in price due to taxes only decreased the purchase
of unhealthy foods by 6%#41. The benefits of price reduction can be particularly significant for
lower-income families since they are less able to afford healthy foods like fruits and vegetables,
which tend to cost more than carbohydrate-rich and energy-dense processed foods42.

The types of incentives and nudge techniques used typically vary depending on the context in
which they are implemented and the behavioural issues they intend to address. Regardless, public
health-oriented incentives and nudges are generally implemented for a common objective: to
steer consumers towards healthier diets and lifestyles. Using Singapore as a case study, the
following section explores health promotion efforts that leverage nudges and incentives.

Singapore’s Health Promotion Approaches

In Singapore, all national health promotion and disease prevention initiatives fall under the
purview of the Health Promotion Board (HPB), a statutory board under the Ministry of Health. Its
initiatives cover multiple domains, ranging from diets, physical activity and mental health to
health screening, smoking control and communicable disease education. These programmes are
implemented in communities, schools and workplaces.

Over the years, HPB has implemented various programmes that leverage behavioural insights,
including nudges and incentives, to promote healthy eating and active lifestyles+3. In some cases,
nudges and incentives are used in combination. The notable nudge- and incentive-based
initiatives introduced by HPB are listed in Table 3 below.

39 Viscusi (2023)

40 Afshin et al. (2017)

41 Ibid.

42 Huangfu et al. (2024)

43 Ministry of Health Singapore (n.d.); (2023); Health Promotion Board (n.d.)
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Table 3: Notable nudge- and incentive-based health promotional initiatives implemented by HPB

Age Strong

Eat, Drink, Shop
Challenge

Healthy 365 app

Healthier Choice
Symbols (HCS)

Healthier Dining
Programme

National Step
Challenge

Nutri-Grade

“Siu Dai by

default” movement

A 12-week digital health programme on the Healthy 365
app for individuals aged 50 and above. It contains
customised workouts, quizzes and daily guided tasks
that reward users with Healthpoints.

A digital health programme on the Healthy 365 app that
rewards users with every healthier purchase, i.e.,
products with Healthier Choice Symbols.

A mobile application that features goal setting and
milestone-based challenges (e.g., step count tracking),
Eat, Drink, Shop Challenge, Age Strong, directories of
health activities and health tips. It rewards users with
Healthpoints, eVouchers and HPB Credit$.

A front-of-pack labelling to guide consumers towards
healthier alternatives lower in sugar, salt and fat and
higher in dietary fibre, calcium and wholegrains. It is
similar to Malaysia’s Healthier Choice Logo.

A voluntary programme to increase the availability of
healthier out-of-home food and beverage (F&B) options,
targeting restaurants, cafes, food courts, caterers,
coffee shops and food stalls at institutes of higher
education. It encourages F&B businesses to offer at
least one healthier option (lower in calories, lower in
sugar, higher in wholegrains, no added sugar, use
healthier oil and wholegrain options).

An initiative aimed at addressing the rising rates of
obesity in Singapore. It involves setting physical activity
goals and offering rewards like air tickets or vouchers to
users. It also offers free fitness trackers to encourage
participation in the challenge.

A further evolution of the HCS that rates beverages on
a scale of “A to D” based on sugar and saturated fat
levels. It is mandatory for Grade C and D products to
carry the label. Grade D products are also subjected to
advertising bans across all media platforms.

An initiative that encourages F&B operators to offer
beverages with less sugar, condensed milk and
evaporated milk as the default. Kits containing recipe
cards with reduced-sugar formulations and measuring
spoons are distributed to help F&B operators
reformulate.

Source: Ministry of Health Singapore (n.d.); (2023); Health Promotion Board (n.d.)
Note: This is a non-exhaustive list.

Guides and incentivises
older adults to build healthy
habits and remain active.

Incentivises consumers to
choose healthier options
when buying groceries.

Incentivises users to pursue
healthier lifestyles and
dietary choices; Empower
users by increasing access
to information.

Nudge consumers to
purchase healthier options
using the HCS visual
identifiers.

Makes it easier for
consumers to identify
healthier options when
dining out; Encourages
F&B businesses to offer
healthier choices.

Incentivises users to adopt
a more active lifestyle.

Nudges consumers to opt
for healthier products;
Reduces consumers’
exposure to Grade D’s
advertising and promotion.

Reduces overall sugar
intake from drinks using
healthier default options,
making less sugar a norm
among consumers

It is noteworthy that Malaysia has implemented several programmes similar to those in Singapore, such
as the Healthier Choice Logo (similar to Singapore’s Healthier Choice Symbol), MyChoice (similar to
the Healthier Dining Programme) and the Kurang Manis campaign (similar to the “Siu Dai by default”

movement). This suggests the potential to further strengthen and expand these initiatives using data-

driven nudges and incentives to drive significant behavioural changes among Malaysians without

reinventing the wheel.
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Concluding Remarks

The experiences of other countries may not be directly applicable to the Malaysian context, but
they offer valuable insights that can help inform and refine our approach to tackle the current
public health challenges. For example, Denmark’s experience shows the need for strong political
will and a clear intention to implement unhealthy food taxes as a public health initiative rather
than a revenue-generating measure #. The Hungarian case highlights the importance of
complementary policies and effective health communication to sustain the behavioural changes
prompted by unhealthy food taxes. Singapore’s health promotion strategies suggest the potential
of nudges and incentives suited to local sociocultural contexts as policy tools to tackle behavioural
issues associated with unhealthy diets and sedentary lifestyles.

While impactful as a public health tool, unhealthy food taxes alone cannot substantially address
the growing health crisis and unhealthy eating behaviours. Rather, they must be implemented as
part of a comprehensive, multipronged approach consisting of complementary policies that steer
individuals towards healthier choices and serious efforts to address barriers to healthy eating
within the food environment. Contradicting policies, such as the price ceiling on sugar and the
expansion of SST to premium yet nutritious foods, should also be re-evaluated to drive a more
coherent public health approach.

44 Bgdker et al. (2015)

KRI Views | Thinking Beyond Taxation:
What It Takes to Truly Promote Healthy Behaviours 9



References

Afshin, Ashkan, José L. Penalvo, Liana Del Gobbo, Jose Silva, Melody Michaelson, Martin
O’Flaherty, Simon Capewell, Donna Spiegelman, Goodarz Danaei, and Dariush
Mozaffarian. 2017. “The Prospective Impact of Food Pricing on Improving Dietary
Consumption: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.” PLOS ONE 12 (3). Public Library
of Science:e0172277. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0172277.

Andreyeva, Tatiana, Michael W. Long, and Kelly D. Brownell. 2010. “The Impact of Food Prices on
Consumption: A Systematic Review of Research on the Price Elasticity of Demand for
Food.” American Journal of Public Health 100 (2):216-22.
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2008.151415.

Banerjee, Sanchayan, and Peter John. 2022. “Nudge and Nudging in Public Policy.” SSRN Scholarly
Paper. Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4314881.

Benartzi, Shlomo, John Beshears, Katherine L. Milkman, Cass R. Sunstein, Richard H. Thaler, Maya
Shankar, Will Tucker-Ray, William ]. Congdon, and Steven Galing. 2017. “Should
Governments Invest More in Nudging?” Psychological Science 28 (8). SAGE Publications
Inc:1041-55. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617702501.

Berezvai, Zombor, J6zsef Vitrai, Gergely Téth, Zoltan Brys, Marta Bakacs, and Tamas Jo6. 2024.
“Long-Term Impact of Unhealthy Food Tax on Consumption and the Drivers behind: A
Longitudinal Study in Hungary.” Health Policy @146 (August):105098.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2024.105098.

Biro, Anikd. 2021. “The Impact of Sweet Food Tax on Producers and Household Spending—
Evidence from Hungary.” Agricultural Economics 52 (4):545-59.
https://doi.org/10.1111/agec.12634.

Bgdker, Malene, Charlotta Pisinger, Ulla Toft, and Torben Jgrgensen. 2015. “The Rise and Fall of
the World'’s First Fat Tax.” Health Policy 119 (6):737-42.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2015.03.003.

Caro, Juan Carlos, Shu Wen Ng, Lindsey Smith Taillie, and Barry M. Popkin. 2017. “Designing a Tax
to Discourage Unhealthy Food and Beverage Purchases: The Case of Chile.” Food Policy 71
(August):86-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2017.08.001.

Cornelsen, Laura, Rosemary Green, Alan Dangour, and Richard Smith. 2015. “Why Fat Taxes
Won't Make Us Thin.” Journal of Public Health 37  (1):18-23.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /pubmed/fdu032.

Csakvari, Timea, Didna Elmer, Noémi Németh, Mark Komaromy, Réka Mihaly-Vajda, and Imre
Boncz. 2023. “Assessing the Impact of Hungary’s Public Health Product Tax: An
Interrupted Time Series Analysis.” Central European Journal of Public Health 31 (1):43-
49, https://doi.org/10.21101/cejph.a7284.

Das, Aditeya, and Peter Dumortier. 2024. “A Scoping Review of Nudges for Healthier Eating and
Their Applicability in Developing Asia.” Journal of Student Research 13 (2).
https://doi.org/10.47611 /jsrhs.v13i2.6639.

KRI Views | Thinking Beyond Taxation:
What It Takes to Truly Promote Healthy Behaviours 10



Health Promotion Board. n.d. “Healthier Dining Programme.” Healthier Dining Programme.
Accessed February 11, 2025. https://hpb.gov.sg/healthy-living/food-
beverage/healthier-dining-programme.

Hoenink, Jody C., Joreintje D. Mackenbach, Wilma Waterlander, Jeroen Lakerveld, Nynke van der
Laan, and Joline W. . Beulens. 2020. “The Effects of Nudging and Pricing on Healthy Food
Purchasing Behavior in a Virtual Supermarket Setting: A Randomized Experiment.”
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 17 (1):98.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-020-01005-7.

Huangfu, Peijue, Fiona Pearson, Farah Marwan Abu-Hijleh, Charlotte Wahlich, Kathryn Willis,
Susanne F. Awad, Laith ]J. Abu-Raddad, and Julia A. Critchley. 2024. “Impact of Price
Reductions, Subsidies, or Financial Incentives on Healthy Food Purchases and
Consumption: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.” The Lancet Planetary Health 8
(3). Elsevier:e197-212. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(24)00004-4.

Jensen, J. D., and S. Smed. 2018. “State-of-the-Art for Food Taxes to Promote Public Health.”
Proceedings of the Nutrition Society 77 (2):100-105.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0029665117004050.

Lindstrom, Katie N., Jalie A. Tucker, and Megan McVay. 2023. “Nudges and Choice Architecture to
Promote Healthy Food Purchases in Adults: A Systematized Review.” Psychology of
Addictive Behaviors 37 (1). US: American Psychological Association:87-103.
https://doi.org/10.1037/adb0000892.

Malay Mail. 2024. “Health Minister: Sugar Tax Spurs Reformulation of 242 Drinks to Lower
Sugar.” December 16, 2024.
https://www.malaymail.com/news/malaysia/2024/12 /16 /health-minister-sugar-tax-
spurs-reformulation-of-242-drinks-to-lower-sugar/160091.

MIDF Research. 2019. “Sugar Glut to Persist.” MIDF Amanah Investment Bank Berhad.

Ministry of Health Singapore. 2023. “IMPLEMENTATION OF NUTRI-GRADE REQUIREMENTS FOR
FRESHLY PREPARED BEVERAGES FROM 30 DECEMBER 2023.” Newsroom. 2023.
https://www.moh.gov.sg/newsroom/implementation-of-nutri-grade-requirements-for-
freshly-prepared-beverages-from-30-december-2023/.

_— n.d. “Health Hub.” Accessed February 11, 2025.
https://www.healthhub.sg/programmes/age-strong.

MOH. 2022. “2022 Annual Report” Putrajaya: Ministry of Health Malaysia.
https://www.moh.gov.my/moh/resources/Penerbitan/Penerbitan%20Utama/2._ MOH_
Annual_Report_2022-compressed_.pdf.

Murayama, Hiroshi, Yusuke Takagi, Hirokazu Tsuda, and Yuri Kato. 2023. “Applying Nudge to
Public Health Policy: Practical Examples and Tips for Designing Nudge Interventions.”
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 20 (5):3962.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20053962.

Niebylski, Mark L., Kimbree A. Redburn, Tara Duhaney, and Norm R. Campbell. 2015. “Healthy
Food Subsidies and Unhealthy Food Taxation: A Systematic Review of the Evidence.”
Nutrition 31 (6):787-95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nut.2014.12.010.

KRI Views | Thinking Beyond Taxation:
What It Takes to Truly Promote Healthy Behaviours 11



Pineda, Elisa, Mathilde Gressier, Danying Li, Todd Brown, Sarah Mounsey, Jack Olney, and Franco
Sassi. 2024. “Review: Effectiveness and Policy Implications of Health Taxes on Foods High
in Fat, Salt, and Sugar.” Food  Policy 123 (February):102599.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2024.102599.

Thaler, Richard H., and Cass R. Sunstein. 2008. Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth,
and Happiness. Yale University Press.

The Edge. 2024a. “Govt to Expand Scope of SST, to Include Fee-Based Financial Services.” The
Edge Malaysia. October 18, 2024. https://theedgemalaysia.com/node/730723.

———. 2024b. “Sugary Drink Tax to Be Raised to 90 Sen per Litre next Year, from 50 Sen Now.”
The Edge Malaysia. October 18, 2024. https://theedgemalaysia.com/node/730731.

The Star. 2024. “Expect Tax on Unhealthy Food.” October 8, 2024.
https://www.thestar.com.my/news/nation/2024/10/08/expect-tax-on-unhealthy-
food.

UN Innovation Network. 2021. “United Nations Behavioural Science Report.”

Utusan Malaysia. 2024. “Lima cukai baharu dalam Belanjawan 2025.” October 2, 2024.
https://www.utusan.com.my/nasional /2024 /10/lima-cukai-baharu-dalam-
belanjawan-2025/.

Vallgérda, S., L. Holm, and J. D. Jensen. 2015. “The Danish Tax on Saturated Fat: Why It Did Not
Survive.” European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 69 (2). Nature Publishing Group:223-26.
https://doi.org/10.1038/ejcn.2014.224.

Viscusi, W. Kip. 2023. “Nudges Versus Financial Incentives.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY:
Social Science Research Network. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4422704.

Vlaev, Ivo, Dominic King, Ara Darzi, and Paul Dolan. 2016. “Changing Health Behaviors Using
Financial Incentives: A Review from Behavioral Economics.” BMC Public Health 19
(1):1059. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-7407-8.

WHO. 2016. “Assessment of the Impact of a Public Health Product Tax: Final Report.” World
Health Organization Regional Office for Europe.
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/375204.

———. 2022. Fiscal Policies to Promote Healthy Diets: Policy Brief. Geneva: World Health
Organization.

———. 2023. “Global Report on the Use of Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Taxes.” Geneva: World
Health Organization.

Wilson, Amy L., Elizabeth Buckley, Jonathan D. Buckley, and Svetlana Bogomolova. 2016.
“Nudging Healthier Food and Beverage Choices through Salience and Priming. Evidence
from a Systematic Review.” Food Quality and Preference 51 (July):47-64.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2016.02.009.

Zambo, L, M Bakacs, E Illés, A Varga, E Sarkadi Nagy, A Zentai, E Feigl, and K Bir6. 2020. “Impact
Assessment of the Public Health Product Tax in Hungary.” European Journal of Public
Health 30 (Supplement_5):ckaal66.1231.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /eurpub/ckaal66.1231.

KRI Views | Thinking Beyond Taxation:
What It Takes to Truly Promote Healthy Behaviours 12



	Introduction
	Unhealthy Food Taxes in Practice
	The Limitations of Unhealthy Food Taxes
	The Potential of Health-Promoting Nudges and Incentives
	Singapore’s Health Promotion Approaches
	Concluding Remarks
	References



