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Background 

• Commission report on the use of additional forms of expression and 

presentation, their effect on the internal market, and the advisability of 

further harmonisation in this field (-> Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011) 

• The report will take a broad perspective on the provision of simplified 

nutrition information to consumers, including schemes that strictly 

speaking would not fall under Article 35 and can legally be considered as 

"voluntary information" or "nutrition claims". 

 



JRC study – objectives and scope 

• To conduct a literature review and gather further information on: 

• FOP nutrition labelling systems, their features and their use 

• Consumer understanding and consumer behaviour 

• Public health benefits 

• Other potential intended or unintended effects or impacts of the 

introduction of FOP schemes 

• To identify knowledge gaps 



Preliminary overview of FOP schemes 



Preliminary overview of FOP schemes 

This preliminary overview forms the basis for:  

• A further in-depth analysis and review  

• Gathering information on consumer understanding/behaviour, public 

health benefits, other (un)intended effects and impacts 
 

-> Please tell us if you identify: 

• Any incorrect information  

• Any missing FOP scheme or key information 

 

 

 



Preliminary overview of FOP schemes 

Column Variable Column Variable 

A Country J Information focus (nutrient-specific / 

summary indicator / food group) 

B FOP scheme name and reference K Reference base (100 g, portion, etc) 

C What does the scheme look like on pack? L Nutrients and other elements displayed 

D Implemented (using) or proposed M Nutrients and other elements used in 

nutrient profile model 

E Voluntary or Mandatory N Scope products 

F Developer/owner of the scheme O Adaptations for food groups 

G References to research that informed the 

development of the scheme 

P Exempted products 

H Is the scheme evaluative / interpretive or 

reductive? 

Q Monitoring / Evaluation 

I Message tone positive / neutral / negative 



Examples of possible database queries 1/3 

Government Industry 

Other 

FOP Scheme 

developer / 

owner 

N.B.: Examples of schemes to 

illustrate approach 



Examples of possible database queries 2/3 

Is the message  

tone... Positive Neutral 

Negative 

N.B.: Examples of schemes to 

illustrate approach 



Examples of possible database queries 3/3 

More complex queries combining variables 



JRC study – objectives and scope 

• To conduct a literature review and gather further information on: 

• FOP nutrition labelling systems, their features and their use 

• Consumer understanding and consumer behaviour 

• Public health benefits 

• Other potential intended or unintended effects or impacts of 

introducing FOP schemes 

• To identify knowledge gaps 
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The role of Behavioural Insights (BIs) 
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BIs play a 
complementary 

role  

BIs inform policy-making by shedding light on how people really behave. 
 

Behavioural 
approach 

Traditional 
approach 



Consumer decision-making process 

Need 
recognition 

Access 

Understand 

Use 

BEHAVIOUR 

Perceptions 

Preferences 



Just an average consumer? 

reasonably well informed and 

reasonably observant and circumspect 
AVERAGE CONSUMER: 

Observed differences by (among others): 

1. Age and gender; 

2. BMI; 

3. Ethnicity; 

4. Estimated risk of poor dietary choices; 

5. Countries (and familiarity with a given labelling system); 

The beh lit review will shed light on these relevant differences 



Examples of impact of other labels on Supply Side 

Access 

What about the impact of FOP labelling systems on industry reformulation of food products? 



The case of energy labelling 



Approach for the behavioural literature review 

Sources: 

1. Scientific Articles (PubMed Platform) 

2. Relevant grey literature 

 

Keywords: 

1. Front of Package Labelling 

2. Front of Pack Labelling 

 

Selection and exclusion: 

1. Title and abstracts are screened, excluded if either 

a) Did not mention relevant research, or 

b) Made neither reference to consumer use nor to the impact on producers. 



Appetiser (an extensive beh literature exists) 

N Authors Review Year Approach Sample size Country(ies) Main results 

1 Hawley et al Public Health Nutrition 2012 Structured Review 28 studies (2004-2011) Various MTL works best 

2 Kelly et al Health Prom Int 2009 Survey + Experiments 790 Australia TL label allowed the selection of the healthier food 

product 

3 Borgmeier et al BMC Pub Health 2009 2 Experiments 420 Germany MTL highest % of correct choices + (clarity ≠ use) 

4 Gorton et al Public Health Nutrition 2009 Survey 1,525 New Zealand STL and then MTL work best, MTL most 

preferred 

5 Ducrot et al Nutrients 2015 Surveys 15,420 France 5-CNL works best for adults at risk of poor dietary 

choices  

6 Mejean et al Public Health Nutrition 2012 Web-based questionnaire 38,763 France MTL is most favoured 

7 Watson et al Appetite 2014 Web-based questionnaire 4,357 Australia No individual scheme performed significantly 

better 

8 Ductrot et al  A J of Prev Med 2016 Web-based questionnaire 11,981 France 5-CNL is effective in promoting overall healthier 

food choices in all population subgroups 
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