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Abstract 

The regulation on the provision of food information to consumers grew out of the idea of 

contributing to the tackling the problem of obesity. Providing better information to the 

consumer about their food should help them to make better choices and have a healthier 

lifestyle. The Food Labelling Regulation was subject to a particularly high amount of 

lobbying. The industry, and consumer and health organisations which were at odds on this 

dossier tried to make their interests heard in the negotiation process. MEPs and the media 

called it a regular ‘lobby war’.  

In the final regulation the interests of the food industry are more represented than those of 

the consumer and health groups. The aim of this thesis is to understand why this is the case 

and why the lobbying of the food industry was more successful than the consumer and 

health groups’ lobbying. The hypothetical assumption is that in this particular case certain 

conditions and factors of interest representation came together and made it possible for the 

industry representatives to have a stronger impact on the legislative outcome than the 

consumer and health representatives. Three sub-hypotheses are tested in order to get a clear 

view on the case. (1) The decision-makers were more receptive to the input from the 

industry representatives. (2) The food industry had better organisational resources to access 

and influence the decision-makers. (3) The industry had more valuable ‘access goods’ to 

offer to the decision-makers. The concept of political opportunity structures focuses on 

factors which allow lobbyists to influence the decision-making process and offers a 

framework in which the hypotheses are tested. The factors of openness of the decision-

makers, their receptivity to the lobbyists’ demands, the organisational resources of the 

interest groups and the access goods they could offer to the decision-makers are examined 

in this thesis. To gain knowledge about these aspects in the case of the Food Labelling 

Regulation, interviews, documents from the institutions and from stakeholders as well as 

reports and press articles on the issues are analysed.  

All three hypotheses proved to be valid; with a slight nuance for the first one. In the case of 

the Food Labelling Regulation, the decision makers were more receptive to the concerns of 

the industry, the industry’s organisational resources were better and the access goods they 

could provide too. This is to a certain extent due to the decision-makers’ predispositions, 

the public’s concerns during that time of economic crisis, the massive amount of affected 

stakeholders on the industry side and to the industry’s capacity to provide expert 

knowledge. 
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Introduction 

  

Food concerns everyone in their daily lives. Every person has something to do with food – 

pre-packed or not, processed or not, self-prepared or not. In most of the cases, it is also a 

choice which food someone buys and eats. This choice generally follows different criteria 

amongst which the ingredients, the provenance, the shelf life or conditions for preparation 

play a role. When buying food, the consumer gets these kinds of information via the label on 

the food. 

Diet is also strongly connected to health. Healthy food is definitely part of a healthy lifestyle 

and can, together with other factors, have an impact on people’s health. This connection was 

the rationale of the European Commission when it decided to propose a regulation on food 

labelling. The idea was to give consumers better information in order to help them to make 

better food choices and live healthier – especially regarding the problems related to obesity 

which a growing number of people is facing.  

This thesis is built on two interests. One is about examining how policies on consumer issues 

are made in the EU and by whom and how they are influenced. The second one is about 

understanding what the conditions for successful lobbying are and what impact lobbying has 

on legislative outcomes. Going more into detail about this idea, the regulation on the 

provision of food information to consumers (hereafter called Food Labelling Regulation) 

adopted in 2011 appears as a particularly interesting case.  

The issue was intensely discussed during the elaboration phase from 2008 to 2011. The topic 

is highly controversial because it has two quite radically different camps, namely the food 

industry, and consumer and health groups, in opposition to each other. For both there is a lot 

at stake when food labelling is discussed.  For the food industry, and especially for 

multinationals, labelling “affects how their products are perceived by the customer, how well 

they sell”1. For consumer and health groups, the informed choice of consumers and public 

health are at stake because especially processed food is responsible for “the modern 

 

                                                 
1 Corporate Europe Observatory, A red light for consumer information - The food industry’s €1-billion 

campaign to block health warnings on food, 2010, retrieved 9 February 2014, 

http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/files/article/ceo-food-labelling.pdf.  
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epidemics of preventable disease, especially obesity, type 2 diabetes, hypertension, heart 

disease, stroke and kidney failure”2. 

The lobbying on this dossier has been particularly high. The media and personnel of the 

European institutions are talking about “one of the biggest lobbying battles in Brussels in 

recent years” 3 , “Lobby-Schlacht” 4 , “Lobbykrieg” 5 6 , and that the lobbyists “were just 

everywhere”7. Hence, this case is interesting in regard to studying the impact that lobbying 

can have and under which conditions.  

Lobbying at the European level is, in certain aspects, different from the national level, in 

particular regarding the fact that the European institutions strongly rely on input from 

outside actors. Moreover, lobbying at the European level means that the interest 

representatives have to cope with many more different interests and highly complex 

compositions of dossiers. They also work in an institutional system which is unique with 

particular factors and working conditions. Another particularity of the political system of the 

EU is that there are no constant winners and losers; “the highly fragmented nature of the EU 

decision-making means that no one type of interest can ever routinely dominate” 8 . 

Furthermore, the decision-making power is dispersed among the European institutions. This 

creates different arenas for interest representation and calls for specially adapted activities. 

The specificities of the EU’s political system make it interesting to examine how lobbying at 

this level can be successful.  

The Food Labelling Regulation was an initiative of the European Commission’s Directorate 

General for Health and Consumers (DG Sanco). This dossier was discussed in the European 

Parliament (EP) in the Committee for Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI), 

where the rapporteur was Renate Sommer. In the Council of the European Union (Council), 

 

                                                 
2 T. Beard & M. Stowasser, Food Labelling Law and Policy Review, 2010, p. 1, retrieved 26 April 2014, 

http://www.foodlabellingreview.gov.au/internet/foodlabelling/submissions.nsf/lookupSubmissionAttachments/

1ATAN-85K5FC20100518125456DSVI/$FILE/495a.pdf.  
3 Corporate Europe Observatory, MEP Carl Schlyter:”Industry lobbying has buried ‘fraffic-light’ labelling, 

retrieved 9 February 2014, http://blog.brusselssunshine.eu/2010/06/mep-carl-schlyter-industry-lobbying-

has.html.  
4 EurActiv, "Lobby-Schlacht" um Lebensmittelampel, 17 June 2010, retrieved 11 February 2014, 

http://www.euractiv.de/wahlen-und-macht/artikel/lobby-schlacht-um-lebensmittelampel-003262.  
5 M. Gerig, „Lobbykrieg mit Milliardeneinsatz“, Politik und Kommunikation, Helios Media, Berlin, 1 

September 2010, retrieved 11 February 2014, http://www.politik-

kommunikation.de/ressorts/artikel/lobbykrieg-mit-milliardeneinsatz.  
6 ‘Lobby battle‘ and ‘lobby war’ 
7 Interview, MEP assistant, S&D, Brussels, 26 March 2014. 
8 J. Greenwood, Interest Representation in the European Union, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2011, p. 23. 
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it was discussed in the general Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER) and in 

Council meetings, but particularly in the Working Party on Foodstuffs.  

Empirical material from the institutional actors, as well as from the stakeholders of the 

industry and of the consumer and health sector will be used to obtain knowledge about the 

process of the drawing up of the regulation. The concept of political opportunity structures 

will serve as a theoretical framework for the analysis. 
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1 Theoretical Approach: The Concept of Political 
Opportunity Structures 

1.1 Research Interest and Hypothetical Assumptions 
 

 In the case of the Regulation on Food Labelling, the industry can be qualified as the winner 

of the negotiations.9 The legislative outcome reflects, in many cases, their preferences while 

the concerns of the consumer and health organisations are less represented.  

This dossier was decided in the EP. Media and other reporting and as well as academic 

research on the Food Labelling Regulation show the determinant importance of the EP and 

also interviews conducted in the framework of this thesis confirmed this. The dossier was 

subject to the co-decision procedure and thus the Council and the EP worked as co-

legislators. So both institutions had their word to say on the dossier, but the ‘real battle’ 

about the issue was fought in the EP.10 The Council was not the arena for confrontation and 

intense debate as is often the case for other issues. Moreover, it is also interesting that in this 

case about the Food Labelling Regulation, the “EP did not live up to its previous reputation 

as a forceful promoter of consumer interests”11. But to the contrary it turned out that “in spite 

of its invariably weak position at the starting point”12 and the assumption that “commercial 

self-interest would put it at a disadvantage in battles with health” 13 , the food industry 

pursued its “amazing history of winning its frequent battles with health”14.  

Considering the massive amount of lobbying during the elaboration of the legislative text 

and the leaning of the final regulation towards the industry’s preferences, a causal 

connection between these elements can be drawn.  

The aim of this thesis it to understand why the interests of the food industry are more 

represented in the Food Labelling Regulation than those of the consumer and health groups. 

 

                                                 
9 Cf. Euobserver, EU food labelling law spotlights strength of industry lobbying, 13 September 2011, retrieved 

10 November 2013, http://euobserver.com/food/113524 ; FoodWatch, EU-Minister: Mini-Schrift und Rot für 

die Ampel, 7 December 2010, retrieved 10 November 2013, 

http://www.foodwatch.org/de/informieren/ampelkennzeichnung/aktuelle-nachrichten/eu-minister-mini-schrift-

und-rot-fuer-die-ampel/?sword_list%5B0%5D=lebensmittelkennzeichnung, or  EurActiv, EU food labelling 

rules ready, new round to start, 8 July 2011, retrieved 10 February 2014, 

http://www.euractiv.com/consumers/food-labelling-news-506334.  
10 Interview, representative from the European Heart Network, Brussels, 15 April 2014. 
11 M. Kluger Rasmussen, The Influence of Interest Groups in the European Parliament: Does Policy Shape 

Politics?, thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, London School of Economics and Political 

Science, London, 2012, p. 133. 
12 Beard & Stowasser, op. cit., p. 1.  
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid. 
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And more precisely, to find out why the interest representation of the food industry was 

more successful than the consumer and health groups’ interest representation. 

 

In general, but also in the context of this thesis, ‘interest representation’ means the activities 

of stakeholders who want to direct the outcomes of decision-making towards their 

preferences by influencing the decision-makers. The term ‘food industry’ encompasses a 

large variety of food manufacturing firms. They range from large multinationals, big national 

firms, to small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) and micro-enterprises. ‘Consumer and 

health groups’ are in this context NGOs, and organisations with similar statutes, which 

represent and defend the civil society on consumer and health issues.  

 

The knowledge gained so far leads to the following hypothesis which will be examined in 

this thesis: 

In the case of the Food Labelling Regulation certain conditions and factors of interest 

representation came together and made it possible for the industry representatives to have a 

stronger impact on the legislative outcome than the consumer and health representatives.  

For a more precise analysis this hypothesis can be subdivided along the different factors and 

conditions into ‘sub-hypotheses’ which are:  

• The decision-makers were more receptive to the input from the industry representatives. 

• The food industry had better organisational resources to access and influence the decision-

makers than the consumer and health groups.  

• The industry had more valuable ‘access goods’ than the consumer and health groups to 

offer to the decision-makers.  

In order to analyse the hypothesis and to answer the research question, the concept of 

political opportunity structures will be used as the theoretical framework.  

 

In the next part of this chapter, the concept of political opportunity structures will be 

introduced and its connection with the ‘sub-hypotheses” will be highlighted. After that, some 

methodological indications are going to be made. In the second chapter a broad introduction 

to interest representation in the EU will follow. In the third chapter, the background of the 



 6 

Commission’s proposal and the proposal itself will be presented. Here the key elements and 

the main controversies will also be explained. Furthermore, the institutional elaboration 

process is going to be retraced. In the fourth chapter, relevant stakeholders will be described 

and then their capacity to successfully influence the decision-makers will be analysed. The 

focus will be on four aspects, namely the openness of the political system towards interest 

representation, the receptivity of the decision-makers regarding the claims of lobby groups, 

the organisational resources of interest representatives and the existence of an exchange 

relation between the political institutions and the interest representatives. Finally, the 

findings will be summarized in the light of the hypothesis and the research question will be 

answered in a concluding chapter.  

  

1.2 Political Opportunity Structures and Interest Representation 
 

 The theoretical concept of political opportunity structures provides an interesting theoretical 

framework to study interest representation. The key element of this concept is that certain 

structures influence and constrain interest representation.  

The concept of political opportunity structures was, at the beginning, focused on social 

movements and “can be broadly defined as set of characteristics of a given institution that 

determines the relative ability of (outside) groups to influence decision-making within that 

institution”15. This concept can be applied to the European level and as “the distinction 

between social movements and interest groups has proven to be vague”16 , both can be 

“studied together as two instances of ‘contentious politics’”17. The concept was initially 

developed by Rainer Eisinger, Giugni Tilly and also Doug McAdam in the 1970s and 

 

                                                 
15 S. Princen & B. Kerremans, „Opportunity Structures in the EU Multi-Level System“, West European 

Politics, Volume 31, Number 6, Routledge, London, 2008, p. 1130. 
16 G. Marks & D. McAdam, “Social Movements and the Changing Structure of Political Opportunity in the 

European Union”, West European Politics, Volume 19, Number 2, 1996, cited in S. Princen & B. Kerremans, 

„Opportunity Structures in the EU Multi-Level System“, West European Politics, Volume 31, Number 6, 

Routledge, London, 2008, p. 1130. 
17 D. Imig & S. Tarrow, “Mapping the Europeanization of Contention: Evidence from a Quantitative Data 

Analysis”, in D. Imig & S. Tarrow (eds.), Contentious Europeans. Protest and Politics in an Emerging Polity, 

MD: Rowman and Littlefield, Lanham, 2001, cited in S. Princen & B. Kerremans, „Opportunity Structures in 

the EU Multi-Level System“, West European Politics, Volume 31, Number 6, Routledge, London, 2008, p. 

1130. 
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1980s.18 Sebastiaan Princen and Bart Kerremans more recently applied it to interest groups 

at the European level. 19  

According to Princen and Kerremans, political opportunity structures have two core aspects. 

The first one is the “openness of a political system”20, so to speak the accessibility of this 

system to external actors. And the second one, the “receptivity of the political system”21, 

which can include “factors such as public opinion trends, preferences of government 

officials, division among political elites [or] focusing events”22. These opportunity structures 

represent “boundaries of the possible”23 with which lobbying groups have to cope when they 

engage in activities.  

In this thesis, the openness of the European Institutions to interest representatives as well as 

the receptivity of officials and MEPs to the claims of interest representatives and the role of 

public opinion during the elaboration of the Food Labelling Regulation are particularly 

interesting aspects which will be studied in order to understand the outcome of the 

Regulation.  

 

Furthermore, the concept of political opportunity structures requires the existence of an 

exchange relation between interest groups and the political actor or institution. This 

exchange relation is a precondition and explains why lobbyists obtain access to the decision-

making process.  

“If interest groups do not offer anything of value to the government officials, they will 

not be able to affect the political process. While if government officials have nothing 

valuable to offer to interest groups, these organisations will not engage in political 

activities in the first place.”24  

The access goods are mainly expertise information. This ‘good’ is generally lacking in the 

governing institutions, thus they gladly receive it from outside groups. Princen and 

 

                                                 
18 D. Meyer, Protest and Political Opportunities, Annual Review of Sociology, Volume 30, Annual reviews, 

2004, pp. 128 – 129. 
19 Princen & Kerremans, op. cit., p. 1130. 
20 Princen & Kerremans, op. cit., p. 1131. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Ibid. 
23 L. Cram, „Governance ‚to Go‘: Domestic actors, Institutions, and the Boundaries of the Possible”, Journal of 

Common Market Studies , Volume 39, Number 4, 2001, cited in S. Princen & B. Kerremans, „Opportunity 

Structures in the EU Multi-Level System“, West European Politics, Volume 31, Number 6, Routledge, London, 

2008, p. 1131. 
24 Princen & Kerremans, op. cit., p. 1134. 
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Kerremans argue that “different types of interest groups”25 do not have the same capacity to 

offer the valuable and necessary expert information.  

Another access good that can be provided by interest groups and which is important for 

political actors is the capacity to give legitimacy to policy decisions or to delegitimize them. 

This capability is particularly important when the issue which is being discussed is highly 

politicised. For interest groups who can provide this ‘legitimacy good’ ”access will be 

provided in exchange for the promotion of public support or for avoidance of public 

contestation”26.  

The existence of an exchange relation and in particular the provision of the access goods 

‘expertise’ as well as ‘legitimacy’ are aspects of the concept of political opportunity 

structures which are promising in helping to explain the lobbying in the case of the Food 

Labelling Regulation.  

The openness and the receptivity of a political system, and to a certain extent also the 

existence of an exchange relation, are “outside constraints on the activities of […] interest 

groups”27. They are necessary exogenous conditions for the activity of lobbyists. However, 

the ability to use these political opportunity structures and the effect that interest 

representatives can have, depend on “the organisational resources and capabilities these 

groups have […]. These resources and capabilities include money, expertise, legitimacy, and  

(pre-)existing networks”28.  

 

In order to obtain knowledge about the lobbying during the elaboration of the Food 

Labelling Regulation and to understand the outcome of the regulation, several aspects of the 

political opportunity structure concept will be applied.  

Four dimensions of the concept of political opportunity structures will be scrutinized in order 

to test the hypothesis. The openness of the political institutions in regard to receiving input 

from the industry sector and from consumer and health groups will be analysed. In addition 

to the openness, the receptivity towards demands from these stakeholders will be examined. 

The “contingent factors”29, the preferences of the personnel working there – especially the 

 

                                                 
25 Ibid., p. 1135. 
26 Ibid., p. 1136. 
27 Ibid., p. 1131. 
28 Ibid., p. 1131 - 1132. 
29 Ibid., p. 1131 
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MEPs – and the public opinion will serve as indicators. As “the use that groups can (and 

will) make of opportunity structures depends on the organisational resources and capabilities 

of those groups”30 this dimension will be analysed in the next step. And finally, the existence 

of a working exchange relation will be tested along the access goods of expertise and the 

access good of legitimacy.  

This order of analysis follows the logic that the openness and receptivity of the decision-

makers are strictly exogenous factors, which the interest representatives can use according to 

their organisational resources and capabilities. However, the functioning exchange relation is 

a factor which is strongly conditioned by the organisational resources of the lobby groups.  

As the access good of legitimacy has a strong link to the factor of public opinion impacting 

the receptivity of the decision-makers, some connections will be drawn between these 

aspects.  

These dimensions of the concept of political opportunity structures are expected to allow the 

testing of the three sub-hypotheses. Findings about the openness and the receptivity of the 

decision-makers are expected to give indications about the first sub-hypothesis (The 

decision-makers were more receptive to the input from the industry representatives). The 

second sub-hypothesis (The food industry had better organisational resources to access and 

influence the decision-makers than the consumer and health groups) will be examined by 

looking at these internal aspects of the lobby groups. And the analysis of the exchange 

relation and the two access goods is expected to give an indication regarding the third sub-

hypothesis (The industry had more valuable ‘access goods’ than the consumer and health 

groups to offer to the decision-makers). 

 

1.3 Methodology 

 

This thesis is based on a case study of the Food Labelling Regulation. The drawing up of the 

regulation with regard to the lobbying of stakeholders represents the focus of this thesis. The 

case study will make it possible to learn about stakeholders in the sector of food issues and 

their influence in this particular case.  

 

                                                 
30 Ibid. 
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In order to gain knowledge about the lobbying on the Food Labelling Regulation and to 

understand why the industry representatives have been more successful, the theoretical 

concept of political opportunity structures explained earlier will be used to obtain 

information out of empirical material.  

Various primary data has been gathered and will be used.  Official documents from the 

Commission, from the EP and from the Council encompass, of course, the legislative 

proposal and the final regulation, but also, for instance, documents with amendments, the 

minutes of meetings, speeches in the plenary, notes from one institution to another or within 

institutions. Moreover some publications of MEPs have also been gathered. Documents from 

the stakeholders, in particular their position papers will be used, and in addition also other 

publications by the food industry and by consumer and health groups.  

Furthermore, several interviews have been conducted. From the EP-side, Renate Sommer, 

the rapporteur on the dossier was interviewed as well as one assistant of a S&D MEP form 

the ENVI Committee. A representative from the industry side, Ludger Fischer, who at that 

time worked for the European Association of Craft, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 

(UEAPME), was interviewed. One interview was also conducted with a representative from 

the European Heart Network (EHN), in order to cover the consumer and health side. Finally 

three interviews were conducted with persons who followed the issue as “observers”: one 

researcher, one lobbyist and one expert on EU food policy making working for an online 

news service. Most of the interviewees have been available for e-mail follow ups. 

In many cases it was difficult to get an appointment. Several e-mail exchanges and phone 

calls did not finally lead to an interview. Especially the MEP assistants gave as a reason that 

with the approaching European elections the schedules were too tight.  

In addition to these primary information materials, the press is also an important source of 

information. Articles from various online press providers will be used; in particular the 

European press publications on EurActiv or European Voice, but also national English- and 

German-speaking press. Besides that, publications on blogs will also be used. 

Finally, some academic research on nutrition and food labelling and on the particular case of 

the Food Labelling Regulation will also be consulted.  

 

One methodological choice in this thesis is to focus on the EP. All the research done so far 

shows that the EP was the central scene of the negotiations. The Commission gathered the 
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input from the stakeholders mainly in the preparatory phase of the proposal. In the Council, 

lobbying was practiced mainly through the “national route” 31  of national lobby groups 

lobbying their national delegation and minister. Going into the details of the national lobby-

arenas would go beyond the framework and the research interest of this thesis. And as 

already mentioned earlier, the Council was not the scene of the ‘battle’ on food labelling and 

thus it will stay in the background, but still be mentioned in appropriate places.  

Another choice is that certain indicators – already mentioned in the explanations of the 

theoretical concept – will be used to learn about the effectiveness of lobbying by the interest 

representatives in this case study. Lobbying could also be studied via different approaches, 

like for instance, through network analyses or a multi-level governance approach, but for the 

combination of this case study and the research interest, the use of the political opportunity 

structures approach seemed most appropriate. By analysing the different indicators, the 

findings will be gradually put together in order to obtain a comprehensive picture. 

 

                                                 
31 Greenwood, op. cit., p, 27.  
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2 Interest Representation in the EU 

 

“Lobbying is an integral part of the EU's political system and a necessity for the 

functioning of its institutions. At their best, interest groups provide decision-makers 

with well-researched information and technical guidance on proposed legislation, 

ensuring better informed and more legitimate policy outcomes.”32 

Interest representation in the EU has significantly increased in the last 25 years and is 

nowadays recognized in Article 11 of the Treaty of the European Union.33 It is stated there 

that “the institutions shall, by appropriate means, give citizens and representative 

associations the opportunity to make known and publicly exchange their views in all areas of 

Union action.”34.  

The EU offers various levels and contact persons to lobby. In particular the Commission, the 

EP and the Council. Interest representatives can mainly choose between two paths to 

influence decision-makers at the EU level: the national path or the European path. National 

interest groups can, for instance, get in contact with their national delegation in the Council 

or contact their national MEPs. But especially they can lobby their Government to take into 

account their demands in the negotiations at the EU level. Via the European path, interest 

representatives can, for instance, directly get in contact with the Commission. Furthermore, 

the uniting of groups having the same interests under European ‘umbrella organisations’ 

happens frequently and this simplifies their work. By getting directly in contact with 

decision-makers at the EU level, they use the direct European path. Of course, these two 

ways to approach the European decision-makers are not strictly separated, but are 

interconnected and are used in a parallel way by interest representatives.  

Interest groups have an interest in having their concerns taken into account as early as 

possible in every legislative dossier. If the Commission’s proposal is already in line with 

their interests, or includes some of them, this is positive for the interest groups because in 

many cases their chances are higher to see their interests considered. And moreover, they 

will not have to incorporate them later as new aspects in the dossier, which is in most of the 

cases accompanied by more expenditure. Furthermore, lobby groups can also lobby the 

 

                                                 
32 Kluger Rasmussen, op. cit., p.33. 
33 D. Coen & J. Richardson, “Learning to Lobby the European Union”, in D. Coen & J. Richardson (eds.), 

Lobbying in the European Union: Institutions, Actors, and Issues, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009, p. 5.  
34 Article 11 TUE. 
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Commission in order to introduce their demands on the agenda. All in all, interest 

representatives apply an ”early lobbying”35 to the Commission in order to have influence on 

its proposals.  

Interest groups lobby particularly the lower Commission officials because they do most of 

the preparatory work for new initiatives, while the upper and high level Commission 

officials only become involved at “later stages of the policy formulation process”36. The 

advantage of lobbying them, is that the lower officials are more easily accessible and that “as 

long as no formal written documents [have yet been] produced during the policy 

development stage, changes to the policy proposal can be made more swiftly and easily”37.  

For one proposal, the Commission sometimes spends several years and collects “advice from 

a large number of expert and high-level groups”38. In order to obtain a realistic and broad 

view of the interests at stake, the Commission uses instruments like, for instance, public 

consultations where various stakeholders are asked to share their views. Moreover, the 

European Commission funds interest groups. This is particularly important for the civil 

society or ‘diffuse interest’, as large majorities of associations in this sector generally have 

more difficulties to gather financial resources compared to the corporate sector.  

Once the Commission’s proposal has been published and forwarded to the Council and the 

EP, the attention of the lobbyist turns towards these institutions.  

The work of the Council strongly relies on the work of the COREPER and other preparatory 

bodies.  A dossier is discussed at different levels until it reaches the minister-level where it is 

voted on. The largest amount of work by far is done in the Working Parties (the lowest 

working level) where representatives of the member states negotiate the main parts of the 

agreements.39 Thus, the members of the Working Parties are “the chief focus of lobbying 

activity in the Council, because it is at their level that the scope for incorporating the 

interests of lobbyists is greatest”40. The dossiers can go up and down the working levels for a 

 

                                                 
35 P. Bouwen, “The European Commission”, in in D. Coen & J. Richardson (eds.), Lobbying in the European 

Union: Institutions, Actors, and Issues, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009, p. 20. 
36 Ibid., p. 25. 
37 Ibid. 
38 Kluger Rasmussen, op. cit., p. 34 
39 F. Hayes-Renshaw, „Least Accessible but not Inaccessible: Lobbying the Council and the European 

Council”, in D. Coen & J. Richardson (eds.), Lobbying in the European Union: Institutions, Actors, and Issues, 

Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009, p. 84. 
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long time before being adopted. If it takes particularly long, this can be problematic for 

lobby groups with small resources who may drop “out of the game before its conclusion”41. 

Compared to the Commission (which is “particularly open to companies that can provide it 

with technical knowledge [)…] , the Council, […] is more open to national interest groups so 

as to obtain information on the ‘national encompassing interests’”.42 

With the empowering of the EP, the lobbying of the MEPs has strongly increased, so that the 

EP is today a central scene for lobbying. The major part of lobbying is done (and has to be 

done) during the first reading period. On the one hand, there is no time limit for this reading 

and the rapporteur can take all the time he needs to get to know the relevant points of view 

and draw up the report. But what is even more important is that in the second reading, no 

completely new amendments can be introduced, so if an interest group wants to ‘add’ 

something to the legislative proposal it has to reach this during the first reading. 

“Timing is considered to be most essential for successful performance [and the knowledge 

about it] is a key resource”43. Three main phases of lobbying can be identified: lobbying the 

rapporteur (and shadow rapporteurs) for the draft report, lobbying all committee members to 

introduce amendments to the report and lobbying before the committee vote.44 But not only 

MEPs are lobbied, “most interest groups acknowledge that the MEPs’ assistants are as 

important to lobby as MEPs” 45  because they do a lot of groundwork for their MEP. 

Sometimes lobbyists would even say that the dealing with assistants is even more 

important46. 

In order to be able to lobby the right people at the right moment, interest representatives 

have to be particularly familiar with the complex system of decision-making in the EU and 

to be aware of “power distribution, deadlines, and formalistic requirements for submitting 

amendments”47.  

The main targets among the MEPs for lobbying are of course the rapporteur on the dossier as 

well as the shadow-rapporteurs who assist the rapporteur in drawing up the report. But also 
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43 D. Judge & D. Earnshaw, The European Parliament, Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2008, p. 103. 
44 Kluger Rasmussen, op. cit., p. 53 – 54. 
45 Ibid., p. 54. 
46 Interview, Ludger Fischer, former UEAPME, Brussels, 26 March 2014. 
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all the other committee members are highly lobbied as they provide information to the other 

MEPs from their political group.  

“Due to time and resource constraints, individual MEPs do not have enough 

information on every piece of legislation going through Parliament to make an 

informed choice. Therefore, they are dependent on their EP colleagues. […So finally,] 

the political groups’ positions are usually decided by the groups’ expert MEPs of the 

relevant committee” 48 

 

The interest groups in the EU can, as everywhere else, be globally split into two groups 

which are the representatives of corporate interests and those of the civil society (which are 

often simplified under the expression of ‘the NGOs’). The particularity of the European level 

is that they unite in transnational umbrella organisations in order to coordinate their activities 

and increase their influence. Moreover, they can choose among different access points in the 

multi-level system of the EU. 

All in all, interest representation is an essential part of policy-making in the EU. Lobby 

groups contribute to the policy shaping in the Commission, in the Council and in the EP, but 

they do it with different strategies, different resources, different information to offer and 

finally with differing degrees of success. 
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3 Food Labelling: Issues at Stake 

3.1 The Background of the Proposal 

 

During the last two decades, the topics of public health and diet have increasingly been 

discussed in the European institutions. Step by step it has grown to a war on obesity, fought 

in different arenas of which the food information of consumers is one.  

In the 1990s the cooperation of the World Health Organisation (WHO) and the EU on health 

issues increased. The “WHO could offer data that would otherwise be difficult to obtain”49 

for the EU because it “cannot generate the quantity and quality of health data needed to 

further its public health agenda”50. The EU institutions used these data for their work on the 

issue and their drawing up of documents. 51 

The treaties of Maastricht and Amsterdam offered opportunities to expand the EU’s 

competencies on public health issues.52 These were used by DG Sanco and during the 2000s, 

among other aspects, obesity was highlighted as a central problem for public health.  

In 2001, the Eurodiet project published a report on its results; one year later DG Sanco 

published a report on its work about nutrition. Both documents mentioned obesity as a 

growing problem, but it was only after 2004, that obesity was raised to an urgent and central 

concern. This coincides with Robert Madelin becoming the new director general for DG 

Sanco in 2004. He “was a big believer in declaring war on obesity within the framework of 

health promotion” 53   and that “health determinants often reside outside the healthcare 

system, in what people drink, eat, and smoke”54. 55 

Madelin launched the Platform on Diet, Physical Activity and Health in 2005. This platform 

brings together, at the European level, principally representatives from consumer and health 

organisations and from the food industry, but also “local authorities, experts” 56 . “It 

represents an alternative tool […] in order to achieve a rapid improvement in the situation 
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52 Ibid., p. 108. 
53 Ibid., p. 113. 
54 Ibid. 
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giving a margin of flexibility to the stakeholders involved”57. All members have to “propose 

commitment, say what [they] are going to do in do the field of diet, physical activity and 

health” 58  in order to improve the diet-related health problems. This can be different 

activities, for instance, in the area of advertising, changing labelling or lobby work etc.59 

Despite the food industry’s commitments at the Platform, the implementation of their self-set 

standards was nevertheless “inconsistent”60 and “patchy”61.  

A Green Paper on “Promoting healthy diets and physical activity: a European dimension for 

the prevention of overweight, obesity and chronic disease” 62  was published by the 

Commission in 2005. In this Green Paper the Commission states,: ”Clear, consistent 

nutrition information about foods can, along with relevant consumer education, act as the 

foundation of informed dietary choice”63. This idea is continued in the “White Paper on a 

Strategy for Europe on Nutrition, Overweight and Obesity related health issues”64 issued in 

2007. The Commission informs that it “is reviewing the options for nutrition labelling. [And 

that the] issues being considered include whether mandatory labelling should be introduced 

and the number of nutrients that should be included on the label, and the regulation of front 

of pack labelling”65.  

“The White Paper received widespread attention and provoked debate in the food industry, 

capitals of the member states and other EU institutions.”66 The EP passed a resolution in 

2008 in which the MEPs state that “obesity and diet-related diseases [were] ‘growing 

epidemics‘”67.  
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Until the adoption of this new Food Labelling Regulation, the labelling of food was fixed in 

two directives. Directive 2000/13/EC set the requirements for general labelling for all 

foodstuffs and Directive 90/496/EEC the nutrition labelling. According to the general 

labelling directive, only some information was compulsory, namely, the name of the product, 

the name and address of the manufacturer, a list of its ingredients, a use-by date and special 

conditions for use. Furthermore, there were some special labelling requirements for certain 

food groups and some substances, such as meat and fish or dietetic or fortified food. 68 69 The 

other directive on nutrition labelling fixed that “nutrition labelling [was] optional, [and only 

became] compulsory when a nutrition or health claim [was] made in the labelling”70.  So for 

most food products, information on, for instance, the energy value and the fat or sugar in it 

were not compulsory.   

The fact that these two pieces of legislation were directives gave the member states some 

margin of manoeuvre to achieve the necessary provisions. The implementations differed 

from member state to member state and thus different information was available to the 

consumers on the food packages. 

Tackling the problem of obesity and diet-related diseases, helping consumers to make 

choices which are healthy and adapted to their diet and allowing them to have consistent 

food information all over the EU became an obvious need. As a result of the Green and 

White Books and a stakeholder consultation, the Commission made a legislative proposal for 

a regulation on the provision of food information to consumers in 2008. 

 

3.2 The European Commission’s Proposal 

 

In January 2008, the Commission published the proposal for a regulation of the European 

Parliament and of the Council on the provision of food information to consumers. This 
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proposal fixed new rules for the labelling of food, merged the Directive 2000/13/EC and the 

Directive 90/496/EEC and recastrd several other legislative texts in the new regulation. 71 

The proposition had two main objectives. Consumers should receive clear information about 

food in order to be able to make healthy choices. And, uniform food labels should also 

“create a level playing field for the food business”72 and strengthen the internal market by 

simplifying the rules. 73 74 

The proposal had several key elements of which some modernised and clarified the existing 

labelling rules and others introduced new aspects.75 

• Mandatory front of pack nutrition information for pre-packed food. “Energy, fat, saturated 

fat, carbohydrates […] sugars and salt content of the product, expressed in terms of per 

100ml/100g or per portion”76 should be indicated in the “principal field of vision”77.  

• A minimum size of 3mm for the characters of the labelling. Which should be easily visible 

and clearly legible “with a significant contrast between the writing and the background”78 

and should not be “obscured or overshadowed by advertising slogans”79. 80  

• Country of origin labelling should stay voluntary “unless its absence could mislead 

consumers”81. If the country of origin is to be mentioned on a product, the differentiation 

between the place of provenance of the ingredient and the country of origin of the processed 

food has to be made if needed. “For example, butter churned in Belgium from Danish milk 

could be labelled as "produced in Belgium from Danish milk"”82.  

• Mandatory labelling of allergens. This was already the case for a wide range of pre-packed 

food, but most allergic problems occur when people with allergies eat non-prepacked food, 
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for instance when eating out. That is why labelling or displaying allergen ingredients should 

also become mandatory for non-prepacked food. 

• Allowing “national schemes” for additional non-binding rules because “consumers' 

understanding and responses to information on labels vary from one Member State to 

another”83. 

• Alcoholic beverages, such as, beer, wine and spirits were taken out of the scope of the 

regulations. Only mixed alcoholic beverages, so-called alcopops, should have to comply 

with the provisions of the directive.  

Some aspects of the proposal were discussed very intensely and controversially during the 

elaboration phase.  

The most intensely discussed aspects of the proposal were first of all, the nutrition labelling 

on the front of the packs. The Commission had proposed to put the amount of energy 

(calories), fat, saturated fat, carbohydrates, sugar and salt on the front of the pack. The 

defenders of consumer and health interests generally agreed with this provision, but 

preferred to “have no more than 4 elements”84 on the front of the pack. The food industry, 

however, wanted to display only the energy value. The way of displaying the nutrients was 

particularly controversial. The consumer and health representatives suggested a traffic light 

scheme with values expressed per 100g/100ml and per portion. The traffic light scheme 

consists of “multiple colour coding […] with red, yellow (amber) and green indicating high, 

medium and low levels [of the nutrients] per 100g/100ml”85. The industry representatives 

spoke up for a GDA icon for the energy amount “(i.e. values for energy are expressed in the 

absolute amount per portion and its percentage of the Guideline Daily Amounts)”86. 
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Table 1 Simplified overview of positions on front of pack nutrition labelling 87 

 Commission’s proposal 
88 

Consumer and health 

representatives 89 

Industry representatives 
90 

Nutrition 

labelling 

on the 

front of 

pack 

Energy content, fat, 

saturated fat, 

carbohydrates, sugar and 

salt.  

Per 100ml/100g or per 

portion. 

Energy content, fat, 

sugar and salt.  

Per 100g/100m and per 

portion. 

In traffic light scheme. 

Or GDA in a traffic light 

scheme.  

Energy content. 

GDA per portion.  

A single GDA icon.  

 

Both consumer and health organisations and industry wanted to print the ‘big 8’ nutrients: 

energy, protein, carbohydrates, fibre, sugars, fat, saturated fat and salt on the back of the 

packs. 91 92 

In connection to this ‘way’ of labelling, the foreseen possibility of national schemes was 

strongly discussed. This provision would allow member states to adopt or keep different 

kinds of labelling like the traffic light (already used in the UK) and allow them to develop 

innovative labelling measures or labelling which would be better adapted to the national 

needs. On the other hand, allowing national schemes would hamper uniform EU-wide 

labelling, maintain the fragmentation of the internal market (because of de facto trade 

barriers) and thus be contradictory to the aim of the directive in harmonizing labelling in the 

EU 93.  

The topic of labelling of the country of origin was also a point of contention. The 

Commission proposed to keep it voluntary unless it misled consumers. The consumer and 

health representatives suggested a mandatory labelling of the country of origin for the 

“‘significant ingredient’ and ‘characterising’ ingredients” 94  of processed multi-ingredient 

food as well as for single ingredient products. The industry and especially the SMEs wanted 

the labelling to stay voluntary. They argued that due to regular (sometimes seasonal) changes 

in the provenance of their ingredients, the labelling of the country of origin would be too 
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costly. The industry also feared that the labelling of the country of origin could create 

advantages or disadvantages for certain products depending on their provenance. 95 96 97 

The minimum size of the labelling has also been subject to controversial discussions. The 

Commission had proposed a minimum size of 3mm for the characters and an exception for 

packages on which the largest surface is smaller than 10cm².98  But the industry spoke up for 

fixing a minimum of 1mm for the characters’ size and exemptions from the labelling 

provisions for packages of which the largest surface is smaller than 100cm². 99 100  

Various other aspects were part of the negotiations for the regulation, apart from the issues 

mentioned above. However, the ones mentioned before were the most discussed ones and 

will be used as points of reference in this thesis. 

 

3.3 The Elaboration Procedure 

 

After its publication, the Commission’s proposition was transferred to the Council and to the 

EP according to the general rules. The dossier was attributed to the ENVI Committee; the 

committee for Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO) and the committee for 

Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI) were appointed as committees for opinion. In 

August 2008, Renate Sommer, a German EPP MEP, was appointed rapporteur. In the 

Council, the dossier was discussed in different configurations, mainly the Employment, 

Social Policies, Health and Consumer Affairs and the Agriculture and Fisheries 

configuration. In the Commission, the Commissioner for Health and Consumers was at that 

time John Dalli. 101 

The “food labelling proposal went through a bumpy road of two parliamentary terms and 

three years”102. Indeed, the ENVI Committee started working on the dossier in 2008 and it 

quickly became obvious that the dossier was particularly controversial. The first draft report 
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by the rapporteur was discussed in the ENVI Committee in December 2008. After that, 1332 

amendments were tabled until February 2009.103 In March 2009, the “EP plenary voted to 

refer the ENVI report back to the committee for renewed scrutiny as the number of 

suggested amendments was extremely high”104 and decided to postpone the decision until the 

next parliamentary term (2009 – 2014) in order to have the time to deal with the amendments 

and be able to work out a realistic text105.  

The Council Working Party on Foodstuffs had 7 meetings in 2008, where “almost all the 

delegations presented a large number of written comments and suggestions”106. In 2009, the 

Working Party met 12 times to discuss the dossier. 107 108 Even if the first reading in the EP 

was still ahead, the Council was already looking ahead to its second reading. The Swedish 

Presidency remarked in the progress report of its presidential term that it encouraged 

informal contacts with the EP in order to “continue […] to synchronise the work of both 

institutions […] to pave the way for a possible second reading agreement”.  

In the new parliamentary term, the work on the dossier continued with the same rapporteur, 

Renate Sommer. The shadow-rapporteurs were the British MEP Glenis Willmott for the 

Socialists and Democrats, the Swede Carl Schlyter for the Greens, Gerben-Jan Gerbrandy 

from the Netherlands for the Liberals and Democrats, Katinka Liotard, a Dutch MEP as well, 

for the United Left and Nordic Green Left and finally the Brit Sturan Stevenson for the 

Conservatives and Reformists. 109 The rapporteur submitted a new draft report in November 

2009, in which she suggested some substantial changes and criticised the timing of the 

Commission’s proposal. In fact, the Commission had just launched a scientific study on “the 

influence of food labelling on consumers' purchase decisions”110 and so it was probable that 
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the measures decided in this regulation would possibly have to be changed according to the 

findings of the study.111  

After three more official discussions, the ENVI Committee voted on the report in March 

2010; 122 amendments were adopted. The whole report was adopted with 52 votes in favour, 

2 votes against and 5 abstentions.112  The report was then voted on in the plenary session in 

June 2010 with a large majority of 562 ‘yes’s, 67 ‘no’s and 25 abstentions. The roll-call vote 

shows that most of the objections to the amended proposal came from the GUE/NGL.113 

The Council published its position in February 2011. 92 of the EP’s amendments were in 

accordance with the Council’s position.114 The vote for the second reading of the proposition 

took place in the ENVI Committee in April and after that, in July in plenary. Then 606 

MEPs were in favour of the text, 46 were against and 26 abstained.115  

After the approval of the Council, the final act was signed in October 2011 and published in 

the Official Journal in November.  “The new rules will apply from 13 December 2014”116, 

with an exception for the “obligation to provide nutrition information [which] will apply 

from 13 December 2016”. 
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4 Decision-making on the Food Labelling Regulation: the 
Involvement of Stakeholders 

4.1 Stakeholders in the Sector 

 

In the first place, the food labelling case had two major opposing groups: the food industry 

and the consumer and health advocates. Each of them has a position which can generally be 

qualified as being in conflict with the other’s position. In its stakeholder consultation from 

2006, the Commission found out that:   

“In terms of the future approach to labelling, a broad assessment is that the industry 

would like to see minimum legislative requirements whilst consumer, health and 

animal welfare NGOs would like maximum legislative requirements. Views from 

Governments tended to fit between these two ‘extremes’. Although an over-

simplification, this does illustrate that whilst all stakeholders would like to see changes 

to the way DG SANCO deals with labelling, there is no clear consensus on what these 

should be.”117  

Looking more precisely at the food industry, it quickly becomes clear that ‘the industry’ is 

far from being a homogenous group. It is strongly split along different lines, like for 

instance, regarding the size of the enterprises or at which level it is situated in the process of 

producing food.  

 “The industry is not only Unilever, Nestle and Kraft, but also small shops, bakeries, 

market stands, restaurants and catering are part of it.”118 In the EU, there are around 

310,000119 food manufacturing enterprises and “95% of the [these] enterprises are 

small enterprises; 50% of the food is produced there.”120 (author’s translation) 

With its 310,000 enterprises, the food sector is a particularly large sector in the EU; it is the 

second largest manufacturing one. This gives an indication of the number of stakeholders 

 

                                                 
117 European Commission, Summary of results for the consultation document on: “Labelling: competitiveness, 

consumer information and better regulation for the EU, DG Sanco, 2006, p. 4. 
118 “Die Industrie sind ja nicht nur Unilever, Nestle und Kraft [dazu gehören] auch kleine Läden, Bäckerläden, 

Marktstände, Restaurants und Catering.“, interview, UEAPME op. cit. 
119 European Commission, EU food market overview, retrieved 30 April 2014, 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/food/eu-market/index_en.htm.  
120 “95% der Betriebe die Lebensmittel herstellen sind Kleinbetriebe, es werden 50% der Nahrungsmittel dort 

hergestellt.“ Interview, UEAPME, op. cit. 
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from the industry that felt affected by the Food Labelling Regulation. Also the rapporteur 

said:  

“This regulation is one of the largest laws we have ever made. It affects every single 

level of the food sector. It affects agriculture, it affects the processing industry, it 

affects food retailers, it affects vending-machine manufacturers … so everything that 

you can imagine that could somehow have something to do with food. […] Packaging 

producers. They are all affected by this law.”121 (author’s translation) 

Although the industry was split into various groups, looking at the most obvious dividing 

line – the large/small enterprise line – one could see that:  

“In the framework of the Food Labelling Regulation the difference between the ‘large’ 

and the ‘small’ industry was very clear. [..] The producers of mass-products in the food 

sector have of course fewer problems to label their products than small enterprises.”122 

(author’s translation) 

The large enterprises tried to use this difficulty to trick the small ones, for instance, by 

supporting labelling demands that they could relatively easily apply, while SMEs would 

have much more difficulties.123 124 

All in all, the lobbying of the industry took “various organisational forms, ranging from 

direct firm representation through to national business associations and to sectoral and 

general European business federations”125. 

 

The sector of consumer and health organisations is by far not that split, but is also by far not 

nearly as big. Some organisations concentrate on certain consumer rights, others on 

particular diseases, but on the whole they can easily agree on a common line. In the case of 

 

                                                 
121 “Diese Verordnung ist eines der größten Gesetze dass wie jemals gemacht haben. Es betrifft innerhalb des 

Lebensmittelsektors wirklich jede Stufe. Es betrifft die Landwirtschaft, es betrifft die verarbeitende Industrie, 

es betrifft den Lebensmitteleinzelhandel, es betrifft die Automatenhersteller … also alles was sie sich nur 

vorstellen können was irgendwie mit Lebensmitteln zu tun hat. […] Verpackungshersteller. Alle sind von 

diesem Gesetz betroffen.“ interview, rapporteur, op. cit.  
122 “Im Rahmen der Lebensmittelkennzeichnungsverordnung war der Unterschied zwischen der ‚großen‘ und 

‚kleinen‘ Industrie war sehr deutlich [...] Die Hersteller von Massenprodukten im Bereich Lebensmittel haben 

natürlich wesentlich weniger Probleme ihre Ware zu kennzeichnen als Kleinbetriebe.“, interview, UEAPME, 

op. cit. 
123 Interview, rapporteur, op. cit. 
124 Interview, UEAPME, op. cit. 
125 Kluger Rasmussen, op. cit., p. 31. 
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the Food Labelling Regulation the consumer and health organisations acted as a homogenous 

and complementary group. 

Consumer and health organisations defend the citizens’ interest; namely diffuse interests 

which are channelled through these kinds of organisations. Their common goal was to 

protect and improve the citizens living and health conditions by providing them with the 

necessary information. The work of the consumer and health advocates on the Food 

Labelling Regulation was mainly done by European ‘umbrella’ organisations. 

 

These transnational European organisations exist for both interest groups, the industry, and 

the consumer and health advocates. They “allow […] both membership of national 

associations and firms”126 and concentrate the interests of their members in order to form one 

interlocutor for the decision-makers and to have more weight. For the consumer and health 

side, three umbrella organisations were active in the negotiation process of the Food 

Labelling Regulation127: The European Consumer Organisation (BEUC128), the European 

Heart Network and the European Public Health Alliance (EPHA). For the industry side, the 

picture is less clear cut. Two of the major players on the dossier were the Confederation of 

the Food and Drink Industries of the EU (CIAA 129 ) and UEAPME. While the latter 

association is cross-sectoral and represents all kinds of SMEs, the former one represents 

exclusively food and drink manufacturing enterprises. In addition to these two European 

organisations, many more European and international sectoral associations represented their 

interests, for instance, associations representing butchers, brewers, chewing gum 

manufacturers, salt producers, bakers, livestock and meat traders et cetera.  

As mentioned above, it is the European association’s intent to gather the various and 

compatible interests of their members. They do this because this gives more weight to their 

arguments and also because it is appreciated by the decision-makers to have a single contact 

partner. Nevertheless, in view of the range and the importance of the Food Labelling 

Regulation, not only the European associations did lobbying, but also almost every national 

association in the sector contacted the MEPs130, what lead to a doubling131.  

 

                                                 
126 Ibid. 
127 Interview, EHN, op cit. 
128 Abbreviation for the french name Bureau Européen des Unions de Consommateurs 
129 Abbreviation for the french name Confédération des Industries Agro-Alimentaires de l’UE. Today renamed 

in FoodDrinkEurope. 
130 Interview, rapporteur, op. cit. 
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The following table provides a brief overview of the stakeholders Commissions proposal, the 

industry’s and the consumer and health organisations’ demands and the final regulation on 

the most intensely discussed aspects. 

 

Table 2 Proposal, industry’s and consumer and health organisations positions and legislative 

outcome 

 Commission’s 

proposal 132 

Industry 133 134 Consumer and 

health 135 136 137 

Regulation 138 

Nutrition 

declaration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Art. 29 

“(a) energy value; 

(b) the amounts of 

fat, saturates, 

carbohydrates 

with specific 

reference to 

sugars, and salt.” 

Only the energy 

content of a food. 

The energy 

content, and the 

amount of fat, 

sugar and salt.  

 

Art. 30 

“(a) energy value; 

and 

(b) the amounts 

of fat, saturates, 

carbohydrate, 

sugars, protein 

and salt.” 

Art. 31, 32 

“Per 100 g or per 

100 ml“  

“Per portion” may 

be added. 

 

Per portion and 

its percentage of 

the GDA. 

Per 100g/100m 

and per portion or 

GDA. 

Art. 32 

Per 100 g or 100 

ml. 

A percentage of 

GDA may be 

added. 

A “per portion” 

may be added. 

                                                                                                                                                       

 
131 Interview, MEP assistant, op cit. 
132 European Commission, Proposal, op. cit. 
133 CIAA, Position on Food Information, op. cit. 
134 CIAA, CIAA welcomes the Council Common Position on food information, op. cit.  
135 BEUC, EHN & EPHA, op. cit. 
136 BEUC, Food Information to Consumers – Summary of BEUC Position on the Commission Proposal, op. cit.  
137 EPHA, Position of the European Public Health Alliance to the proposal on Regulation on the provision of 

food information to consumers, June 2008, retrieved 30 March 2014, 

http://www.epha.org/IMG/pdf/EPHA_position_on_food_information_to_consumers20080812_nc.pdf.  
138 European Parliament & Council, Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011 of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 25 October 2011 on the provision of food information to consumers, amending Regulations (EC) No 

1924/2006 and (EC) No 1925/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council, and repealing Commission 

Directive 87/250/EEC, Council Directive 90/496/EEC, Commission Directive 1999/10/EC, Directive 

2000/13/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council, Commission Directives 2002/67/EC and 

2008/5/EC and Commission Regulation (EC) No 608/2004, L 304/18, Official Journal of the European Union, 

2011. 
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(nutrition 

declaration 

cont’) 

Art. 34 

In the principal 

field of vision and 

in a clear format. 

For example in a 

table or also in a 

linear form. 

One GDA icon 

on the front of 

pack. 

In a traffic light 

scheme on the 

front of pack. 

 

Art. 34 

In the principal 

field of vision. In 

a tabular or linear 

format. 

Size of 

characters 

Art. 14 

“Characters of a 

font size of at 

least 3mm” 

Exemption for 

packaging of 

which the largest 

surface has an 

area of less than 

10 cm². 

A minimum size 

of the characters 

of 1mm 

Exemption for 

packaging of 

which the largest 

surface is less 

than 100cm². 

A minimum size 

of the characters 

of 3mm. 

Art. 13 

Characters with a 

font size of at 

least 1,2 mm. 

Exception for 

packaging of 

which the largest 

surface has an 

area of less than 

80 cm², there, the 

characters shall 

be at least 0,9 

mm. 

Country of 

origin 

 

 

 

Art. 9 

Mandatory 

indication of: 

“(i) the country of 

origin or place of 

provenance where 

failure to indicate 

this might 

mislead the 

consumer to a 

material degree as 

to the true country 

of origin or place 

of provenance of 

the food” 

Mandatory 

labelling of the 

country of origin 

only if failure to 

indicate it could 

mislead the 

consumer.  

Mandatory 

labelling of the 

country of origin 

for the main 

ingredients.  

Art. 26 

Mandatory 

indication: 

“(a) where failure 

to indicate this 

might mislead the 

consumer as to 

the true country 

of origin or place 

of provenance of 

the food” […] 

b) for the 

following meat: 

swine, sheep, 

goat and poultry 

National 

schemes 

Art. 44 

Possibility of 

”national schemes 

consisting of 

exclusively non-

binding rules, 

such as 

recommendations, 

guidance, 

standards or any 

other non binding 

rules” 

Opposed to 

national schemes. 

In favour of 

national schemes. 

Art. 38 

“Member States 

may not adopt 

nor maintain 

national measures 

unless authorised 

by Union law.” 
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Even if this thesis focusses on the lobbying by the advocates of the food industry, and 

consumer and health organisations, these were not the only stakeholders who lobbied the EP. 

Zoos and religious groups are two examples of interest groups who also engaged in lobbying 

activities. This of course raises the question of what is at stake for zoos and religious groups 

in a law about food labelling. During the negotiations, an amendment about the labelling 

halal or kosher meat as “meat from slaughter without stunning”139 (according to the religious 

rituals of Muslims and Jews) was introduced and adopted in the first reading. Muslim and 

Jewish organisations considered that this would stigmatise the food and create 

discrimination.140 The reason for zoos to intervene was that the natural habitat of orangutans 

was endangered due to heavy palm cultivation for the production of palm oil. They wanted 

the labelling of products containing palm oil to be labelled as such. These two examples 

show the incredible variety of stakeholders involved in the issue and gives another hint about 

the massive dimension of lobbying that MEPs were confronted with. And on top of these 

various non-state stakeholders, also national government representatives from EU member 

states, but also from third countries communicated their interests to the decision-makers. 

The following chapters will now look in depth at different conditions and factors which 

determine the stakeholders’ capacity to have an influence on the legislative outcome. At 

first, the openness of decision-makers towards interest representation will be examined.  

 

4.2 The Openness of the Decision-makers Towards Interest 
Representation 

 

Interest representation is an integral part of the European policy making process and all three 

of the main institutions are lobbied by interest representatives. How they are lobbied has 

already been explained in chapter two of this thesis.  

This chapter will now examine the need, and the openness stemming from it, of decision 

makers towards interest representatives. The aim is to find out how open decision-makers 

were towards the industry and the consumer and health groups in the case of the drawing up 

of the Food Labelling Regulation. 

 

                                                 
139 Kluger Rasmussen,op. cit., p. 172. 
140 Ibid.  
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The Commission has around 33,000 employees.141 This is a small number with regards to the 

amount of legislative work the Commission carries out and compared to, for instance, the 

number of employees of the German government, with around 270,000.142 The number of 

employees of the Commission can better be compared to the government of a German 

federal state, where around 25,000 people are employed. 143  “Because of [its] under-

resourced nature […] the European Commission, […] relys heavily on external resources to 

obtain the necessary information”144. 

In the run-up to its legislative proposition, the Commission carried out a stakeholder 

consultation on ‘Labelling: competitiveness, consumer information and better regulation for 

the EU’ to which 175 145  participants responded. Every stakeholder (or individual) was 

invited to give an answer to this consultation and the responses stem from various 

participants from different kinds of industry and from NGOs, among them from the food 

industry and from consumer and health organisations; from national and European 

associations.146 

The Commission also runs the European Platform for Diet, Physical Activity and Health 

where stakeholders like, for example, the CIAA, EuroCommerce 147 , agricultural 

organisations, BEUC, the EPHA and the EHN have met since 2005 to discuss and put into 

effect commitments in order to tackle the current trends in diet, physical activity and health. 

Food labelling has, among other issues, also been discussed there.  

During the preparatory phase for its legislative proposal, the Commission received interest 

representatives from the industry and from the consumer and health organisations for 

personal conversations. A representative from UEAPME said in connection with this: 

“The serious and intensive lobby work is done in personal conversations, which you 

can have with the Commission’s officials who are very open for these conversations. 

 

                                                 
141 European Commission, Human Resources – Key Figures Card – Staff Members, 2014, retrieved 1 May 

2014, http://ec.europa.eu/civil_service/docs/hr_key_figures_en.pdf.  
142 Deutscher Bundestag, Antwort der Bundesregierung auf die Kleine Anfrage der Abgeordneten Beate 

Müller-Gemmeke, Volker Beck (Köln), Katrin Göring-Eckardt, weiterer Abgeordneter und der Fraktion 

BÜNDNIS 90/DIE GRÜNEN – Drucksache 17/1271 –, 14 April 2010, retrieved 1 May 2014, 

http://dipbt.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/013/1701385.pdf.  
143 R. van Schendelen, in F. Fischaleck & B. Müller, Lobbying auf EU-Ebene ist Champions League,  Politik 

und Kommunikation, 1 September 2012, retrieved 1 May 2014, http://www.politik-

kommunikation.de/ressorts/artikel/lobbying-auf-eu-ebene-ist-champions-league.  
144 Bouwen, op. cit., p. 20. 
145 European Commission, Summary of results for the consultation, op. cit., p. 3. 
146 List of respondents in annex II. 
147 EuroCommerce represents retail, wholesale, and other enterprises of the trading sector. 
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One has to say that they absolutely don’t say: ‘Now we have to listen to what this Mr 

Fischer wants to tell us, we don’t see why we should do that, we do our own thing.’ 

They don’t do that!”148 (author’s translation) 

 

All the work done by the Commission was then passed on to the EP, which played a crucial 

role in the Food Labelling dossier, and whose openness also has to be examined carefully. 

Similarly to the Commission, the EP is also under-resourced in terms of personnel who 

contribute to the work on the new laws. “Each MEP usually has two assistants, one intern, 

and two policy experts in their group secretariat from whom to seek advice. Political group 

policy advisors and committee administrators tend to be generalists within their area rather 

than specialists […]. MEPs, MEP assistants, and EP advisors, therefore, have a strong 

appetite for information and support from interest groups. Rapporteurs and shadow 

rapporteurs rely heavily on interest groups to provide them with information and to translate 

complex and technical information into brief digestible notes”149. The rapporteur on the 

dossier, Ms Sommer, emphasized that the MEPs only receive the Commission’s proposal 

without any background or additional information. And that moreover, the EP does not have 

a research and documentations service from which the MEPs can ask information, as it is 

often the case in member states.150 She furthermore said about the need to talk to a lot of 

stakeholders:  

 “Lobbying takes a lot of time, but on the other hand you also need the input. On 

dossiers like the Food Labelling Regulation it always goes like this: there are twenty 

people telling you the same thing. But they also have the right to talk to us. And then 

the next five are coming and they tell you about very specific situations that you don’t 

know about because you, of course, don’t know everything. You can’t know that 

earlier, when you get a request for an appointment. So it is very important […] to at 

first listen to everybody if possible. [In this regulation some aspect were] very 

particular. Sometimes it is about things you maybe even didn’t know that they exist, 

 

                                                 
148 “Die ernsthafte und intensive Lobbyarbeit findet in den persönlichen Gesprächen statt, die man mit den sehr 

aufgeschlossenen Kommissionsbeamten führen kann. Das muss man ausdrücklich sagen, dies sagen nicht: 

„Jetzt müssen wir uns anhören was dieser Fischer da erzählt, das sehen wir gar nicht ein und wir ziehen unser 

Ding durch.“ Das machen die nicht!“  interview, UEAPME, op. cit. 
149 Kluger Rasmussen, op. cit., p. 35. 
150 R. Sommer, Lebensmittelkennzeichnung – Lobbying, retrieved 2 April 2014, 

http://www.europasommer.de/5_47_Politik_Lebensmittelkennzeichnung.html.  
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for example, colouring foods or aspects of technical feasibility.” 151  (author’s 

translation)  

For the dossier on food labelling, the rapporteur conducted conversations with 93 

stakeholders and received further input from around 140 stakeholders through written 

documents.152 Among the stakeholders one can find representatives from member states, 

regions and third countries, the food manufacturing sector, consumer associations, animal 

welfare associations, health associations, packaging producers, the catering sector, food 

retailers et cetera. 153 154 

An MEP assistant emphasized that the dossier was so very important with so many issues at 

stake that even MEPs who did not work directly on the dossier and in the ENVI Committee 

were open to receive lobbyists.155 Moreover, at a hearing in the EP around “15 MEPs turned 

up. That’s unprecedented because normally at a hearing at the parliament you are lucky if 

you get two or three MEPs.”156 

Although the lobbying of MEPs not directly working on the dossier mainly came from 

lobbyists from national associations and enterprises. According to a representative from the 

EHN: “MEPs are not too keen to see you if you are a European organisation, unless they are 

the rapporteur or they have their own interest in the subject”157 . A representative from 

UEAPME pointed out that MEPs were more open to receive representatives from the small 

industry. He remarked that the “small ones are always the good ones” 158  (author’s 

translation) and that is it easier to get an appointment if one represents small sectoral 

businesses than if someone represents, for instance, Nestle.  

 

                                                 
151 “Lobbying frisst viel Zeit, andererseits braucht man das Input auch. Es ist beim Lobbying immer so bei 

Dossiers [wie der Lebensmittelkennzeichnungsrichtlinie]: da erzählen ihnen zwanzig Leute das gleiche. Aber 

sie haben ja das Recht auch mit uns zu sprechen. Aber dann kommen die nächsten fünf, die erklären ihnen ganz 

spezielle Situationen die sie nicht kennen, sie wissen ja nun auch nicht alles. Das können sie im Vorfeld, wenn 

die Anfrage nach einem Gesprächstermin kommt ja nicht wissen. Deswegen ist es sehr wichtig […] zunächst 

mal sich möglichst jeden erstmal anzuhören. [In dieser Verordnung waren machen Aspekte] sehr speziell. Es 

geht unter Umständen um Dinge, von denen man vielleicht auch gar nicht wusste dass es das gibt. Wie zum 

Beispiel färbende Lebensmittel oder Fragen der technischen Machbarkeit.“, interview, rapporteur, op. cit. 
152 List of stakeholders in annex III.  
153 R. Sommer, Lobbying zum Vorschlag für eine „Verordnung des Europäischen Parlaments und der Rates 

betreffend die Information der Verbraucher über Lebensmittel“, retrieved 2 April 2014, http://www.renate-

sommer.de/image/inhalte/file/Liste_Lobbying%20LK%20280711.pdf.  
154 Sommer, Lebensmittelkennzeichnung – Lobbying, op. cit. 
155 Interview, MEP assistant, op cit.  
156 Interview, specialist in EU food policy, telephone, 28 April 2014.  
157 Interview, EHN, op. cit. 
158 „Die Kleinen sind immer die Guten“, interview, UEAPME, op. cit. 
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The officials from the Permanent Representations have (as usual) mainly received input from 

interest representatives from their respective member states as the European associations 

generally have in more difficulties accessing them.159 

 

All in all, these findings indicate that the personnel of the Commission and of the EP were 

very open to receive interest representatives. Especially the range and various particularly 

technical aspects made it necessary for the decision-makers to seek advice from the 

stakeholders. The demands from the industry and from consumer and health were brought to 

them in written form and in personal meetings. In the following chapter the receptivity of the 

decision-makers to the arguments of the interest representatives is going to be scrutinized. 

 

4.3 The Receptivity of Decision-makers  

4.3.1 Decision-makers’ Predispositions 

 

The predisposition of the decision-makers plays an important role regarding their receptivity 

to the lobbying by interest representatives. This is of course preconditioned by a certain 

openness of the decision-makers towards lobbyists, which was confirmed in the previous 

chapter. This chapter will now examine their receptivity towards the demands of the industry 

and of consumer and health organisations with regard to their predisposition. 

DG Sanco’s goal is to “make Europe a healthier, safer place, where consumers can be 

confident that their interests are protected”160. This gives a clear indication that the DG is 

primarily aimed at improving the consumers’ information about what they are eating and at 

improving their health situation in general. Furthermore, at the time of the drawing up of the 

Food Labelling Regulation, Robert Madelin was director general of DG Sanco. He was 

convinced that the problems of diet related diseases and especially obesity had to be tackled 

via what people were eating and drinking.161  

A representative from the EHN pointed out that DG Sanco was very keen to work with them:  

 

                                                 
159 Interview, EHN, op. cit. 
160 European Commission, DG Health and Consumers – About Us, retrieved 2 May 2014, 

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/health_consumer/about_us/who_we_are_en.htm.  
161 Kurzer & Cooper, Hold the Croissant!, op. cit., p. 113. 
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“The contact with the Commission was very good. You know this initiative came from 

DG Sanco … and DG Sanco is … let’s say our natural ally in the European 

Commission. It would have been a totally different regulation if DG Industry had 

produced it, or DG Enterprise, or if another DG had produced it. Since it came from 

DG Sanco it was already quite health oriented. The purpose was to contribute to health 

from the start. So we did not have any problems with DG Sanco on this issue. We 

would have liked them to go further but you know in the end, the compromise was like 

that.”162 

And, a representative from UEAPME felt that the Commission had also been receptive to his 

concerns: “The Commission shares the opinion that enterprises have to be given the 

opportunity to survive, namely to make a profit“.163 (author’s translation) 

 

However, as already pointed out earlier, the EP played a decisive role in the making of the 

Food Labelling Regulation, so it is particularly important to look at predispositions within 

this institution.   

First of all, the actual EP has a centre-right majority and a survey by Hix and Hoyland 

suggests that the MEPs from the centre-right “generally lean more towards the interest of 

business than that of labour and other diffuse interests. [They also] have more contact with 

groups representing the industry and trade and commerce, than political groups on the 

centre-left.”164 

Secondly, the rapporteur is a particularly important MEP. He “carries considerable weight in 

deciding the passage of a legislative proposal”165 and even if a Committee works together on 

a legislative proposal, it is the rapporteur who writes the report in which he can incorporate 

his own convictions and preferences.166 Coupled with an EP majority from the same political 

leaning, the rapporteur’s opinion can be decisive. 

 

 

                                                 
162 Interview, EHN, op. cit.  
163 “Die Kommission ist der Meinung, dass Unternehmen die Möglichkeit gegeben werden muss zu überleben, 

sprich Gewinn zu machen.“, interview, UEAPME, op. cit. 
164 Kluger Rasmussen, op. cit., p. 37. 
165 Ibid., p. 51.  
166 Kurzer & Cooper, Biased or not?, op. cit., p. 734.  
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In the case of the Food Labelling Regulation the appointed rapporteur was a German EPP 

MEP who had already been working on food issues since she was in the EP (since 1999). 

Renate Sommer studied agricultural science and completed a PhD on consumer behaviour 

when purchasing food.167 168 Moreover, she was in her third parliamentary term in the EP, a 

member of the EPP bureau since 2009 and a well-known and active MEP.169  In 2006 she 

had been already very opposed “to the food health claims regulation […] (which forbad 

unfounded claims on food packaging such as ‘good for your heart’)”170.  

 

Her position was strongly along the lines of industry. This was pointed out by a MEP 

assistant, by a representative from the EHN and also by a lobbyist who was not involved, but 

observed the negotiations. 171 172 173 Furthermore, her remarks in her report “mostly dealt 

with technical and practical issues which directly reflected industry concerns”174. She was 

particularly worried about the costs the new regulation could create for the manufacturers 

and emphasized the importance to meet with different stakeholders in order to avoid harming 

firms: If you do not meet them “you may risk to ruin an enterprise, just because you lump 

them all together, but there actually were some particularities that had to be considered”.175 

Her sympathy for the industry was also connected to the fact that in Germany there are a lot 

of food manufacturing enterprises.176  

Among the 93 stakeholders Renate Sommer met, 64 were from the food industry, 5 were 

consumer and health organisations and the rest were state-representatives, one insurance and 

one Jewish group. However, the list provided by Ms Sommer does not allow to know if these 

were all the stakeholders who asked for an appointment, or if a selection was made among a 

larger number of requests.  

 

 

                                                 
167 Interview, rapporteur, op. cit. 
168 R. Sommer, Zur Person, retrieved 2 May 2014, http://www.europasommer.de/index.php?ka=2&ska=-1.  
169 European Parliament, MEPs – Renate Sommer, retrieved 2 May 2014, 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meps/en/4282/RENATE_SOMMER_history.html.  
170 Kurzer & Cooper, Biased or not?, op. cit. p. 735. 
171 Interview EHN, op. cit. 
172 Interview, David Earnshaw, CEO Burson-Marsteller, Bruges, 14 April 2014.  
173 Interview, MEP assistant, op. cit. 
174 Kurzer & Cooper, Biased or not?, op. cit., p. 735. 
175 “Sie machen sonst unter Umständen mit einem Gesetz eine Firma kaputt, einfach weil sie alles über einen 

Kamm scheren, obwohl es da Besonderheiten gibt die Berücksichtigt werden müssen.“, interview, rapporteur, 

op. cit. 
176 Interview, CEO Burson-Marsteller, op. cit. 
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An interesting point about the predisposition of the officials of the Permanent 

Representations is the fact that not every member state has a ministry in charge of public 

health and also the officials working on the dossiers did not come from equivalent units. In 

each member state the work task for the dossier was given to a unit which seemed to be the 

most related to food labelling according to each government’s view. Some came from the 

agriculture sector, others from the food industry, so some of them had no connection to the 

health and consumer sector at all. 177  

Altogether, these observations show that the predispositions of DG Sanco were marked by 

health oriented ideas, in particular because this is the rationale behind the existence of the 

DG. However, the awareness of certain needs of the food manufacturing sector was also 

present. In the EP, the situation appeared different. The rapporteur on the dossier had a 

visible leaning towards the industry’s concerns, which corresponds to her personal views and 

background. Considering that the rapporteur had a very strong stance in the negotiations on 

the dossier and the overall majority of the EP is centre-right, the EP seemed to be more 

receptive to the demands of the manufacturing sector.  

After the predispositions of decision-makers, the impact of the public opinion to their 

receptivity will now be examined in the next chapter. 

 

4.3.2 Public Opinion’s Impact 

 

The public opinion on an issue may in some cases have an effect on the negotiation process 

of a law. Every legislative process takes place in a certain context and as decision-makers 

make laws for the citizens, their views and concerns play a role. 

The first question that rises in the context of the Food Labelling Regulation is what was the 

positioning of the public towards the ongoing process. Generally civil society organisations 

are seen to be better able to mobilize the public than the industry sector. This it logically 

explicable by the fact that NGOs represent the interests of the public, while the corporate 

sector represents its own particular interests.  
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First of all, no particular events involving the public happened in relation to the food 

labelling dossier. In order to know what the public got to know about the ongoing 

negotiations, the media coverage has to be taken as an indication.  

The media coverage on the dossier dealt mainly with the traffic light scheme.178 While the 

traffic light scheme was, according to its defenders, particularly focused on processed foods 

like pizza or lasagne, in which it is difficult for the consumer to know how much salt or fat is 

in it, it was “the extremes which made it to the media”179 as is usually the case. The traffic 

lights scheme was in this case obviously a “good story”180. The most popular issue raised 

was that Coca-Cola Light would have got a green labelling, while apple juice would have got 

red. The media reporting was mainly about the fact that the traffic light scheme was expected 

to be voted down or later that it had been voted down due to this controversy. At the same 

time, a large part of the articles which can be found on the issues, link the fact that the traffic 

light scheme had been voted down with the lobby activities of the industry. This is also the 

second aspect which is taken up in the press, namely the particularly high amount of 

lobbying.  

Interestingly, some of the information transmitted by the media about the traffic light scheme 

was also similarly spread in the EP and contributed to a kind of ‘EP internal public opinion’. 

It was reported that even some misinformation was willingly spread.181 One example is that 

some lobby groups from the industry spread the information, especially among German 

MEPs that German dark bread would be labelled red and through this depicted as an 

unhealthy product.182 183 The issue of the red labelled German bread was discussed quite 

often among the MEPs. But in reality bread sold in bakeries would not had been labelled at 

all because of exceptions for certain products.184 

 

One aspect of public opinion which had (probably a relatively large) impact on the decision 

makers receptivity for the different arguments of the industry and the consumer and health 

advocates was the overall economic situation in the EU.  
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“A lot of European countries were sort of plunged. It was the austerity crisis while the 

negotiations were taking place. And when you’ve got countries like Greece going 

bankrupt it is so hard for the European Parliament and the Council to insist that small 

businesses have got to add front of pack nutrition labelling. Well over 90% of the food 

industry are small and medium-sized businesses. […] when you’ve got lots of little 

businesses, employing small numbers of people, to say: ‘Now you’ve got to put traffic 

lights or GDAs on the front of the pack’ is difficult. If Europe had been a richer place, 

and businesses did do better, there would have been more of a political will to get this 

done.” 185 

So in a way, the citizens of certain member states had to fight with economically particularly 

difficult conditions and decision-makers did not want to risk endangering the subsistence of 

small enterprises by charging them with additional requirements.  

Furthermore, “a lot of politicians were [simply] frightened of this idea that they would be 

seen to be telling people what to eat.” 186 They anticipated a negative reaction of the public 

to certain decisions they could take.  

A hint why the consumer and health organisations did not manage to gain public support is 

not only that the financial crisis and its impact was at the centre of peoples’ interest but also 

that the issue simply did not attract the public’s interest. A special Eurobarometer on Health 

and Food reveals that only 16% of the EU’s population thought that the difficulty to “eat a 

healthy diet” 187  was due to “lack of information about the food [they] eat”. So the 

information on food did not seem to be a particularly important issue for the citizens. 

Similarly, it “is difficult to turn food labels and the rising aggregate body mass index into an 

emotional political debate”188. 

In brief, the public did not get involved in the process even if the issue which was discussed 

touched upon their everyday life. The media coverage was restricted to the traffic light 

scheme and the massive lobbying. Inside the EP a certain ‘intern public opinion’ emerged 

due to lobbying and the range of the dossier discussed. The ongoing financial crisis and the 

actual concerns of the European citizens had an impact on the receptivity of the decision-

makers to the different arguments from the industry and from the consumer and health 
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186 Ibid.  
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188 Kurzer & Cooper, “Biased or not?”, op. cit., p. 732. 



 40 

advocates. They were aware that putting additional requirements on in particular small 

businesses could have far reaching consequences for the European economy and the citizens’ 

livelihood. But also the fear of a nanny-state reproach affected the decision-makers 

receptivity to the industry’s demand for less information and the consumer and health 

organisations’ demand for more information and clear indications. Finally, the issue of 

information about food was, in the citizens’ view, not an attractive and salient topic. 

After having now scrutinized the openness and the receptivity of decision-makers towards 

lobbyists and their input, the attention will now turn to the means of lobby groups to make 

use of it. 

 

4.4 Organisational Resources of Lobby Groups and the Resulting 
Activities 

 

The use that interest representatives can make of the decision-makers’ willingness to meet 

them strongly depends on their organisational resources and capabilities. Their activities and 

their contact with the decision-makers are determined by these organisational resources. 

From the consumer and health organisations’ side, the BEUC, the EHN and the EPHA were 

the European umbrella organisations which were active on the dossier.  

BEUC is an umbrella organisation for around forty national consumer organisations from 

thirty countries. Founded already in 1962, BEUC has become a well-known organisation and 

gets involved in dossiers which are likely to affect consumers. 189 190 The organisation has 

around 35 staff members, a budget of about 4 million euros 191 192 and spends roughly 1,5 

million euros193 per year for lobbying.194 195 

The EHN is engaged in reducing cardiovascular diseases and brings together around thirty 

national heart or heart-related health organisations. The organisation has around 5 staff 

 

                                                 
189 BEUC, History, retrieved 5 May 2014, http://www.beuc.eu/about-beuc/history.  
190 BEUC, Who we are, retrieved 5 May 2014, http://www.beuc.eu/about-beuc/who-we-are.  
191 Ibid.  
192 Figure for 2013. 
193 Figure for 2012.  
194 BEUC, Who we are, op. cit. 
195 European Commission, Transparency Register – BEUC, retrieved 5 May 2014, 

http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/consultation/displaylobbyist.do?id=9505781573-45.  
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members and in 2010, it spent around 2000 euros for activities dedicated to the food 

labelling dossier.196  

The EPHA has 92 member organisations from the health sector which work “together to 

improve health and strengthen the voice of public health in Europe”197. Around 15 staff 

members work at the EPHA. In 2009, the organisation’s budget was about 700,000 euros 

and it estimated spending 300,000 euros on lobbying activities198, however in the case of the 

Food Labelling Regulation the EPHA “remained largely silent and confined their lobbying 

activities to sending their position chapter to MEPs rather than having face-to-face 

meetings”199.  

All three organisations worked together on the food labelling dossier; they published one 

common position paper and coordinated their positions with each other. A representative 

from the EHN mentioned:  

“That was our strength that we worked together with the other health NGOs. Our 

weakness is that if the European industry or the food industry puts up I don’t know 

how many million euros then … . Compared to the food industry […] we are tiny, we 

are small. Especially in human resources we are very few people who work in these 

subjects.” 200 

From the food industry’s side there are various organisations at the European level. The two 

most visible ones which are not restricted to a certain sector of food manufacturing are the 

CIAA and UEAPME. In contrast to the consumer and health NGOs, the industry 

associations do not openly communicate their financial figures so that a scale is difficult to 

establish.  

The CIAA (FoodDrinkEurope since 2011) brings together 29 national federations of the food 

and drink industry, 27 sectoral organisations (for example, the European associations for 

breakfast cereals, for snacks or for sugar manufacturers) and 19 major companies, including, 
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for instance, Kraft Foods, Coca-Cola and Unilever. 201  FoodDrinkEurope declares in the 

European Transparency Register that they spend 200,000 to 250,000 euros on lobbying.202 203 

UEAPME represents all kinds of small and medium-sized manufacturing enterprises in 

Europe. Its members are 38 national cross-sectoral organisations as well as enterprises 

themselves.204 49 further organisations and enterprises are associated members.205 UEAPME 

spends around 2.1 million euros for interest representation.206  

In addition to these two general umbrella organisations, various other industry associations 

which exist at the European level became involved in the food labelling dossier. On the one 

hand, many of the sectoral association of FoodDrinkEurope set up own lobbying activities 

and in addition many representatives from national associations came to Brussels to lobby. 

And of course multinational and national enterprises themselves, each of them having their 

own personnel and financial resources, contacted the decision-makers. 

Interestingly a representative for the EHN pointed out that they asked representatives from 

their national member organisations to get in contact with their national MEPs. However, 

among the stakeholders which Renate Sommer met, there are only national associations from 

the industry in Germany and national firms, but no German consumer and health group. All 

in all, it appears to be questionable if the representatives from the consumer and health sector 

could compete with the representatives from the industry in their attempts to reach MEPs.  

According to Katinka Liotard, shadow-rapporteur for the GUE/NGL, the “ratio of e-mails 

sent by lobbyists from the industry compared to civil society was no less than 100 to 1”207. 

Also Carl Schlyter, shadow-rapporteur for the greens, confirms this by saying that in the 

food labelling case the lobbying from the industry represented 90 to 95% of the overall 

lobbying208 and he criticises that "there is a systematic problem with lobbying in that it is 
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very one-sided. Economic resources buy influence. NGOs and small businesses have no 

influence”209.  

A representative from the EHN explained that the activities of the consumer and health 

organisations were the publication of position papers and mail and face-to-face contact with 

the MEPs as well as their participation in hearings.210 The industry also engaged in these 

kinds of activities, but with the difference that there were many more representatives active. 

The fact that the industry had many more representatives can be easily explained by the fact 

that the regulation touched upon every food manufacturing enterprise in the EU, but also 

related industries like packaging producers or vending machines manufacturers.211 The big 

enterprises contacted everybody and the local producers lobbied their own MEPs and all in 

all “they were just everywhere”212 and “the corridors of the European Parliament swarmed 

with food industry lobbyists”213. According to a MEP assistant, they even came without 

appointments and just knocked on the office doors to know if they could come in for a short 

talk.  

Furthermore, they also engaged in more various lobbying activities than e-mails and 

meetings. A MEP assistant pointed out that: “They were hosting breakfasts and lunch and 

dinner. […] and they are the food industry so they have food …” 214. FoodDrinkEurope had 

a stand where it organised a prize drawing to “win a hamper of GDA labelled food 

products”215. 

“Various industry representatives had stands outside the MEP canteen giving out free 

food and lobbying folders. For instance, the European breakfast cereal association 

(Ceereal) had a breakfast stand in the EP, where they gave out free breakfast to anyone 

passing by as well as a little sales talk on why it is important to depict nutrition 

information by portion size rather than by 100g/ml. Ferrero Rocher gave free chocolate 

boxes to key MEPs. One MEP assistant reported that Ferrero Rocher sent his MEP a 

massive chocolate Easter egg.”216 
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Moreover, a lot of MEPs from the ENVI Committee received pre-formulated amendments 

which could later be found in the amended proposal. One lobby group from the industry 

called “Alliance for Food Transparency” sneaked into the Committee’s room before a 

meeting and placed their leaflets among the official documents prepared for the MEPs at 

their places. 217 218 And ahead of the vote in Committee, MEPs received a lot of voting 

recommendations from the industry, recommending that they support or reject certain 

amendments. 219 

All in all, these findings indicate that the industry had more financial and personnel 

resources to engage in the representation of its interest on the food labelling dossier. In 

addition, the industry-stakeholders affected by the new regulation were particularly 

numerous in this case and exceeded by far the consumer and health groups involved. Due to 

their personnel resources, the food manufacturing enterprises were more present and could 

get in contact with more MEPs and due to their financial resources, they could also set up 

more various lobbying activities. The consumer and health organisations stayed behind both 

regarding the amount and the diversity of their activities they carried out. 

The stakeholders’ resources and capabilities also have an influence on the access good they 

are able to deliver to the decision-makers in order set up a working exchange relation. 

Decision-makers and especially MEPs are looking for technical information and expert 

knowledge on the one hand, and legitimacy on the other hand. 

 

4.5 Exchange Relations and the Value of Access Goods  

4.5.1 Expertise  

 

An exchange relation is generally considered as a necessary condition for interest 

representatives to “gain access to decision-making processes and influence polices” 220 . 

Decision-makers and lobbyists both need a valuable good to offer to the other. From the 

decision-makers side, this is obviously the possible impact on policies which attracts the 
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lobbyists. The lobbyists in turn need to provide mainly two kinds of goods to gain access: 

namely expertise and legitimacy in the public opinion.  

“Much of the EP’s work involves highly technical issues, where expert knowledge is 

required.”221 But of course MEPs cannot be experts on every issue that is discussed in the 

EP. And as their time is limited, they cannot engage themselves in research on all aspects of 

one issue. Consequently, they need to get their information about all the aspects at stake on a 

dossier from the outside.  

The situation in the Commission is similar. The number of personnel working there is not 

sufficient to carry out research by themselves on every aspect of a legislative project. Neither 

can they carry out research about the perception of the legislative project by every member 

state and every region.  

The Food Labelling Regulation was a particularly technical dossier. The provisions 

discussed were about what exactly should be mentioned on the food’s packaging, how it 

should be displayed etc. And this also involved that, to fulfil these demands, the 

manufacturers had, for instance, to make precise analyses of the nutrients in their food or 

probably even to standardise some production steps. Also technical aspects of the production 

of the various kinds of packaging had to be taken into consideration. These implications 

were liked to particular manufacturing aspects and thus very technical.  

In the case of this dossier it was the industry in particular which was capable of providing 

expert knowledge about food packaging and its labelling. This gave the industry a 

“privileged access to decision-makers. [Because] business groups are typically experts in the 

areas in which they operate and decision-makers rely heavily on the information business 

can bring to the table.”222 

 “The Commission had proposed that non-prepacked food should also carry a complete 

ingredients list. […] We as representative of small businesses were able to make the 

Commission understand that this was desirable but technically absolutely impossible. 

It is impossible to make a complete ingredients declaration for freshly made salads, for 

freshly made pastries, for daily changing tortes, or freshly made sandwiches. […] They 

cannot produce an ingredients list every day for every all the food which is freshly 
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made and display it. Chains like Panos can do this because they have standardised 

products and they can thus also label non-prepacked food.”223 (author’s translation) 

The consumer and health organisation could not that easily offer expertise about the 

technical implications of food labelling and about the repercussions on the production 

processes. However, civil society representatives like the consumer and health organisations 

are generally perceived as representing morally good arguments and thus can carry 

legitimacy.  

 

4.5.2 Legitimacy 

 

In the case of the Food Labelling Regulation, the consumer and health advocates based their 

arguments on the need to inform consumers about the food they are consuming in order to 

allow them to make healthy choices. They underlined that the overall purpose of this 

regulation was to fight diet-related diseases and in particular obesity.224 225  

In their argumentation the consumer and health groups underlined the need for clear, visible 

and complete information with studies that proved the need for this. One study had been 

carried out by BEUC in 2005. And another study from Australia showed the advantages of 

using the traffic lights system.226 BEUC argued that “EU-wide research [had] proven that 

consumers find colour coding the easiest way to make informed choices on healthy 

eating”227. These arguments, putting the well-being of the population at the core if the issue, 

provided legitimacy for the decisions which were to be taken by the decision-makers. Taking 

favourable decisions for public health, would have meant to take good decisions for each and 

every citizen and thus be legitimate in the view of the public.  
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But as Dür and Biévre argue: ”Due to diffuse interests’ purported lack of technical 

information, they are 'compelled to constantly appeal to general principles like equity, social 

justice, and environmental protection‘[ and public health in this case], which are of little use 

for EU decision-makers” 228. 

Indeed, in the case of the Food Labelling Regulation, the consumer and health organisation 

had difficulties keeping the consumers interests at the core of the debate. The economic 

situation in the EU gave an important legitimacy to the industry’s concerns. As already 

mentioned in chapter 4.3, the idea that additional requirements could strongly harm small 

enterprises and endanger their subsistence existed and was strongly taken into consideration. 

And this argument also provided legitimacy to the decisions which were discussed. Indeed, 

taking decisions which are favourable to the subsistence of the many small enterprises all 

over Europe also protects the citizens’ well-being – their economic well-being in this case.  

Consequently, the information which the consumer and health groups could give the 

decision-makers provided legitimacy to making consumer oriented decisions, with high 

information requirements for the labels. And in contrast, the information which the industry 

representatives could give the decision-makers provided legitimacy to take (small) industry 

oriented decisions, with low information requirements on the pack in order not to put 

additional pressure on their economic situation. In a certain way, the overall difficult 

economic situation in Europe switched the perspective on the dossier from a clear consumer 

orientation to a wider industry orientation.  

And in this case it was the economic well-being of the population which overtook the health 

well-being and decisions which protected the citizens’ economic situation seemed more 

legitimate to the decision-makers. The public was more concerned about the problems of the 

economic crisis and their economic subsistence than with the information they could find on 

food which should help them to live in a healthier way. The information the industry could 

offer, therefore, carried more legitimacy for the decision-makers. 

In summary this chapter showed that the decision-makers were in need of two kinds of 

information. Both of them, expertise and legitimacy, could be provided by the industry. The 

consumer and health organisations could only provide information that could legitimate the 

decision, but their focus on the ‘health well-being’ turned out to be too weak compared to 

the need for ‘economic well-being’. And as decision-makers are “likely to be more receptive 
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to those interest groups that can satisfy their thirst for both technical expertise and public 

support” 229, the industry could provide better access goods to “gain access to decision-

making processes and influence polices”230. 
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Conclusion 

 

The analysis of the drawing up of the Food Labelling Regulation gives an indication of the 

stakeholders which are active in the policy sector and their powers, and of the conditions and 

factors which influence interest representation. 

The proposal for the regulation rose from the global discussions about tackling diet-related 

diseases and in particular obesity. Since 2000, this issue had gained importance among the 

topics discussed in DG Sanco and after 2004, with Robert Madelin beginning office as 

director general, the war on obesity and healthy nutrition became one of the central topics of 

the DG. The issue was examined by the Commission through a Green and a White Book and 

a stakeholder consultation, which finally led to a proposal for a regulation in January 2008.  

The Commission proposal touched upon a very wide range of aspects of the labelling of 

food, among which some were discussed particularly controversially. Those were especially 

the number of nutrients which had to be put on the front of the food packaging and the way 

they should be displayed, the size of characters on the packages, the labelling of the country 

of origin of the main ingredients and the allowing of national schemes of labelling.  

Due to the intense discussions on the dossier, the drawing up of the regulation took almost 4 

years and was accompanied by a massive amount of lobbying activities. In the EP, after the 

first draft report, more than 1000 amendments were submitted and had to be scrutinized by 

the rapporteur, Renate Sommer. She had a very strong standing during the negotiations and 

qualifies the regulation as one of the largest laws they have ever made. Consequently, the 

number of affected stakeholders was very high. 

The Food Labelling Regulation pitted the consumer and health groups and the industry 

against each other. The food industry is a huge sector with around 310,000 enterprises in the 

EU. All in all, the food industry sector is composed of many different enterprises from 

multinational to large national enterprises to SMEs and also micro-enterprises. Not only food 

manufacturers, but also packaging or vending-machine producers were affected.  Most of the 

enterprises in the sector are SMEs and faced particular difficulties with the discussed 

requirements for the food labelling. The consumer and health groups however are a more 

homogenous group and defended one common goal. They defended the diffuse interest of 

the public, while the industry defended its own particular interest. The industry and the 

consumer and health advocates both aggregate their interest in European umbrella 
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organisations. On the consumer and health side, the umbrella organisations, BEUC, the EHN 

and the EPHA, were the stakeholders mainly active on the dossier. The industry side could 

rely on a larger number of umbrella organisations: the sectoral associations (butchers, snack 

producers, breakfast cereals producers etc.) and two main cross-sectoral associations, 

FoodDrinkEurope and UEAPME. The lobbying of the European umbrella groups was 

replenished by national associations and the lobbying of individual enterprises.  

To understand how the stakeholders could get an influence on the discussed dossier, political 

opportunity structures which regulate the access and influence of interest representatives 

were analysed. The examination of four aspects of the concept of political opportunity 

structure with regard to the food labelling case allows clear findings.  

In the case of the Food Labelling Regulation, the decision-makers were open to receive input 

from the industry and from the consumer and health organisations. The Commission and the 

EP both have an important need for information from stakeholders due to their limited 

personnel resources. In contrast to the EP, the Commission has more institutionalised access 

possibilities for the stakeholders. In the case of the Food Labelling Regulation it gained 

information from the food industry and from the consumer and health organisation on the 

framework of the Platform on Diet, Physical Activity and Health, with a stakeholder 

consultation and individual meetings. In the EP, even MEPs who did not directly work on 

the dossier received lobbyist in order to get knowledge about the issue because it was 

perceived as particularly important. In brief, the openness of the decision-makers to receive 

representatives from the industry and from the consumer and health groups was balanced. 

Their receptivity towards their demands however was not so balanced. 

In particular in the EP, the industry came across favourable predispositions of the decision-

makers compared to the consumer and health groups. In general, the centre-right majority of 

the EP gave them a favourable groundwork to lobby for their interests and to be heard. The 

rapporteur’s personal leanings were also more in line with the industry’s demand, so that all 

in all, the industry’s demands were more heard in the EP. Furthermore, in addition to the 

predispositions of the decision-makers, the public opinion also had an influence on the 

receptivity of the decision-makers. The ongoing economic crisis made the decision-makers 

reluctant to take decisions which could put additional pressure on SMEs. And the food 

labelling issue itself was not salient enough to mobilize the citizens to demand more 

information on food. So on the one hand, the economic crisis and the need for protection of 

small enterprises provided a fertile ground for the industry’s demand for low labelling 
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requirements. And on the other hand, the consumer and health advocates did not manage to 

get the public’s support on the issue. Consequently, the decision-maker were then more 

receptive to the industry’s demands.  

The scrutiny of the organisational resources and capabilities of the industry and of the 

consumer and health organisation show a gap between the two groups. Both financial and 

personnel resources are larger for the industry. While the consumer and health organisations 

only engaged in the publication of position papers, the sending of e-mails and face-to-face 

meetings, the industry additionally set up further activities like the distribution of food and 

information at stands at the EP. But what was even more determinant in this case was the 

difference in personnel engaged in lobbying. The number of stakeholders from the industry 

affected was immense and the people lobbying were simply much more numerous. Some 

MEPs estimated that around 90% of lobbying activities came from the industry while only 

10% of the lobbying come from NGOs. So obviously the industry had more resources to 

engage in the food labelling dossier. 

The fourth and last aspect which was examined is the access goods provided by the interest 

representatives in the framework of an exchange relation with the decision-makers. The 

expert information that the decision-makers were looking for could only be provided by the 

industry. The consumer and health groups were able to provide information which 

legitimized the decisions in favour of higher consumer information. However, the industry 

also provided information which legitimized industry friendly decisions, namely the need to 

protect SMEs from too high requirements in the times of an economic crisis. On the whole, 

the information provided by the consumer and health advocated legitimized decisions in 

order to achieve health well-being, while the information of the industry legitimized 

decisions which fostered the economic well-being of the population. In this case the 

economic considerations beat the health considerations.  
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To briefly visualize these findings the logic of scoring can be used: 

Table 3 Brief visualisation of the success of stakeholders 

 Consumer and health 

advocates 

Industry 

Openness of decision-makers 1 1 

Receptivity of decision-makers in the 

light of 

- their predisposition 

- the public opinion 

 

 

0 

0 

 

 

1 

1 

Organisational resources and capabilities 0 1 

The value of access goods for a working 

exchange relation  

- expertise  

- legitimacy 

 

 

0 

0,5 

 

 

1 

1 

 

All in all, the analysis of the drawing up of the Food Labelling Regulation allows to give a 

clear answer to the research question and confirms the hypothesis. 

The interests of the food industry are more represented in the Food Labelling Regulation 

than those of the consumer and health groups because the interest representation of the food 

industry was more successful. It was more successful because in this case certain conditions 

and factors of interest representation were advantageous for the industry. 

All three sub-hypotheses were verified. The food industry had clearly better organisational 

resources to access and influence the decision-makers than the consumer and health groups. 

Moreover it could offer the decision-makers more valuable access goods in terms of 

expertise information and legitimacy information. The only sub-hypothesis which needs to 

be seen with a certain nuance is the one about the receptivity of decision makers: In terms of 

openness to get input from the stakeholders, the decision-makers were willing to receive 

both the industry and the consumer and health groups, but in terms of receptivity to their 

concrete demands, the industry had an advantage.  

The concept of opportunity structures provided a useful framework to analyse the conditions 

in which the stakeholders engaged in lobbying in the case of the food labelling regulation. It 

helped to compare the ability of the industry and of the consumer and health organisations to 

lobby successfully.  
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All in all this case study shows that under certain conditions it was very easy for the industry 

to ‘win the battle’ against the consumer and health interests even if the rationale behind a 

legislative proposition was originally focused on the improvement of the information of 

consumers and of public health. Moreover, the importance of personal leanings of the 

decision-makers and especially of the rapporteur, on highly controversial and far-reaching 

dossiers became clear.  

Further and more specific additional legislation about labelling like, for instance, the 

labelling of genetically modified foods or the use of health claims has been discussed in the 

European institutions. It could be interesting to see if and how the industry, and the 

consumer and health organisations managed to lobby in these cases.  
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ANNEX I 

Visual examples of the proposed front of pack nutrition labelling 
 

 

Industry’s demand: The GDA icon  

 

231 

 

 

Consumer and health organisations’ demand: Different options for the traffic light scheme 

 

232 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
231 CIAA, Nutrition Labelling leaflet, 26 January 2007, retrieved 23 April 2014, 

http://www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/uploads/publications_documents/CIAA_nutrition_labelling_leaflet_END.pdf.  
232 Food politics.com, No wonder food companies don’t like traffic lights, 2009, retrieved 7 May 2014, 

http://www.foodpolitics.com/wp-content/uploads/fsafoodlabels.jpg.  
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ANNEX II 

Answers to the consultation paper: Labelling: 
competitiveness, consumer information and better 

regulation for the EU 233 
 

 

Disclaimer : These responses have not been adopted or in any way approved by the 

Commission and should not be relied upon as a statement of the Commission's or 

Health 

& Consumer Protection DG's views. The European Commission does not guarantee the 

accuracy of the data included in these responses, nor does it accept responsibility for 

any use made thereof. 

 
 
Member states - Government related 

Austria - Austrian Chamber of economy/Commerce (WKO)  
Austria - Austrian Chamber of Labour  
Austria - Austrian Ministry of Health & Women  
Belgium  
Cyprus - Ministry of Health Cyprus  
Czech Republic - Ministry of Agriculture of Czech Republic  
Czech Republic - Czech Metrology Institute  
Czech Republic - Czech Office for Standards, Metrology and Testing  
Czech Republic -Czech Ministry of Industry & Trade  
Denmark - Danish agricultural Council  
Republic of Estonia  
Finland  

France  
Germany  
Germany - Bavarian State Ministry  
Greece - Hellenic Food Authority  
Hungary  
Ireland  
Lithuania  
The Netherlands  

The Netherlands - The Netherlands Nutrition Centre  

Norway (The Royal Ministry of Health and Care Services)  
Poland (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development)   

Poland - Glowny Inspektor sanitarny   

Portugal  

Spain - Permanent Representation of Spain to the EU  
Spain - Spanish Food Safety Agency  
Sweden  
Sweden - Swedish Food Agency  
United Kingdom  
UK - Hertfordshire Trading Standards  
UK - London NHS  

 

                                                 
233 European Commission, Answers to the consultation paper, retrieved 31 March 2014, 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/individual_resp_en.pdf.  

http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/39.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/50.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/143..pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/160.%20belgium.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/95.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/163.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/12.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/11.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/161.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/115.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/165.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/52.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/174.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/149.%20germany.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/37..pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/144.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/46.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/131.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/120.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/158.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/169.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/119.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/47.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/176.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/24.%20portugal.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/175.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/73.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/166.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/21.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/171.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/98.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/labellingnutrition/betterregulation/docs/76.pdf
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Stakeholders and individuals 

Adiconsum (Association for the protection of consumers and the environment)  
AEDT&FENA ( European Association of Fashion Retailers, European Federation of Furniture 

Retailers)  
AEPNAA (Spanish Association for Food and Latex allergic patients)  
AESGP (Association of the European Self-Medication Industry)  

AICAT (Italian Association of Clubs of Alcoholics in Treatment)  
 

AISDPCL (Association of Soap, Detergent,Maintenance and Cleaning Product Industries)  
AISE (International Association for Soaps, Detergents and Maintenance Products)  
Alltech  
American Peanut Council  
Anheuser-Busch  
Assocasa (Associazione Nazionale Detergenti e Specialita per l' Industria e per la Casa)  

Australian Wine Research Institute  
Austrian Food & Drink Industry  
AVEC (Association of Poultry Processors and Poultry Trade in the EU Countries)  
Bayerische Brauerbund(Bavarian Brewers' Federation)  
BCF (British Coatings Federation)  
BEUC (European Consumers' Organisation)  
BLL (German Federation of Food Law and Food Science)  
BRC (British Retail Consortium)  

Brewers of Europe  
British Chamber of Commerce in Belgium  

British Heart Foundation  
Bundesverband Deutscher Kornbrenner und Getreidebrenner (Federal Association of German 

Corn and Grain distillers)  
Cadbury Schweppes  
CAMRA (Campaign for Real Ale)  

CASH (Consensus Action on Salt and Health)  
CEEV (Comité Européen des Entreprises Vins)  

Celiacos* (Spanish Coeliac Associations)   
Centre for Ethics & Law  
CEPS (European Spirits Organisation)  

Dr. Mydlar  
Christian Schulze Bremer  
CIAA (Confederation of the Food and Drink Industries of the EU)  
CLCV (Consommation logement et carde de vie)  
CLITRAVI (Centre de Liaison des Industries Transformatrices des Viandes de L' U.E)  
COFACE (Confederation of Family Organisations in the European Union)  
Colipa (The European Cosmetic, Toiletry and Perfumery Association)  
Comité des salines de France  
Compassion in World Farming  
Confederation of German Retail (HDE)  
Consumentenbond (Dutch Consumers' Association)  
COPA-COGECA (Committee of Professional Agricultural Organisations in the EU, General 

Confederation of Agricultural Co-operatives in the EU)  

CPME (Standing Committee of European Doctors)  

CRUK (Cancer Research UK)  
CSF (Confederation Syndicale des Familles)  

CTPA (The Cosmetic, Toiletry & Perfumery Association Ltd)  
Danisco Health & Nutrition Network  
DMI (Drinks Manufacturers of Ireland)  
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Dr Gary Jones  
DUCC(Downstream Users of Chemicals Coordination Group)  
EFFAT (European Federation of the Food, Agriculture and Tourism Trade Unions)  

EHPM (European Federation of Associations of Health Product Manufacturers)  
Embolus2  
ENSA (European Natural Soyfoods Manufacturers Association)  

EPHA (European Public Health Alliance)  
 

Eurocare(European Alcohol Policy Alliance)   
Eurocommerce  
Eurocoop(European Association of Consumer Cooperatives)  
Eurogroup for Animal Welfare  
Euromontana (European Association for cooperation and sustainable development in mountain 

areas)  
European Beer Consumers Union  
European Dairy Association  

European Heart Network  
FDII (Food and Drink Industry Ireland)  
FEA (European Aerosol Federation)  

Federation of German Consumer Organisations (VZBV)  
Federation of Swedish Farmers  

FEDIOL (The EU Oil and Proteinmeal Industry)  
FEFAC (European Feed Manufacturers Federation)   
Félix Sarmiento Laluna  
FERCO (European Federation of Contract Catering Organisations)  
FICT (Fédération Française des Industriels Charcutiers, Traiteurs, Transformateurs de 

Viandes)  
Finnish Beer Union  
FIOVDE (Association of Cosmetics, Perfume and Body Hygiene Industry)  
FNSEA (French National Federation of Farmers' Union)  
Food Products Association  

Foodaware (Consumers' food group)  
Four Paws  
FPB (Forum of Private Business)  
Fred Henley  
Freshfel (The forum for the fresh produce industry)  
German Brewers  

German Dairy Industry (MIV)  
German Distillers of Fruit Spirits  
German Hygiene and Detergents Industry  
GlaxoSmithKline Healthcare  

Heart of Mersey  
Heinz  
Helle Buchardt Boyd  
HOTREC(Hotels, Restaurants & Cafes in Europe)  
HPT  
ICGA (International Chewing Gum Association)  
IKW (Industrial Association for Toiletries and Washing Products)  
InBev  
INTA (International Trademark Association)  
International Butchers' Confederation  

International Diabetes Federation  
ISN (Interessengemeinschaft der Schweinehalter Deutschlands e.V.)  

IUHPE (International Union for Health Promotion and Education)  
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Jenks Sales Brokers Ltd   
Jenks Sales Brokers Ltd  
Johnathan Miles  
Konstantin Martinek  
Kraft Foods  
Manfred Blömer  

 

Martijn Middelbos  
National Association of Master Bakers  
National Farmers' Union  

National Heart Forum  
NEPLUVI (Association of the Dutch Poultry Processing Industries)  

OEITFL (Organisation of European Fruit and Vegetable  Processing Industries)  
OIVO-CRIOC (Centre de Recherche et d'information des organisations de 

consommateurs)  
Oriol Agell  
O'Rourke Raymond  
PACHCP (Polish Association of Cosmetics and Home Care Products Producers)  
Pepsico  
PINT (Dutch beer consumers organisation)  
Retail Ireland  

Robert Riedl  
Scottish Consumer Council  
Seafish  
Swedish Consumers' Associations  
Tesco  
The Boots Company  
The Portman Group  
Tracey Dyer  
UEAPME (Union Européenne de l' artisanat et des petites et moyennes entreprises)  

UECBV (European Livestock and Meat Trading Union)  
UFC- Que Choisir (L' Union Fédérale des Consommateurs)  
UFCS (Union Féminine Civique at Sociale)  
UGAL (Union des groupements de détaillants indépendants de l'Europe)  
UK Food & Drink Federation  
UKCPI (UK Cleaning Products Industry)  

UNESDA (Union of European Beverages Association)  
Unilever  
VNO-NCW (Confederation of Netherlands Industry and Employers)  
VOICE (Voice of Irish Concern for the Environment)  
Weight Watchers  
Welfare Quality  
WELMEC (European Legal Metrology Co-operation)  
WHICH?  
WSTA (UK's Wine and Spirit Trade Association)  
ZDS (Zentralverband der Deutschen Schweineproduktion e.V)  

 
* In addition to these responses from the associations of coeliacs of Madrid, Andalucía and Castilla 
– La Mancha, similar responses were received from 71 individuals but the details of the individual 
responses have not been included. 
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ANNEX III 

 

Lobby ing 
 

 

zum 
"Vorschlag für eine Verordnung des Europäischen 

Parlaments und des Rates betreffend die 
Information der Verbraucher über Lebensmittel" 234 

 
 
 
 
 

Gespräche mit: 

Vereinte Nationen: Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) 

Vertreter der französischen Ratspräsidentschaft 

Vertreter der schwedischen Ratspräsidentschaft 

Vertreter der spanischen Ratspräsidentschaft 

Vertreter der ungarischen Ratspräsidentschaft 

Bundesministerium für Ernährung, Landwirtschaft und 
Verbraucherschutz 

Bundestagsabgeordnete 

Dänische Landwirtschaftsministerin (Fr. Hansen) 

Tschechischer Landwirtschaftsminister (Hr. Gandalovic) 

Polnischer Landwirtschaftsminister (Hr. Sawicki) 

Ungarische Ministerin für Außen- und EU-Politik (Fr. Györi) 

Irischer Gesundheitsminister (Hr. Reilly) 

Australischer Botschafter bei der EU (Hr. Nelson) 

Vertreter der norwegischen Botschaft 

Vertreter der U.S. Botschaft in Berlin 

NRW Verbraucherschutzminister (Hr. Uhlenberg) 

Hessischer Europaminister (Hr. Hoff) 

Ministerium für Umwelt, Forsten und Verbraucherschutz 

Rheinland-Pfalz 

Kanadische Abgeordnete 

Britische Abgeordnete (Unterhaus) 

Generaldirektion SANCO der Europäischen Kommission 

UK Food Standards Agency 

The Retail, Wholesale and International Trade Representation to 

the EU (Eurocommerce) 

 

                                                 
234 234 R. Sommer, Lobbying zum Vorschlag für eine „Verordnung des Europäischen Parlaments und der Rates 

betreffend die Information der Verbraucher über Lebensmittel“, retrieved 2 April 2014, http://www.renate-

sommer.de/image/inhalte/file/Liste_Lobbying%20LK%20280711.pdf. 
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Union of Groups of Independent Retailers (UGAL) 

French Retail Federation (FCD) 

Hauptverband des deutschen Einzelhandels (HDE) 

Confcommercio International 

ASDA / Wal-Mart 

Tesco 

Carrefour 
 

Edeka 

REWE Group 

European Association of Craft, Small and Medium-sized 

Enterprises (UEAPME) 

European Small Business Alliance (ESBA) 

EU-Büro des Handwerks & der KMU für die Normung (Normapme) 

Deutscher Konditorenbund (DKB) 

Zentralverband des deutschen Bäckerhandwerks e.V. 

Deutscher Industrie- und Handelskammer (DIHK) 

Bund für Lebensmittelrecht und Lebensmittelkunde (BLL) 

Confederation of the Food and Drink Industries of the EU (CIAA) 

UK Food and Drink Federation (FDF) 

European Livestock and Meat Trading Union (UECBV) 

Liaison Center for the Meat Processing Industry in the EU 
(Clitravi) 

Bundesverband der deutschen Fleischwarenindustrie e.V. (BVDF) 

Italienischer Fleischverband (ASS.I.CA) 

Europäischer Milchindustrieverband (EDA) 

Milchindustrieverband e.V. 

Dänischer Milchverband 

Bundesverband der obst,- gemüse und kartoffelverarbeitenden 

Industrie (BOGK) 

Louis Bonduelle Foundation 

European Snacks Association (ESA) 

Seeberger GmbH 

Bund deutscher Süßwarenindustrie (BDSI) 

Mars 

Ferrero 

International Chewing Gum Association (ICGA) 

Komitee europäischer Zuckerfabrikanten (CEFS) 

Verein der Zuckerindustrie (VdZ) 

Südzucker 

Verband der europäischen Salzhersteller (EuSalt) 

Margarineverband 

Neusser Öl und Fett AG 

The Life Sciences and Materials Sciences Company (DSM) 

Union of European Beverages Associations (UNESDA) 

Coca-Cola 

European Spirits Organisation (CEPS) 

Diageo (Spirituosenhersteller) 
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Alcohol Beverage Federation of Ireland (ABFI) 

Bund deutscher Spirituosen Industrie (BDI) 

Comité européen des entreprises vins (CEEV) 

National AOC wine and brandy producers organisation (CNAOC) 

Vertreter französischer und spanischer Weinhersteller 

Foodwatch 
 

Weight Watchers 

Danone 

Unilever 

Mc Donald`s 

Nadler Feinkost GmbH 

Trade association of hotels, restaurants and cafes in the EU 
(HOTREC) 

Markenverband 

Association of European Airlines (AEA) 

Lufthansa 

European Duty Free Sector 

European Vending Association (EVA) 

The European Consumers Organisation (BEUC) 

European Heart Network (EHN) 

Nutrinet Oy 

AOK 

Verband der deutschen Ökotrophologen 

Alliance for Food Transparency 

UK Women`s Institute (theWI) 

Deutscher Landfrauenverband 

Orange House Partnership (OHP) 

European Jewish Council (EJC) 
 
 
 
 

Zuschriften von: 

Europäischer Bauernverband (COPA-COGECA) 

Deutscher Industrie- und Handelskammertag (DIHK) 

Bundesvereinigung der Deutschen Ernährungsindustrie e.V.(BVE) 

Markenverband e.V. 

Bundesverband der Deutschen Industrie e.V. 

Britische Einzelhandelsvereinigung (BRC) 

Comité Européenne des entreprises vins (CEEV) 

British Retail Consortium Brussels (BRC) 

Fédération des Entreprises, du Commerce et de la Distribution 

(FCD) 

National Farmers' Union (NFU) 

Südzucker AG Mannheim / Ochsenfurt 

Internationaler Suessstoff-Verband (ISA) 

Scotch Whisky Association (SWA) 

Bundesverband der Deutschen Fleischwarenindustrie e.V. 
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Association Agriculture, De L'Industrie Et Du Commerce De 

Volailles Dans Les Pays De L'Union Européenne - ASBL (a.v.e.c.) 

Confédération Internationale De La Boucherie Et De La 

Charcuterie (CIBC) - Internationaler Metzgermeister-Verband 

Intermarché 
 

Organisation Internationale de Métrologie Légale (OIML) 

European Society of Cardiology (ESC) 

Eurocare - European Alcohol Policy Alliance 

EgoFit Gesundheitsberatung GmbH 

European Federation of Allergy and Airways Diseases Patients' 
Associations (EFA) 

EPODE 

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Ernährung e.V. (DGE) 

International Diabetes Federation European Region (IDF Europe) 

Heart EU - The European Cholesterol Patient Foundation 

Verbraucherzentrale 

European Social Insurance Platform (ESIP) 

Berufsverband der Kinder- und Jugendaerzte e.V. 

European Consumer's Organisation (BEUC) 

European Committee for Umami (ECU) 

Ausgezeichnet Informiert - Die Initiative für bewusste Ernährung 

Kellogg's European Breakfast Club 

Kraft Foods Deutschland 

Mars Deutschland 

Nestle Deutschland 

Danone 

Milchindustrie - Verband e.V. 

Schulte-Feingebäck 

Confédération Européenne des Organisations Nationales de la 

Boulangerie et de la Pâtisserie (CEBP) 

Konditoreninnung Niederrhein 

Compassion in world farming (CIWF) 

Agro fresh 

Bundesverband der Stärkekartoffelerzeuger e.V. (BVS) 

Bundesverband Deutscher Pflanzenzüchter e.V. (BDP) 

Deutscher Bauernverband e.V. (DBV) 

Britischer Wohlfahrtsverband der Legehennen (BHWT) 

Eurogroup for Animals 

Deutscher Kartoffelhandelsverband e.V. (DKHV) 

Deutscher Raiffeisenverband e.V. (DRV) 

Union der Deutschen Kartoffelwirtschaft e.V. (UNIKA) 

Vereinigung der Erzeugergemeinschaften für Früh- und 

Speisekartoffeln im Bundesgebiet 

Union zur Förderung von Oel- und Proteinpflanzen e.V. (UFOP) 

Lebensmittelwerke GmbH & Co. KG 

Lesieur 

Bunge 
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Nutrinveste 

European Basic Foods Platform (EBFP) 

International Sweeteners Association 

Niederegger GmbH & Co. KG 
 

Beneo Group 

Bioresco - Food Scientific and Regulatory Services 

Europaeischer Verband der Polyol-Hersteller (EPA) 

Association of the Chocolate, Biscuit and Confectionary Industries 

of the EU (CAOBISCO) 

International Chewing Gum Association (ICGA) 

Wrigley 

Verein der Zuckerindustrie 

International Margarine Association of the Countries of Europe 
(IMACE) 

Verband der deutschen Magarineindustrie e.V. 

Fediol 

European Salt Producers' Association 

Diätverband e.V. 

Assoziation ökologischer Lebensmittel Hersteller (AOEL) 

Verband der deutschen Fruchtsaft-Industrie e.V. (VdF) 

Deutscher Kaffeeverband e.V. 

Europäischer Kaffeeverband (ECF) 

Alkoholfreie Getränke e.V. 

Deutscher Brauer-Bund e.V. 

Wirtschaftsvereinigung Alkoholfreie Getränke e.V.(WAFG) 

Association of the Cider & Fruit Wine Industry of the E.U. (AICV) 

Deutscher Weinbauverband e.V. 

Bundesverband der deutschen Spirituosen-Industrie und - 
Importeure e.V. 

Campari 

Association générale des entreprises vinicoles (AGEV) 

Confédération nationale des appellations d'origine contrôlée 
(CNAOC) 

The European Spirits Organisation (CEPS) 

European Confédération of Independent Winegrowers (CEVI) 

International Trademark Association (INTA) 

Europäischer Markenverband (AIM) 

IKEA 

European Travel Retail Council (ETRC) 

Malta Hotels & Restaurant Association (MHRA) 

European Modern Restaurant Association (EMRA) 

Bundesverband der Systemgastronomie e.V. 

Fachverband Gastronomie Österreich 

European Federation of Contract Catering Organisations (FERCO) 

Confommercio International 

Verband der Suppenindustrie e.V. 
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European Association of Craft, Small and Medium-sized 

Enterprises (UEAPME) 

Conseil Supérieur des Indépendants et des Petites et Moyennes 

Entreprises (CSIPME) 
 

Small and Medium Entrepreneurs Union (SME Union) 

Eurochambres 

European Confederation of Junior Enterprises (JADE) 

Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) 

European Fruit Juice Association (AIJN) 

European Federation of Origin Wines (EFOW) 

Federalimentaire - the Italian Food & Drink Industry Federation 

Dutch Food and Drink Federation (FNLI) 

Bundesanstalt für Fleischforschung 

Association of the Chocolate, Biscuits and Confectionery 

Industries of Europe (CAOBISCO) 

Federation of European Speciality Food Ingredients Industries 

(ELC) 

DSM Nutritional Products Europe 

Gewerkschaft Nahrung - Genuss - Gaststätten 

Swedish Food Federation 

Bundesverband der Systemgastronomie e.V. (BdS) 

Foodwatch 

Verband Deutscher Zoodirektoren e.V. 

European Association of Zoos and Aquaria 

Zoologischer Garten Köln 

British Hen Welfare Trust (BHWT) 

Danish Agriculture and Food Council 

Berufsverband der Kinder- und Jugendärzte e.V. (BVKJ) 

Deutscher Hotel und Gaststättenverband e.V. (DEHOGA) 

Europäischer Verband des Handels mit Milcherzeugnissen 

(eucolait) 

Connecting government & business society (EPPA) 

Food Safety and Quality, Animal Health and Welfare Agriculture 

(IFOAM-EU) 

European Environmental Bureau (EEB) 

Deutsche Herzstiftung e.V. 

VU University Amsterdam 

Deutsches Institut für Normung e.V. (DIN) 

Juris GmbH 

International Association for the Study of Obesity 

Forschungsinstitut für Balneologie und Kurortwissenschaft, Bad 

Elster 

Maastricht University 

Choices International Foundation 

Flabel - Food Labelling to Advance better Education for Life 

European Food Information Council (EUFIC Forum) 

Public Health Nutrition 
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ANNEX IV 

Leaflet placed in the ENVI Committee meeting room 235 

 

 

                                                 
235 E-Mail follow up, MEP assistant 


