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Abstract
Improving the sustainability of the global food system is a policy priority. There are 
multiple types of sustainability labels in the food market, and policy-makers need to 
know what constitutes an effective label. We discuss the use of labels to inform con-
sumers about the economic, social and environmental sustainability implications of 
their food purchasing choices. We categorise these sustainability labels and explain 
the opportunities they offer and the challenges they pose to be effective. Improved 
consumer information on the sustainability of food products can serve as an incen-
tive for operators in the food supply chain to increase their sustainability. Specific 
choices made on the type of food label used are likely to affect their. A comprehen-
sive mandatory labelling and certification scheme is a promising course of action 
from a policy perspective, if it covers the multiple dimensions of sustainability, and 
uses scoring and evidence-based criteria.

Keywords  Sustainability · Labelling · Food products · Food supply chain · 
Transparency · Consumers

Introduction

The sustainability of the global food system is high on the political agenda. The 
General Assembly of the United Nations included the goal of ensuring sustainable 
food production systems in its 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UN, 
2015). The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
described the objective of feeding a growing population, providing a livelihood for 
farmers and protecting the environment, as the “triple challenge” of food systems 
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(Brooks et al., 2019). More recently, the European Commission published its “Farm 
to Fork” strategy for a more sustainable food system. One of its goals is to create a 
sustainable labelling framework that covers the nutritional, climate, environmental 
and social aspects of food products (EC, 2020). The European Economic and Social 
Committee also called for food labelling to improve transparency and to guide con-
sumer choices towards healthier and more sustainable options (EESC, 2020).

In this context, a critical review summarising the current state of knowledge on 
sustainability labelling of food products can support decisions by policy-makers and 
stakeholders in the food supply chain. In particular, we focus on how sustainabil-
ity labelling can guide consumer choice, while allowing operators in the food sup-
ply chain to add value to their products. We present an overview of theoretical and 
applied aspects of sustainability labels and discuss the elements that would need to 
be taken into account by policy-makers when designing a comprehensive and ambi-
tious labelling framework.

We describe the implications of sustainability labelling, in particular of agri-food 
products, following a narrative approach. We review the literature based on an open 
selection of studies, given the wide field of research, where diverse methods are used 
in different contexts (Ferrari, 2015; Tallontire et al., 2012). We start by explaining 
how sustainability labels can be defined and how they can be differentiated and cat-
egorised. We then explain the purpose and limitations of sustainability labels, how 
they have evolved over time and how common they are. We also briefly address the 
business opportunities presented by sustainability labelling. We then describe the 
current state of the research on sustainability labels, focusing on the impact of labels 
on consumer choice and on suppliers, before discussing the sustainability concerns 
of consumers. We conclude by describing the elements needed for an effective label-
ling scheme, both in terms of label design and in terms of governance of the scheme.

Purpose and the evolution of sustainability labels

Sustainability labels are seals or ratings issued by a private or public body to inform 
consumers (Kijek, 2015). As such, they indicate that the labelled products fulfil the 
respective label’s sustainability criteria. Sustainability labelling schemes can be 
categorised using a wide range of criteria, for instance, whether schemes indicate 
actual outcomes, use rigorous evaluations, are set by an external certifier, are inde-
pendently audited, are publicly owned, are mandatory, cover multiple sustainability 
dimensions, focus on products or processes, are sectoral in scope, target businesses 
or consumers and are national or international (Prag, 2016).

Defining “sustainability” adds to the challenge of categorising such labels. A 
clear, fixed meaning of what is “sustainable” remains elusive, and there are dozens 
of alternative definitions offered by scholars and practitioners (Robert et al., 2005). 
While sustainability is generally described using a “three-pillar” concept with an 
environmental, economic and social dimension, there is no rigorous theoretical 
description of these pillars. This adds complexity to the development of sustainabil-
ity policies in general (Purvis et al., 2019), which is compounded by the presence of 
trade-offs between the different dimensions (Asioli et al., 2020). Coming to a precise 
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and generally accepted definition of sustainability labels has proven to be difficult, 
but given the complexity of human diets, a holistic approach to categorising foods, 
which considers the health and welfare of people, animals and the planet, is needed 
to facilitate the transition towards more sustainable diets (Knorr & Augustin, 2020).

Given the focus of this review on agri-food products, we did not specifically 
include literature on fisheries or forestry products. We neither explicitly included 
studies on organic labelling. While some consumers may associate organic produc-
tion with positive attributes related to sustainability, these have not been scientifi-
cally demonstrated (“halo effect”) (Messer et al., 2017). From a nutritional, environ-
mental and human health perspective, organic food is not demonstrably better than 
conventional food and, because organic farming is lower yielding, it may contrib-
ute to natural habitat loss and food price increases (Asioli et al., 2020; Meemken & 
Qaim, 2018; Suciu et al., 2019).

Sustainability labels aim to satisfy consumer demand for more sustainable 
goods by reducing information asymmetry (Asioli et  al., 2020; Kehlbacher et  al., 
2012; Kijek, 2015; Rubik & Frankl, 2017). As most sustainability characteristics 
are not embodied in a product, without labels buyers cannot observe the sustain-
ability dimension of a product, with the implication that consumers cannot effec-
tively demand products that are more sustainable (Rubik & Frankl, 2017; Weinrich 
& Spiller, 2016). Similarly, producers of more sustainable products cannot market 
these in a credible way without adequate labels (Leach et al., 2016). Retailers are 
increasingly setting private sustainability standards that go beyond legal require-
ments to meet consumer demand for more sustainable products (Schulze et  al., 
2019; Shah & Thaning, 2019).

On the one hand, a proliferation of labels on the market (“standards inflation”) 
can have negative consequences, such as confusion or apathy by consumers who 
feel overloaded by the information, or struggle to compare products across schemes 
(Barreiro-Hurle et al., 2010; Brécard, 2014; Drugova et al., 2020; Earley & Kneale 
Anderson, 2003; Giner & Brooks, 2019; Harbaugh et al., 2011; Leach et al., 2016; 
Nguyen et al., 2004; Rubik & Frankl, 2017; Storcksdieck et al., 2020; Strom, 2017; 
Yokessa & Marette, 2019). A degree of proliferation of labels in an unregulated 
market is likely to occur. Whenever a first label is introduced into the market, in 
an attempt to differentiate a product by pursuing a stringent or a lax approach to 
sustainability, this creates room for rivals to enter other labels that pursue alterna-
tive strategies of stringency (Fischer & Lyon, 2014). However, for businesses in the 
supply chain, the multiplication of labels can mean that investments made to achieve 
the certification required by one buyer may not be useful for the requirements of 
another, causing compliance costs to rise, and making switching buyers more costly 
(Prag, 2016). When too many producers supply certified products into the market, 
because meeting the standard is too easy, prices for these products can be depressed 
and a scheme’s viability can be undermined (Potts et al., 2014).

On the other hand, more and differentiated labels can give greater choice to 
buyers to source products that address the issues they specifically care about (Bar-
reiro-Hurlé et  al., 2010; Eldesouky et al., 2020; Potts et  al., 2014; Rondoni et  al., 
2020). Consumers may consider different labels to be complementary, rather than 
substitutes (Gracia et  al., 2014). If buyers know and trust labels, these can serve 
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as marketing tools—and give direct market advantages to businesses, including to 
small and medium-sized enterprises. These advantages include accessing higher-
value niche markets, securing long-term supply contracts or creating barriers to 
entry for rival firms (Prag, 2016; Rubik & Frankl, 2017; Weinrich & Spiller, 2016). 
To the extent that there are different standards with different stringency (or “grad-
ual” labels that accommodate a range of scores), the lowest performing operators 
may have incentives to “graduate” from easier standards or scores to more profit-
able, but more demanding, ones (Potts et al., 2014; Strom, 2017).

The earliest sustainability labelling schemes were designed to distinguish prod-
ucts with better environmental characteristics, often sectoral “single-issue” certifica-
tion (Prag, 2016). These labels were not primarily market-driven but emerged fol-
lowing pressure from environmental groups (Gulbrandsen, 2006). They were also 
generally binary “endorsement” labels, indicating only whether a product exceeded 
certain minimum requirements, but not showing the degree to which the product is 
sustainable (Weinrich & Spiller, 2016).

Over time, there has been a proliferation of sustainability label schemes. The 
Ecolabel Index lists over 450 public and private environment-focused labels in 
almost 200 countries and 25 sectors (Big Room, 2020). Quantitative outcome-based 
“footprint” schemes that indicate actual impacts have emerged, as well as multi-cri-
teria labels that in some cases cover more dimensions than just the environmental 
one (Prag, 2016). Some food supply chain operators already produce information on 
their carbon footprint and work actively to reducing it, or at least to compensate for 
it, indicating that doing so can be a viable business strategy (Liebrich, 2020; PBN, 
2019; Port, 2020). In addition, ever more data on the climate impact of food is made 
available to the public (CONCITO, 2021).

Still, given the lack of a clear definition of what a sustainability label is and given 
the diversity of labels, determining their relative importance or market share is dif-
ficult. One study found that twelve major voluntary sustainability standards for crops 
covered little more than 1% of global cropland, but that certification reached 10% or 
more for certain heavily traded commodities (coffee, cocoa, tea, palm oil) (Tayleur 
et al., 2017), while another study reports that 16 and 17% of coffee and ocean-cap-
tured fish production is certified (Auld, 2014).

Effectiveness of sustainability labelling schemes

In this discussion, we do not investigate whether labels have an actual impact on the 
sustainability dimension they purport to cover, which would require comprehensive 
life cycle assessments and modelling work for a large number of different labels. 
Rather, we focus on whether labels can have an impact on consumers and suppliers, 
which is a necessary step for labelling to work at all.

Several reviews and meta-analyses, covering various aspects of sustainability, 
find that consumers can change their shopping behaviour, consumption patterns and 
diets due to labelling, or expressed a willingness to do so, including by accepting 
to pay more for more sustainable products (Supplementary Table  1). Studies also 
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found “halo effects” in sustainability labelling, for example, when consumers claim 
that labelled products taste better (Asioli et al., 2020; Sörqvist et al., 2015).

Still, the literature suggests that the potential impact of food labelling on sustain-
ability is limited. For instance, less than one-third of consumers really look at labels 
when shopping (Storcksdieck et  al., 2020). Some consumers may actively avoid 
information on the sustainability of their actions, to not be confronted by the impli-
cations of less sustainable choices (Thunström et  al., 2014). Consumers who pur-
chase labelled products may believe they have done enough and engage in “moral 
licensing”, for example, by increasing their overall consumption or behaving in 
other ways that negatively affect sustainability (Asioli et al., 2020; Engel & Szech, 
2020; Yokessa & Marette, 2019).

Still, a significant number of consumers respond to sustainability labels. In some 
markets, demand for sustainable products is increasing strongly, and industry is 
adapting to meet this demand (Lusk, 2011; Schulze et al., 2019; Shah & Thaning, 
2019; Storcksdieck et al., 2020) This has an influence on upstream suppliers. Manu-
facturers and retailers increasingly demand proof of their suppliers’ sustainability 
(Tébar Less, 2005).

Producers participating in labelling schemes in some cases achieve higher prices 
and benefit in terms of learning, empowerment, reputation and consumer trust (Asi-
oli et al., 2020; Carlson & Palmer, 2016; Eldesouky et al., 2020; Mook & Overde-
vest, 2018; Noblet & Teisl, 2015; Schleifer & Sun, 2020; Weinrich & Spiller, 2016). 
For these effects to materialise, the labelling schemes need to be well designed and 
monitored, to ensure that retail price premiums are returned to producers or farm-
workers, if that is the advertised objective of the scheme (Dragusanu et al., 2014).

By providing better information, sustainability labels reduce transaction costs on 
markets (Rubik & Frankl, 2017). When complemented with additional measures, 
such as “green” public procurement, the potential positive effects of labels can fur-
ther increase (Tébar Less, 2005). Sustainability labels can raise public awareness 
of the environmental and climate impacts of consumption, facilitate the emergence 
of more environmentally conscious market demand, help set standards for product 
development and manufacturing, contribute to more systematic decision-making by 
players in the food supply chain (e.g. through life-cycle assessments) and overall 
help transition to more healthy, sustainable and climate-friendly systems (CCAFS, 
2020; Eldesouky et al., 2020; Leach et al., 2016; Tébar Less, 2005).

Consumer perception of sustainability

In a recent survey in the European Union, respondents demanded clearer food 
labelling and more sustainability, in particular regarding climate change, bio-
diversity, soil degradation, use of pesticides and fertilisers and fair pay (EC, 
2017). An earlier study found that 87% of consumers in Belgium would welcome 
the introduction of an EU animal welfare label (van Loo et  al., 2014). How-
ever, consumer concern in the context of specific food products may be lower 
(Grunert et al., 2014). Possible price increases of labelled products or consum-
ers’ financial constraints can also affect actual demand (Nitzko, 2019; Pedersen 

147Sustainable food labelling: considerations for policy-makers



1 3

& Neergaard, 2006; Peschel et al., 2016). The success of labelling also depends 
on consumers’ knowledge and understanding of sustainability. Consumer aware-
ness is a key prerequisite for the emergence and growth of sustainability labels 
(Grunert et al., 2014; Kijek, 2015; Pedersen & Neergaard, 2006; Peschel et al., 
2016; Thøgersen & Nielsen, 2016).

As a product’s sustainability impact is generally a credence attribute for 
consumers, who are disconnected from production (one cannot see, taste or 
feel product compliance with labour standards or levels of carbon emissions), 
without further relevant information consumers cannot identify which products 
are more sustainable than others (Fischer & Lyon, 2019; Guenther et al., 2015; 
Kijek, 2015; Rubik & Frankl, 2017; Yokessa & Marette, 2019). In the absence 
of such information, consumers may use other cues and claims as—often imper-
fect—proxies to guide their food shopping, such as country of origin labelling, 
organic logos or “free from” claims, which may lead to sub-optimal decisions 
(Guenther et al., 2015; Nguyen et al., 2004; Rana & Paul, 2020).

Box 1: The example of origin labels and their use by consumers as proxy for sustainability
In the case of origin labels, consumers’ search for sustainability proxies may be one reason why, in 

surveys, consumers state that origin is an important characteristic of food products, even if they rank 
it behind quality and price (Colmar Brunton, 2015; Loureiro & Umberger, 2003; TNS Opinion & 
Social, 2012). Studies on actual consumer behaviour have generally found origin to play less of a role 
on actual decisions, though, especially when other cues or direct indications of quality are available 
(Kemp et al., 2010; Loureiro & Umberger, 2007; Taylor & Tonsor, 2013). Consequently, operators 
in the food supply chain often do not use origin labelling on their products when such labelling is 
voluntary (Krissoff et al., 2004). Moreover, while providing information on origin can be a legitimate 
objective of labelling, policies on mandatory origin labelling can run afoul of trade rules (Greene, 
2016).

Still, origin labelling is sometimes linked to sustainability in public discourse (Onozaka & McFad-
den, 2011). This is generally done by suggesting that importing food is inherently more wasteful and 
polluting than consuming local produce (Kemp et al., 2010). However, this underlying assumption 
is often incorrect. For example, the “food miles” concept does not hold as there are no systematic 
benefits to the environment or human health from the consumption of local versus imported food 
(Enthoven & van den Broeck, 2021; Stein & Santini, 2021). As the energy performance of produc-
tion systems varies across locations, these differences can more than compensate for the environ-
mental footprint of transportation. To improve products’ sustainability, their overall carbon footprint, 
rather than food miles, needs to be reduced (Mundler & Rumpus, 2012; Saunders & Barber, 2008). 
Similarly, promoting a transition to more plant-based diets can decrease the emission intensity of 
food more than consuming domestic or locally produced food (Hartmann & Siegrist, 2017; Ritchie & 
Roser, 2020; Sandström et al., 2018). There is little reason to believe that a product that performs well 
on one characteristic, such as localness, origin or tradition, is necessarily also superior in terms of 
carbon footprint, nutrition, or animal welfare (Bellassen et al., 2019; Stein & Santini, 2021).

Only a small minority of consumers buy domestic products for environmental reasons. Consumers tend 
to see the meaning of “local” more in terms of identity, supporting their local economy or community 
traditions (Bazzani & Canavari, 2017; Gomez y Paloma et al., 2013; Kemp et al., 2010). And the 
perceived benefits of local food products can further include biodiversity protection, greater animal 
welfare, improved governance and resilience (Schmitt et al., 2017). A label that explicitly covers these 
aspects and verifies such supposed benefits exist could be more meaningful as a guide for consumers’ 
purchasing decisions.
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Label certification and design

Given that sustainability characteristics are generally credence attributes, ensur-
ing that a label is credible is paramount for its success (Karl & Orwat, 1999; 
Rubik & Frankl, 2017). In the case of voluntary labels, if consumers cannot be 
certain of a claim, the labelled products will not be able to fully gain market 
share—and demand will not shift towards more sustainable products.

Generally, the more information is available about a label and its underlying 
standards, the better for the label’s credibility and for consumers’ trust (Kaczo-
rowska et al., 2019; Karl & Orwat, 1999). This means that awarding a label must 
be based on sound evidence and robust methodologies (e.g. life cycle assess-
ments). Labelling schemes should be outcome-based and scientifically substanti-
ated, and compliance with requirements should be verifiable and verified (Kehl-
bacher et al., 2012; Notarnicola et al., 2017). The awarding bodies must be able 
to demonstrate independence from the parties seeking certification. Labelling is 
not credible without third-party or governmental involvement for standard set-
ting, certification and auditing (Brécard, 2014; Karl & Orwat, 1999; Kijek, 2015; 
Rondoni et  al., 2020). Online platforms play an increasing role in information 
dissemination and cross-product comparisons and may also potentially play a role 
in the certification and trustworthiness of labels. It is possible that such platforms 
may accelerate the sustainability impacts of labels, but this is an area where more 
research would be useful.

Labelling can create new opportunities for stakeholder participation. Whereas 
commercial relationships rely mainly on agreements between buyer and seller, 
labelling schemes can integrate non-traditional perspectives in their standard set-
ting (Potts et al., 2014). The involvement of different stakeholders in the process 
can increase compliance and the diffusion and acceptance of a label (Rubik & 
Frankl, 2017; Weinrich & Spiller, 2016).

The design of a label is important for its effectiveness, as different consumers 
have different abilities and needs (Teisl & Roe, 1998). Still, even if some of the 
information on more complex labels (e.g. detailed nutrition labels) can be con-
fusing to some consumers, it is appreciated by others, and most consumers are 
able to retrieve some useful information that allow them to make comparisons 
between products (Cowburn & Stockley, 2005; Erskine & Collins, 1997).

Labels that simply prescribe static technical minimum standards do not stimu-
late innovation and fail to generate a dynamic incentive to improve performance 
(de Boer, 2003; Rubik & Frankl, 2017). Contrary to this simple “hurdle prin-
ciple”, scoring systems allow producers to compensate for weaknesses on some 
criteria with stronger performance on others and give operators the possibility to 
improve their score over time (Asioli et al., 2020; Rubik & Frankl, 2017; Tébar 
Less, 2005).

For voluntary sustainability labels, criteria are typically set so that only a small 
share of products in a category qualifies for the label. If labels become more 
prevalent, they threaten to undermine mark-ups and their premium market (Tébar 
Less, 2005). While greater adoption is desirable for sustainability, operators need 
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to be able to charge premium prices to offset the costs of participating in the 
labelling programme, under voluntary schemes (Carlson & Palmer, 2016; Earley 
& Kneale Anderson, 2003). In contrast, mandatory public labels can be verified 
via official, risk-based controls and can therefore be more cost-effective for opera-
tors. Mandatory labels may also help overcome “free-riding” by consumers who 
are concerned about sustainability, but who rely on others to pay the premium 
prices for labelled products (Lusk, 2011). Mandatory (multi-level) labelling can 
ensure that operators not only adopt labelling on products that already perform 
well, but work on improving other products too (Bablani et al., 2020), and allows 
operators whose products are not in the worst-performing level to differentiate 
and dissociate their products from the unsustainable ones (Thøgersen & Nielsen, 
2016; Weinrich & Spiller, 2016).

In markets where labels are not adequately regulated, there can be too many stand-
ards and too little useful information about their performance, which can lead to a “race 
to the bottom” that results in undemanding standards as operators choose less costly 
but also less credible certification systems, especially if consumers do not understand 
the differences between labels or when label proliferation contributes to lack of com-
parability and to consumer uncertainty and confusion (Drugova et al., 2020; Harbaugh 
et al., 2011; Marette, 2010; Prag, 2016). Private schemes tend to be perceived as less 
credible by consumers than public ones (Kelly & Jewell, 2018; Sullivan, 2013; Wein-
rich & Spiller, 2016). Trust is important for consumers’ valuation of a label (Asioli 
et al., 2020; Janssen et al., 2016; Khachatryan et al., 2020; Tonkin et al., 2015). Con-
sumers may feel limited in their own ability to act as a correcting force and may expect 
the government to be involved (Noblet & Teisl, 2015). Thus, regulated labels or those 
sponsored by governments can be preferable (Gracia & De-Magistris, 2016; Horne, 
2009; Janssen et  al., 2016; Jones et  al., 2019; Kelly & Jewell, 2018; Nguyen et  al., 
2004). A label that is established by the government can also overcome conflicting 
interests within the food industry that prevent the establishment of a private label with 
sufficient market penetration (Weinrich & Spiller, 2016).

If a single, simple multi-level front-of-pack label is used across a broad range of 
food products and retailers, a labelling strategy can be more effective in stimulat-
ing consumers to make informed food choices and in driving suppliers to improve 
their performance (Supplementary Table 2). Therefore, a limited number of labels 
and mandatory, or at least harmonised, standards are more effective (Edenbrandt 
et al., 2021; Hagmann & Siegrist, 2020; Jones et al., 2019; Kelly & Jewell, 2018; 
Liu et al., 2016; Marette et al., 2019; Rubik & Frankl, 2017). Lack of harmonisation 
forces operators to cater to different labelling requirements in different markets, even 
within the same trading region, which increases transaction costs and can create bar-
riers to market entry and loss of bargaining power (Thow et al., 2019).

Summary and recommendations

From the above, we conclude that a better definition of what a sustainability label 
should comprise would be useful. A multiplication of labels should be avoided, com-
petition between suppliers on the sustainability dimension should be encouraged, 
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consumers should be empowered to buy products that perform well on issues they 
care about, and operators should not face market access restrictions, and have 
dynamic incentives to improve their sustainability performance.

A mandatory front-of-pack label could address these various conditions, using a 
single logo that nevertheless shows consumers in an understandable way how prod-
ucts score on various dimensions of sustainability, also to take into account differ-
ent preferences, needs, and willingness-to-pay (Barreiro-Hurlé et al., 2010; Cornish 
et al., 2020; Heerwagen et al., 2015; Kehlbacher et al., 2012). A multi-dimensional 
and incremental logo would not exclude operators, as low-scoring products can still 
be marketed—while encouraging operators to work on improving the sustainability 
of their products (Giner & Brooks, 2019). A differentiated, well-known and trusted 
logo that shows degrees of sustainability could be a good tool for producers who 
operate more sustainably to communicate with consumers, which should increase 
their competitiveness.

Policy-makers can thus use information as an instrument to use market forces 
to strengthen demand for more sustainable products (Jalil et al., 2020). If products’ 
sustainability credentials are conveyed in a clear and reliable way, consumers can 
choose sustainable products in line with their preferences (Eldesouky et al., 2020; 
Gomez y Paloma et al., 2013; Karl & Orwat, 1999; Pedersen & Neergaard, 2006). 
Suppliers can then adapt their production or assortment and sell more sustain-
able products to gain market share or obtain better prices (de Boer, 2003; Eldes-
ouky et  al., 2020; Shah & Thaning, 2019). This means that with adequate label-
ling schemes, the income of sustainable producers can increase through the market, 
while the overall sustainability of the food system also increases.

Variations of labels that would meet the above multi-dimensional criteria have 
been suggested in the past, or have been implemented as voluntary labels at smaller 
scales (Table 1). This demonstrates that the implementation of such labels is feasible 
from an economic and monitoring point of view. To achieve greater sustainability 
and drive necessary technological change, though, the criteria that are underlying 
such a scheme should be dynamic and become increasingly more demanding. To 
allow operators to anticipate such changes to label criteria and to adjust their pro-
duction in a timely manner, changes should happen in a transparent and predictable 
way. Trade-related issues can be avoided by using evidence-based criteria that avoid 
discrimination between national and foreign producers, and by enhancing coopera-
tion between countries (Jones et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2016; Rubik & Frankl, 2017).

Any sustainability labelling scheme must gain credibility among stakeholders 
to have an impact in the market place, and must create consumer awareness of the 
scheme to increase demand for labelled products (Earley & Kneale Anderson, 2003; 
Erskine & Collins, 1997). Therefore, education and communication strategies will 
be needed to explain the scheme once it is introduced and to boost awareness about 
related sustainability issues (Giner & Brooks, 2019; Kelly & Jewell, 2018; Kijek, 
2015; Leach et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2016; Peschel et al., 2016; Storcksdieck et al., 
2020; Thøgersen & Nielsen, 2016).

More research may be needed to substantiate the costs of a mandatory labelling 
scheme, both in terms of required data collection and of monitoring and control, 
and how cost-effectiveness can be improved without compromising the overall 
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Table 1   Examples of multi-dimensional labels

Engels et al., 2010

b) The product’s overall sustainability performance is indicated and it 
visually depicts the stages of its life cycle for which the sustainability 
impact is measured on a numerical scale from -50 (poor) via 0 (neutral) 
to +50 (good), with the scoring also being reflected in a less 
differen ated traffic-light colour coding. However, repor ng impact for 
stages of a product’s life cycle rather than for the underlying criteria may
make the informa on more useful for operators who want to iden fy 
where to improve a product’s overall sustainability than for consumers 
who want to know how it performs on specific criteria such as health or 
fair trade; repor ng numerical values is less intui ve than a visual 
presenta on. The ar cle provides an illustra on of the label based on an 
underlying analysis of data for the various criteria for two exemplary 
products. 

Vlaeminck et al., 2014

c) The product’s overall sustainability performance is indicated, the logo 
covers various sustainability dimensions, the criteria are self-
explanatory, and the logo visually indicates on a ten-step scale for each 
criterion in two different ways how sustainable the product is (intui vely 
via the size of the bars and via their colour). However, the logo covers 
only one sustainability dimension (environment). The ar cle provides an 
illustra on of the label based on an underlying analysis of data for the 
various criteria for five exemplary products.

Eaternity, 2014

d) The logo covers various sustainability dimensions, the criteria are self-
explanatory, and the logo visually indicates on a three-step scale for 
each criterion how sustainable the product is (intui vely via the number 
of stars), with the underlying data also being reported (g CO2, litres of 
water, cer fica on status). However, the product’s overall sustainability 
performance is unclear, and the three-step scale is not very nuanced nor 
very visual. This is not just an illustra on but an actual label that is 
applied to products in the real world. 

Poore, 2018

e) The product’s overall sustainability performance is indicated, the 
criteria are self-explanatory, and the logo visually indicates on a ten-step 
scale for each criterion in two different ways how sustainable the 
product is (intui vely via the size of the petals and via their colour), with 
the underlying data also being reported (kg CO2, litres of water, pes cide 
use, biodiversity impact). However, the logo covers only one 
sustainability dimension (environment). The ar cle provides an 
illustra on of the label and links tenta vely to tools for measuring 
products’ impacts that could be used for its implementa on. 

de Almeida Sampaio Guido et al., 2020

f) The criteria (if spelt out: Hhd = human health, Ed = environment, Nd = 
nutri on) are self-explanatory, and the chart visually indicates on a 
con nuous scale from zero to one for each criterion how sustainable the 
product is. However, the chart is a bit technical and not very intui ve, 
and it does not indicate a product’s overall sustainability performance. 
The ar cle provides an illustra on of the label based on an underlying 
analysis of data for the various criteria for two exemplary products. 

Label Evalua�on 

Sustain, 2007

a) The logo covers various sustainability dimensions, the criteria are self-
explanatory, and the logo visually indicates on a three-step scale for 
each criterion in two different ways how sustainable the product is 
(intui vely via the size of the petals and via their colour). However, the 
product’s overall sustainability performance is unclear, and the three-
step scale is not very nuanced. The paper only provides an illustra on of 
the label; the scores are not based on any underlying analysis of data 
that is relevant to the criteria. 
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effectiveness of labels. The growing experience with the first multi-dimensional 
labels listed in Table 1 can help better understand whether there is a risk of an 
“average effect”, i.e. a risk that most products will be good in some of the dimen-
sions and less strong in others and therefore all get a similar average total mark 
that fails to produce the necessary heterogeneity. This is less of an issue for those 
labels that also show how products perform in each dimension and thereby allow 
consumers to choose products that are more performant in the sustainability 
dimensions they care most about (like logos b, c, e and i in Table 1).

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s41130-​021-​00156-w.

Table 1   (continued)

Colruyt, 2021; Southey, 2021

g) The logo covers various sustainability dimensions and it visually 
indicates on a five-step scale how sustainable the product is; it uses a 
scoring and colour scheme that consumers in several European countries 
are already familiar with from the “Nutri-score”, but the underlying 
criteria that are considered for determining the ra ng (climate change, 
ozone layer, radia on, resource use, pollu on, resource deple on) are 
not deducible from the logo itself, nor is the weigh ng. Thus, the 
contribu on of the different criteria to the overall ra ng remains unclear 
and does not allow consumers to make more nuanced purchasing 
decisions based on their own preferences and trade-offs. While the 
calcula on of the score is based on life cycle analyses, the incorpora on 
of addi onal criteria to give certain products a head start poten ally 
undermines its objec veness. For instance, if transport or recycling and 
raw materials are already considered in the life cycle analysis, then 
giving plus points for origin (including pollu on caused by transport) or 
the use of recycled packaging will only introduce double-coun ng. Or, if 
the assump on is that organic products are be�er for the environment, 
then they do not need a head start but their superiority should naturally 
flow from the life cycle analysis – and if not, then giving them bonus 
points is not warranted. S ll, this is not just an illustra on but an actual 
label that is applied to products in the real world. 

Founda on Earth, 2021; Iqbal, 2021

h) The logo covers various sustainability dimensions and it visually 
indicates on an eight-step scale how sustainable the product is (star ng 
the ranking for an unexplained reason with A+, followed by A and then B 
etc.), but the underlying criteria that are considered for determining the 
ra ng (water usage, water pollu on, biodiversity and carbon) are not 
deducible from the logo itself, nor the fact that they are weighted 
differently, and thus their contribu on to the overall ra ng remains 
unclear and does not allow consumers to make more nuanced 
purchasing decisions based on their own preferences and trade-offs.  
This is not just an illustra on but an actual label that will be applied to 
products in the real world as a pilot programme from autumn 2021. 

Authors 

i) The product’s overall sustainability performance is indicated (unlike 
logos a, d & f), as is the fact that the average score derives from various 
sustainability dimensions (unlike logos g & h) and that the dimensions 
have a different weight (unlike logos b, g & h), the criteria are self-
explanatory (unlike logos g & h), and the logo visually indicates on a five-
step scale for each criterion in two different ways how sustainable the 
product is (via le�er scores and intui vely via the colour of each 
segment) (unlike logos d & f); the logo also uses a scoring and colour 
scheme that consumers in several European countries are already 
familiar with from the “Nutri-score” (SPF, 2020) (unlike logos d & f). 
However, the wri�en descrip ons of the covered criteria and the 
repor ng of scores as le�ers is less intui ve than visual presenta ons
(but these could be added, like logos b & d). This is only an illustra on of 
a label; the scores are not based on any underlying analysis of data that 
is relevant to the criteria (but as other mul -dimensional labels are 
already implemented (logos d, g & h), this means necessary data can be 
compiled and the implementa on of a label that combines their 
respec ve strengths could draw on the experiences of these ini a ves).

153Sustainable food labelling: considerations for policy-makers

https://doi.org/10.1007/s41130-021-00156-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41130-021-00156-w


1 3

Acknowledgements  We would like to thank the reviewers for their comments that helped us to better 
structure the manuscript and to clarify its objective. Any remaining shortcomings are our responsibility 
alone.

Author contribution  AJS: Conceptualization, investigation, writing, editing, supervision. MdL: Investi-
gation, review, editing.

Data availability  Not applicable.

Code availability  Not applicable.

Declarations 

Ethics approval  Not applicable.

Consent to participate  Not applicable.

Consent for publication  Not applicable.

Disclaimer  The information and views set out in this article are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
reflect the official position of the European Commission.

 
References

Asioli, D., Aschemann-Witzel, J., & Nayga, R. M. (2020). Sustainability-related food labels. Annual 
Review of Resource Economics, 12(1), 171–185. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev-​resou​
rce-​100518-​094103

Auld, G. (2014). Constructing private governance. Yale University Press. https://​yaleb​ooks.​yale.​edu/​
book/​97803​00190​533/​const​ructi​ng-​priva​te-​gover​nance.

Bablani, L., Ni Mhurchu, C., Neal, B., Skeels, C. L., Staub, K. E., & Blakely, T. (2020). The impact 
of voluntary front-of-pack nutrition labelling on packaged food reformulation. PLOS Medicine, 
17(11), e1003427. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pmed.​10034​27

Barreiro-Hurlé, J., Gracia, A., & De-Magistris, T. (2010). The effects of multiple health and nutrition 
labels on consumer food choices. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 61(2), 426–443. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/j.​1477-​9552.​2010.​00247.x

Barreiro-Hurlé, J., Gracia, A., & De-Magistris, T. (2010). Does nutrition information on food products 
lead to healthier food choices? Food Policy, 35(3), 221–229. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​
2009.​12.​006

Bazzani, C., & Canavari, M. (2017). Is local a matter of food miles or food traditions? Italian Journal of 
Food Science, 29(3), 505–517. https://​doi.​org/​10.​14674/​IJFS-​733

Bellassen, V., Arfini, F., Amilien, V., Antonioli, F., Bodini, A., Boehm, M., Brečić, R., Chiussi, S., Csil-
lag, P., Diallo, A., Donati, M., Dries, L., Drut, M., Labarre, M. D. de, Ferrer, H., Jelena, - Filipović, 
Gauvrit, L., Gil, C., Gorton, M., … Wilkinson, A. (2019). Report on assessment of the social, envi-
ronmental and economic sustainability of food quality schemes. Institut National de la Recherche 
Agronomique. https://​hal.​inrae.​fr/​hal-​02790​404

Big Room. (2020). Ecolabel index. In Website. Big Room Inc. http://​www.​ecola​belin​dex.​com/
Brécard, D. (2014). Consumer confusion over the profusion of eco-labels: Lessons from a double differ-

entiation model. Resource and Energy Economics, 37, 64–84. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​resen​eeco.​
2013.​10.​002

Brooks, J., Deconinck, K., & Giner, C. (2019). Three key challenges facing agriculture and how to start 
solving them. Agriculture and Fisheries. https://​www.​oecd.​org/​agric​ulture/​key-​chall​enges-​agric​
ulture-​how-​solve/.

154 A. J. Stein, M. de Lima

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100518-094103
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100518-094103
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300190533/constructing-private-governance
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300190533/constructing-private-governance
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003427
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-9552.2010.00247.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-9552.2010.00247.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.12.006
https://doi.org/10.14674/IJFS-733
https://hal.inrae.fr/hal-02790404
http://www.ecolabelindex.com/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2013.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2013.10.002
https://www.oecd.org/agriculture/key-challenges-agriculture-how-solve/
https://www.oecd.org/agriculture/key-challenges-agriculture-how-solve/


1 3

Campos, S., Doxey, J., & Hammond, D. (2011). Nutrition labels on pre-packaged foods: A systematic 
review. Public Health Nutrition, 14(8), 1496–1506. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S1368​98001​00032​90

Carlson, A., & Palmer, C. (2016). A qualitative meta-synthesis of the benefits of eco-labeling in devel-
oping countries. Ecological Economics, 127, 129–145. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ecole​con.​2016.​03.​
020

CCAFS. (2020). Transforming food systems under a changing climate initiative. 2020. Actions to trans-
form food systems under climate change: Shift to healthy and sustainable climate-friendly diets 
(CCAFS Briefs). https://​hdl.​handle.​net/​10568/​107233

Colmar Brunton. (2015). Country of origin food labelling research. https://​www.​indus​try.​gov.​au/​regul​
ations-​and-​stand​ards/​count​ry-​of-​origin-​food-​labels

Colruyt. (2021). How do we calculate the Eco-Score? https://​www.​colru​ytgro​up.​com/​wps/​portal/​cg/​en/​
home/​stori​es/​calcu​late-​the-​eco-​score/​calcu​late-​the-​eco-​score

CONCITO. (2021). Ny database gør os klogere på fødevarers klimabelastning. https://​trans​late.​google.​
com/​trans​late?​sl=​da&​tl=​en&u=​https://​conci​to.​dk/​nyhed​er/​ny-​datab​ase-​goer-​os-​kloge​re-​paa-​foede​
varers-​klima​belas​tning

Cornish, A. R., Briley, D., Wilson, B. J., Raubenheimer, D., Schlosberg, D., & McGreevy, P. D. (2020). 
The price of good welfare: Does informing consumers about what on-package labels mean for ani-
mal welfare influence their purchase intentions? Appetite, 148, 104577. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
appet.​2019.​104577

Cowburn, G., & Stockley, L. (2005). Consumer understanding and use of nutrition labelling: A system-
atic review. Public Health Nutrition, 8(1), 21–28. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1079/​PHN20​04666

Crosetto, P., Lacroix, A., Muller, L., & Ruffieux, B. (2020). Nutritional and economic impact of five 
alternative front-of-pack nutritional labels: Experimental evidence. European Review of Agricul-
tural Economics, 47(2), 785–818. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​ERAE/​JBZ037

de Almeida Sampaio Guido, Y., Fonseca, G., de Farias, A., Nunes da Silva, E. C., Gonçalves Ostanik, 
P. A., & Perobelli, J. E. (2020). Food-triad: An index for sustainable consumption. Science of The 
Total Environment, 740, 140027. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​scito​tenv.​2020.​140027

de Boer, J. (2003). Sustainability labelling schemes: The logic of their claims and their functions for 
stakeholders. Business Strategy and the Environment, 12(4), 254–264. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​bse.​
362

Dragusanu, R., Giovannucci, D., & Nunn, N. (2014). The economics of fair trade. Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 28(3), 217–236. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1257/​jep.​28.3.​217

Drescher, L. S., Roosen, J., & Marette, S. (2014). The effects of traffic light labels and involvement on 
consumer choices for food and financial products. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 
38(3), 217–227. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ijcs.​12086

Drugova, T., Curtis, K. R., & Akhundjanov, S. B. (2020). Are multiple labels on food products ben-
eficial or simply ignored? Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics/revue Canadienne 
D’agroeconomie, 68(4), 411–427. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​cjag.​12259

Earley, J., & Kneale Anderson, L. (2003). Developing country access to developed-country markets 
under selected ecolabelling programmes (2003/30; Joint Working Party on Trade and Environ-
ment). http://​www.​oecd.​org/​offic​ialdo​cumen​ts/​publi​cdisp​laydo​cumen​tpdf/?​cote=​com/​env/​td(2003)​
30/​final​&​docla​nguage=​en

Eaternity. (2014). Eaternity score: Precise assessments for your foods environmental footprint. https://​
eater​nity.​org/​score/

EC. (2017). Modernising and simplifying the common agricultural policy. https://​ec.​europa.​eu/​info/​consu​
ltati​ons/​moder​nising-​and-​simpl​ifying-​common-​agric​ultur​al-​policy

EC. (2020). A farm to fork strategy for a fair, healthy and environmentally-friendly food system. European 
Commission https://​eur-​lex.​europa.​eu/​legal-​conte​nt/​EN/​TXT/?​uri=​CELEX:​52020​DC0381.

Edenbrandt, A. K., Lagerkvist, C. J., & Nordström, J. (2021). Interested, indifferent or active information 
avoiders of carbon labels: Cognitive dissonance and ascription of responsibility as motivating fac-
tors. Food Policy, 101, 102036. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2021.​102036

EESC. (2020). The problem is not what people ate at Christmas, it is about what they will eat the rest of 
the year. EESC News. https://​www.​eesc.​europa.​eu/​en/​news-​media/​news/​probl​em-​not-​what-​people-​
ate-​chris​tmas-​it-​about-​what-​they-​will-​eat-​rest-​year

Eldesouky, A., Mesias, F. J., & Escribano, M. (2020). Perception of Spanish consumers towards envi-
ronmentally friendly labelling in food. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 44(1), 64–76. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ijcs.​12546

155Sustainable food labelling: considerations for policy-makers

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980010003290
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.03.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.03.020
https://hdl.handle.net/10568/107233
https://www.industry.gov.au/regulations-and-standards/country-of-origin-food-labels
https://www.industry.gov.au/regulations-and-standards/country-of-origin-food-labels
https://www.colruytgroup.com/wps/portal/cg/en/home/stories/calculate-the-eco-score/calculate-the-eco-score
https://www.colruytgroup.com/wps/portal/cg/en/home/stories/calculate-the-eco-score/calculate-the-eco-score
https://translate.google.com/translate?sl=da&tl=en&u=https://concito.dk/nyheder/ny-database-goer-os-klogere-paa-foedevarers-klimabelastning
https://translate.google.com/translate?sl=da&tl=en&u=https://concito.dk/nyheder/ny-database-goer-os-klogere-paa-foedevarers-klimabelastning
https://translate.google.com/translate?sl=da&tl=en&u=https://concito.dk/nyheder/ny-database-goer-os-klogere-paa-foedevarers-klimabelastning
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.104577
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.104577
https://doi.org/10.1079/PHN2004666
https://doi.org/10.1093/ERAE/JBZ037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140027
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.362
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.362
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.28.3.217
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12086
https://doi.org/10.1111/cjag.12259
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=com/env/td(2003)30/final&doclanguage=en
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=com/env/td(2003)30/final&doclanguage=en
https://eaternity.org/score/
https://eaternity.org/score/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/consultations/modernising-and-simplifying-common-agricultural-policy
https://ec.europa.eu/info/consultations/modernising-and-simplifying-common-agricultural-policy
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102036
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/news/problem-not-what-people-ate-christmas-it-about-what-they-will-eat-rest-year
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/news/problem-not-what-people-ate-christmas-it-about-what-they-will-eat-rest-year
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12546


1 3

Engel, J., & Szech, N. (2020). A little good is good enough: Ethical consumption, cheap excuses, and 
moral self-licensing. PLoS ONE, 15(1), e0227036. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​02270​36

Engels, S. V., Hansmann, R., & Scholz, R. W. (2010). Toward a sustainability label for food products: 
An analysis of experts’ and consumers’ acceptance. Ecology of Food and Nutrition, 49(1), 30–60. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​03670​24090​34331​54

Enthoven, L., & van den Broeck, G. (2021). Local food systems: Reviewing two decades of research. 
Agricultural Systems, 193, 103226. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/J.​AGSY.​2021.​103226

Erskine, C. C., & Collins, L. (1997). Eco-labelling: Success or failure? The Environmentalist, 17(2), 125–
133. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1023/A:​10185​52000​651

Ferrari, R. (2015). Writing narrative style literature reviews. Medical Writing, 24(4), 230–235. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1179/​20474​80615Z.​00000​00003​29

Fischer, C., & Lyon, T. P. (2014). Competing environmental labels. Journal of Economics & Manage-
ment Strategy, 23(3), 692–716. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​JEMS.​12061

Fischer, C., & Lyon, T. P. (2019). A theory of multitier ecolabel competition. Journal of the Association 
of Environmental and Resource Economists, 6(3), 461–501. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1086/​702985

Foundation Earth. (2021). Pilot launch: Foundation earth environmental scores. https://​www.​found​ation-​
earth.​org/​pilot-​launch/

Giner, C., & Brooks, J. (2019). Policies for encouraging healthier food choices (No. 137; OECD Food, 
Agriculture and Fisheries Papers). https://​doi.​org/​10.​1787/​11a42​b51-​en

Gomez y Paloma, S., Guri, F., & Santini, F. (2013). Labelling of agricultural and food products of moun-
tain farming (EUR 25768 EN; JRC Scientific and Policy Reports). https://​doi.​org/​10.​2791/​67942

Gracia, A., Barreiro-Hurlé, J., Galán, B., & L.-. (2014). Are local and organic claims complements or 
substitutes? A consumer preferences study for eggs. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 65(1), 
49–67. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1477-​9552.​12036

Gracia, A., & De-Magistris, T. (2016). Consumer preferences for food labeling: What ranks first? Food 
Control, 61, 39–46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodc​ont.​2015.​09.​023

Graham, D. J., Orquin, J. L., & Visschers, V. H. M. (2012). Eye tracking and nutrition label use: A review 
of the literature and recommendations for label enhancement. Food Policy, 37(4), 378–382. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2012.​03.​004

Greene, J. L. (2016). Country-of-origin labeling for foods and the WTO trade dispute on meat labeling 
(No. RS22955; CRS Report). https://​crsre​ports.​congr​ess.​gov/​produ​ct/​detai​ls?​prodc​ode=​RS229​55

Grunert, K. G., Hieke, S., & Wills, J. (2014). Sustainability labels on food products: Consumer motiva-
tion, understanding and use. Food Policy, 44, 177–189. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2013.​12.​
001

Guenther, M., Saunders, C. M. , Dalziel, P. C., Rutherford, P., & Driver, T. (2015). Maximising export 
returns: Consumer attitudes towards attributes of food and beverages in export markets relevant to 
New Zealand (No. 336; AERU Research Report). https://​hdl.​handle.​net/​10182/​6824

Gulbrandsen, L. H. (2006). Creating markets for eco-labelling: Are consumers insignificant? Interna-
tional Journal of Consumer Studies, 30(5), 477–489. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1470-​6431.​2006.​
00534.x

Hagmann, D., & Siegrist, M. (2020). Nutri-Score, multiple traffic light and incomplete nutrition label-
ling on food packages: Effects on consumers’ accuracy in identifying healthier snack options. Food 
Quality and Preference, 83, 103894. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodq​ual.​2020.​103894

Harbaugh, R., Maxwell, J. W., & Roussillon, B. (2011). Label confusion: The Groucho effect of uncertain 
standards. Management Science, 57(9), 1512–1527. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1287/​MNSC.​1110.​1412

Hartmann, C., & Siegrist, M. (2017). Consumer perception and behaviour regarding sustainable protein 
consumption: A systematic review. Trends in Food Science and Technology, 61, 11–25. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​tifs.​2016.​12.​006

Hawley, K. L., Roberto, C. A., Bragg, M. A., Liu, P. J., Schwartz, M. B., & Brownell, K. D. (2013). The 
science on front-of-package food labels. In Public Health Nutrition, 16(3), 430–439. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1017/​S1368​98001​20007​54

Heerwagen, L. R., Mørkbak, M. R., Denver, S., Sandøe, P., & Christensen, T. (2015). The role of quality 
labels in market-driven animal welfare. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 28(1), 
67–84. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10806-​014-​9521-z

Horne, R. E. (2009). Limits to labels: The role of eco-labels in the assessment of product sustainability 
and routes to sustainable consumption. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 33(2), 175–
182. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1470-​6431.​2009.​00752.x

156 A. J. Stein, M. de Lima

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0227036
https://doi.org/10.1080/03670240903433154
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AGSY.2021.103226
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1018552000651
https://doi.org/10.1179/2047480615Z.000000000329
https://doi.org/10.1179/2047480615Z.000000000329
https://doi.org/10.1111/JEMS.12061
https://doi.org/10.1086/702985
https://www.foundation-earth.org/pilot-launch/
https://www.foundation-earth.org/pilot-launch/
https://doi.org/10.1787/11a42b51-en
https://doi.org/10.2791/67942
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2015.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.03.004
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/details?prodcode=RS22955
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2013.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2013.12.001
https://hdl.handle.net/10182/6824
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-6431.2006.00534.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-6431.2006.00534.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2020.103894
https://doi.org/10.1287/MNSC.1110.1412
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980012000754
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980012000754
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-014-9521-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-6431.2009.00752.x


1 3

Iqbal, N. (2021). Traffic-light system of ‘eco-scores’ to be piloted on British food labels. The Guardian. 
https://​www.​thegu​ardian.​com/​busin​ess/​2021/​jun/​27/​traff​ic-​light-​system-​of-​eco-​scores-​to-​be-​pilot​
ed-​on-​briti​sh-​food-​labels

Jalil, A. J., Tasoff, J., & Bustamante, A. V. (2020). Eating to save the planet: Evidence from a randomized 
controlled trial using individual-level food purchase data. Food Policy, 95, 101950. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2020.​101950

Janssen, M., Rödiger, M., & Hamm, U. (2016). Labels for animal husbandry systems meet consumer 
preferences: Results from a meta-analysis of consumer studies. Journal of Agricultural and Envi-
ronmental Ethics, 29(6), 1071–1100. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10806-​016-​9647-2

Jones, A., Neal, B., Reeve, B., Ni Mhurchu, C., & Thow, A. M. (2019). Front-of-pack nutrition labelling 
to promote healthier diets: Current practice and opportunities to strengthen regulation worldwide. 
BMJ Global Health, 4(6), e001882. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1136/​bmjgh-​2019-​001882

Kaczorowska, J., Rejman, K., Halicka, E., Szczebyło, A., & Górska-Warsewicz, H. (2019). Impact of 
food sustainability labels on the perceived product value and price expectations of urban consum-
ers. Sustainability, 11(24), 7240. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​su112​47240

Karl, H., & Orwat, C. (1999). Economic aspects of environmental labelling. In H. Folmer & T. Tiet-
enberg (Eds.), The international yearbook of environmental and resource economics 1998/1999 
(pp. 107–170). Edward Elger. https://​pdfs.​seman​ticsc​holar.​org/​457d/​d6e51​3837b​a25df​39819​86f50​
7fc42​e211cb.​pdf.

Kehlbacher, A., Bennett, R., & Balcombe, K. (2012). Measuring the consumer benefits of improving 
farm animal welfare to inform welfare labelling. Food Policy, 37(6), 627–633. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2012.​07.​002

Kelly, B., & Jewell, J. (2018). What is the evidence on the policy specifications, development processes 
and effectiveness of existing front-of-pack food labelling policies in the WHO European Region? 
(No. 61; Health Evidence Network Synthesis Report). http://​www.​euro.​who.​int/​en/​publi​catio​ns/​
abstr​acts/​what-​is-​the-​evide​nce-​on-​the-​policy-​speci​ficat​ions,-​devel​opment-​proce​sses-​and-​effec​tiven​
ess-​of-​exist​ing-​front-​of-​pack-​food-​label​ling-​polic​ies-​in-​the-​who-​europ​ean-​region-​2018

Kemp, K., Insch, A., Holdsworth, D. K., & Knight, J. G. (2010). Food miles: Do UK consumers actually 
care? Food Policy, 35(6), 504–513. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2010.​05.​011

Khachatryan, H., Rihn, A., & Wei, X. (2020). Consumers’ preferences for eco-labels on plants: The influ-
ence of trust and consequentiality perceptions. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Econom-
ics, 91, 101659. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​socec.​2020.​101659

Kijek, T. (2015). Modelling of eco-innovation diffusion: The EU eco-label. Comparative Economic 
Research, 18(1), 65–79. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1515/​cer-​2015-​0004

Knorr, D., & Augustin, M. A. (2020). Food processing needs, advantages and misconceptions. Trends in 
Food Science & Technology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tifs.​2020.​11.​026

Krissoff, B., Kuchler, F., Nelson, K., Perry, J., & Somwaru, A. (2004). Country-of-origin labeling: The-
ory and observation (WRS-04–02; International Agriculture and Trade Outlook). https://​www.​ers.​
usda.​gov/​publi​catio​ns/​pub-​detai​ls/?​pubid=​40389

Leach, A. M., Emery, K. A., Gephart, J., Davis, K. F., Erisman, J. W., Leip, A., Pace, M. L., D’Odorico, 
P., Carr, J., Noll, L. C., Castner, E., & Galloway, J. N. (2016). Environmental impact food labels 
combining carbon, nitrogen, and water footprints. Food Policy, 61, 213–223. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2016.​03.​006

Liebrich, S. (2020). Klimaschutz in der Kantine. Süddeutsche Zeitung. https://​www.​suedd​eutsc​he.​de/​
wirts​chaft/1.​48090​15.

Lim, J. H., Rishika, R., Janakiraman, R., & Kannan, P. K. (2020). Competitive effects of front-of-package 
nutrition labeling adoption on nutritional quality: Evidence from facts up front-style labels. Jour-
nal of Marketing, 84(6), 3–21. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00222​42920​942563

Liu, T., Wang, Q., & Su, B. (2016). A review of carbon labeling: Standards, implementation, and impact. 
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 53, 68–79. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​rser.​2015.​08.​050

Loureiro, M. L., & Umberger, W. J. (2003). Estimating consumer willingness to pay for country-of-origin 
labeling. Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics, 28(2), 287–301. https://​www.​jstor.​org/​
stable/​40987​187.

Loureiro, M. L., & Umberger, W. J. (2007). A choice experiment model for beef: What US consumer 
responses tell us about relative preferences for food safety, country-of-origin labeling and traceabil-
ity. Food Policy, 32(4), 496–514. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2006.​11.​006

Lusk, J. L. (2011). The market for animal welfare. Agriculture and Human Values, 28(4), 561–575. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10460-​011-​9318-x

157Sustainable food labelling: considerations for policy-makers

https://www.theguardian.com/business/2021/jun/27/traffic-light-system-of-eco-scores-to-be-piloted-on-british-food-labels
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2021/jun/27/traffic-light-system-of-eco-scores-to-be-piloted-on-british-food-labels
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101950
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101950
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-016-9647-2
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-001882
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11247240
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/457d/d6e513837ba25df3981986f507fc42e211cb.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/457d/d6e513837ba25df3981986f507fc42e211cb.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.07.002
http://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018
http://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018
http://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/what-is-the-evidence-on-the-policy-specifications,-development-processes-and-effectiveness-of-existing-front-of-pack-food-labelling-policies-in-the-who-european-region-2018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2020.101659
https://doi.org/10.1515/cer-2015-0004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.11.026
https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details/?pubid=40389
https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details/?pubid=40389
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2016.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2016.03.006
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/wirtschaft/1.4809015
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/wirtschaft/1.4809015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242920942563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.08.050
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40987187
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40987187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2006.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-011-9318-x


1 3

Marette, S., Nabec, L., & Durieux, F. (2019). Improving nutritional quality of consumers’ food purchases 
with traffic-lights labels: An experimental analysis. Journal of Consumer Policy, 42(3), 377–395. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10603-​019-​09420-5

Marette, S. (2010). Consumer confusion and multiple equilibria. Economics Bulletin, 30(2), 
1120–1128. http://​www.​acces​secon.​com/​pubs/​eb/​defau​lt.​aspx?​topic=​Abstr​act&​Paper​ID=​
EB-​09-​00513.

Meemken, E.-M., & Qaim, M. (2018). Organic agriculture, food security, and the environment. 
Annual Review of Resource Economics, 10(1), 39–63. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev-​resou​
rce-​100517-​023252

Messer, K. D., Costanigro, M., & Kaiser, H. M. (2017). Labeling food processes: The good, the bad 
and the ugly. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 39(3), 407–427. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1093/​aepp/​ppx028

Mook, A., & Overdevest, C. (2018). Does fairtrade certification meet producers’ expectations related 
to participating in mainstream markets? An analysis of advertised benefits and perceived 
impact. Sustainable Development, 26(3), 269–280. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​sd.​1700

Mundler, P., & Rumpus, L. (2012). The energy efficiency of local food systems: A comparison 
between different modes of distribution. Food Policy, 37(6), 609–615. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
foodp​ol.​2012.​07.​006

Nguyen, G., Dobbs, T. L., Bertramsen, S. K., & Legagneux, B. (2004). French quality and eco-label-
ling schemes: Do they also benefit the environment? International Journal of Agricultural Sus-
tainability, 2(3), 167–179. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14735​903.​2004.​96845​76

Nitzko, S. (2019). Verbraucherseitige Anforderungen an Transparenz bei Lebensmitteln. Ernährungs-
Umschau, M586–M591. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4455/​eu.​2019.​034

Noblet, C. L., & Teisl, M. F. (2015). Eco-labelling as sustainable consumption policy. In Handbook of 
research on sustainable consumption (pp. 300–312). Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​4337/​97817​83471​270.​00031

Notarnicola, B., Sala, S., Anton, A., McLaren, S. J., Saouter, E., & Sonesson, U. (2017). The role of 
life cycle assessment in supporting sustainable agri-food systems: A review of the challenges. 
Journal of Cleaner Production, 140, 399–409. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jclep​ro.​2016.​06.​071

Onozaka, Y., & McFadden, D. T. (2011). Does local labeling complement or compete with other sus-
tainable labels? A conjoint analysis of direct and joint values for fresh produce claim. American 
Journal of Agricultural Economics, 93(3), 693–706. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​ajae/​aar005

PBN. (2019). Europe’s first vegan supermarket chain sets new industry standard for sustainability and 
transparency. Plant Based News. https://​www.​plant​based​news.​org/​lifes​tyle/​europ​es-​first-​vegan-​
super​market-​chain-​new-​indus​try-​stand​ard-​susta​inabi​lityt​ransp​arency.

Pedersen, E. R., & Neergaard, P. (2006). Caveat emptor - let the buyer beware! Environmental label-
ling and the limitations of ‘green’ consumerism. Business Strategy and the Environment, 15(1), 
15–29. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​bse.​434

Peschel, A. O., Grebitus, C., Steiner, B., & Veeman, M. (2016). How does consumer knowledge affect 
environmentally sustainable choices? Evidence from a cross-country latent class analysis of 
food labels. Appetite, 106, 78–91. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​appet.​2016.​02.​162

Poore, J. (2018). We label fridges to show their environmental impact – why not food? The Guardian. 
https://​www.​thegu​ardian.​com/​envir​onment/​2018/​oct/​10/​we-​label-​fridg​es-​to-​show-​their-​envir​
onmen​tal-​impact-​why-​not-​food.

Port. (2020). Be climate: Buy CO2 neutral. Website. https://​www.​becli​mate.​com/.
Potts, J., Lynch, M., Wilkings, A., Huppé, G. A., Cunningham, M., & Voora, V. (2014). The state of 

sustainability initiatives review 2014: Standards and the green economy (IISD & IIED, Eds.). 
International Institute for Sustainable Development. https://​www.​iisd.​org/​libra​ry/​state-​susta​
inabi​lity-​initi​atives-​review-​2014-​stand​ards-​and-​green-​econo​my

Prag, A. (2016). Environmental labelling and information schemes. https://​www.​oecd.​org/​env/​label​
ling-​and-​infor​mation-​schem​es.​htm

Purvis, B., Mao, Y., & Robinson, D. (2019). Three pillars of sustainability: In search of conceptual 
origins. Sustainability Science, 14(3), 681–695. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11625-​018-​0627-5

Rana, J., & Paul, J. (2020). Health motive and the purchase of organic food: A meta-analytic review. 
International Journal of Consumer Studies, 44(2), 162–171. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ijcs.​12556

Ritchie, H., & Roser, M. (2020). Environmental impacts of food production (Our World in Data). 
https://​ourwo​rldin​data.​org/​envir​onmen​tal-​impac​ts-​of-​food

158 A. J. Stein, M. de Lima

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10603-019-09420-5
http://www.accessecon.com/pubs/eb/default.aspx?topic=Abstract&PaperID=EB-09-00513
http://www.accessecon.com/pubs/eb/default.aspx?topic=Abstract&PaperID=EB-09-00513
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100517-023252
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100517-023252
https://doi.org/10.1093/aepp/ppx028
https://doi.org/10.1093/aepp/ppx028
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1700
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2004.9684576
https://doi.org/10.4455/eu.2019.034
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781783471270.00031
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781783471270.00031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.06.071
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aar005
https://www.plantbasednews.org/lifestyle/europes-first-vegan-supermarket-chain-new-industry-standard-sustainabilitytransparency
https://www.plantbasednews.org/lifestyle/europes-first-vegan-supermarket-chain-new-industry-standard-sustainabilitytransparency
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.434
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2016.02.162
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/oct/10/we-label-fridges-to-show-their-environmental-impact-why-not-food
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/oct/10/we-label-fridges-to-show-their-environmental-impact-why-not-food
https://www.beclimate.com/
https://www.iisd.org/library/state-sustainability-initiatives-review-2014-standards-and-green-economy
https://www.iisd.org/library/state-sustainability-initiatives-review-2014-standards-and-green-economy
https://www.oecd.org/env/labelling-and-information-schemes.htm
https://www.oecd.org/env/labelling-and-information-schemes.htm
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-018-0627-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12556
https://ourworldindata.org/environmental-impacts-of-food


1 3

Robert, K. W., Parris, T. M., & Leiserowitz, A. A. (2005). What is sustainable development? Goals, 
indicators, values, and practice. Environment: Science and Policy for Sustainable Development, 
47(3), 8–21. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00139​157.​2005.​10524​444

Rondoni, A., Asioli, D., & Millan, E. (2020). Consumer behaviour, perceptions, and preferences towards 
eggs: A review of the literature and discussion of industry implications. Trends in Food Science & 
Technology, 106, 391–401. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tifs.​2020.​10.​038

Rubik, F., & Frankl, P. (Eds.) (2017). The future of eco-labelling. Routledge. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4324/​
97813​51280​808

Sandström, V., Valin, H., Krisztin, T., Havlík, P., Herrero, M., & Kastner, T. (2018). The role of trade 
in the greenhouse gas footprints of EU diets. Global Food Security, 19, 48–55. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​gfs.​2018.​08.​007

Saunders, C., & Barber, A. (2008). Carbon footprints, life cycle analysis, food miles: Global trade trends 
and market issues. Political Science, 60(1), 73–88. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00323​18708​06000​107

Schäufele, I., & Hamm, U. (2017). Consumers’ perceptions, preferences and willingness-to-pay for wine 
with sustainability characteristics: A review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 147, 379–394. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jclep​ro.​2017.​01.​118

Schleifer, P., & Sun, Y. (2020). Reviewing the impact of sustainability certification on food security in 
developing countries. Global Food Security, 24, 100337. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​gfs.​2019.​100337

Schmitt, E., Galli, F., Menozzi, D., Maye, D., Touzard, J.-M., Marescotti, A., Six, J., & Brunori, G. 
(2017). Comparing the sustainability of local and global food products in Europe. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 165(1), 346–359. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jclep​ro.​2017.​07.​039

Schulze, M., Spiller, A., & Risius, A. (2019). Food retailers as mediating gatekeepers between farmers 
and consumers in the supply chain of animal welfare meat - studying retailers’ motives in market-
ing pasture-based beef. Food Ethics, 3(1–2), 41–52. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s41055-​019-​00040-w

Shah, T., & Thaning, T. (2019). The world market for ethical labels. https://​www.​eurom​onitor.​com/​the-​
world-​market-​for-​ethic​al-​labels/​report

Shangguan, S., Afshin, A., Shulkin, M., Ma, W., Marsden, D., Smith, J., Saheb-Kashaf, M., Shi, P., 
Micha, R., Imamura, F., & Mozaffarian, D. (2019). A meta-analysis of food labeling effects on 
consumer diet behaviors and industry practices. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 56(2), 
300–314. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​amepre.​2018.​09.​024

Sörqvist, P., Haga, A., Langeborg, L., Holmgren, M., Wallinder, M., Nöstl, A., Seager, P. B., & Marsh, J. 
E. (2015). The green halo: Mechanisms and limits of the ecolabel effect. Food Quality and Prefer-
ence, 43, 1–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodq​ual.​2015.​02.​001

Southey, F. (2021). Eco-score: New FOP label measures the environmental impact of food. FoodNaviga-
tor. https://​www.​foodn​aviga​tor.​com/​Artic​le/​2021/​01/​12/​Eco-​Score-​New-​FOP-​label-​measu​res-​the-​
envir​onmen​tal-​impact-​of-​food

SPF. (2020). Nutri-score. Santé Publique. https://​www.​sante​publi​quefr​ance.​fr/​deter​minan​ts-​de-​sante/​
nutri​tion-​et-​activ​ite-​physi​que/​artic​les/​nutri-​score

Stein, A. J., & Santini, F. (2021). The sustainability of “local” food: A review for policy-makers. Review 
of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Studies, (forthcoming). https://​www.​sprin​ger.​com/​journ​
al/​41130

Storcksdieck, S. genannt B., Marandola, G., Ciriolo, E., Bavel, R. van, & Wollgast, J. (2020). Front-of-
pack nutrition labelling schemes (EUR 29811 EN; JRC Science for Policy Report). https://​doi.​org/​
10.​2760/​436998

Strom, S. (2017). What to make of those animal-welfare labels on meat and eggs. The New York Times. 
https://​nyti.​ms/​2jSaS​i2.

Suciu, N. A., Ferrari, F., & Trevisan, M. (2019). Organic and conventional food: Comparison and future 
research. Trends in Food Science & Technology, 84, 49–51. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tifs.​2018.​12.​
008

Sullivan, S. P. (2013). Empowering market regulation of agricultural animal welfare through product 
labeling. Animal Law, 19(2), 391–422. https://​heino​nline.​org/​HOL/P?​h=​hein.​journ​als/​anim1​9&i=​
438.

Sustain. (2007). Food labelling: Proposed pictorial representations for sustainability scoring. https://​
www.​susta​inweb.​org/​publi​catio​ns/​food_​label​ling_​propo​sed_​picto​rial_​repre​senta​tions/

Tallontire, A., Nelson, V., Dixon, J., & Benton, T. G. (2012). A review of the literature and knowledge of 
standards and certification systems in agricultural production and farming systems (No. 2; Sus-
tainability Standards). http://​gala.​gre.​ac.​uk/​id/​eprint/​11620

159Sustainable food labelling: considerations for policy-makers

https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.2005.10524444
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.10.038
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351280808
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351280808
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2018.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2018.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/003231870806000107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.01.118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.01.118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.100337
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.07.039
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41055-019-00040-w
https://www.euromonitor.com/the-world-market-for-ethical-labels/report
https://www.euromonitor.com/the-world-market-for-ethical-labels/report
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2018.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2015.02.001
https://www.foodnavigator.com/Article/2021/01/12/Eco-Score-New-FOP-label-measures-the-environmental-impact-of-food
https://www.foodnavigator.com/Article/2021/01/12/Eco-Score-New-FOP-label-measures-the-environmental-impact-of-food
https://www.santepubliquefrance.fr/determinants-de-sante/nutrition-et-activite-physique/articles/nutri-score
https://www.santepubliquefrance.fr/determinants-de-sante/nutrition-et-activite-physique/articles/nutri-score
https://www.springer.com/journal/41130
https://www.springer.com/journal/41130
https://doi.org/10.2760/436998
https://doi.org/10.2760/436998
https://nyti.ms/2jSaSi2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2018.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2018.12.008
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/anim19&i=438
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/anim19&i=438
https://www.sustainweb.org/publications/food_labelling_proposed_pictorial_representations/
https://www.sustainweb.org/publications/food_labelling_proposed_pictorial_representations/
http://gala.gre.ac.uk/id/eprint/11620


1 3

Tayleur, C., Balmford, A., Buchanan, G. M., Butchart, S. H. M., Ducharme, H., Green, R. E., Milder, J. 
C., Sanderson, F. J., Thomas, D. H. L., Vickery, J., & Phalan, B. (2017). Global coverage of agri-
cultural sustainability standards, and their role in conserving biodiversity. Conservation Letters, 
10(5), 610–618. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​conl.​12314

Taylor, M. R., & Tonsor, G. T. (2013). Revealed demand for country-of-origin labeling of meat in the 
United States. Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics, 38(2), 235–247. https://​www.​jstor.​
org/​stable/​23496​753.

Tébar Less, C. (2005). Effects of eco-labelling schemes: Compilation of recent studies (2004/34; Joint 
Working Party on Trade and Environment). http://​www.​oecd.​org/​envir​onment/​envtr​ade/​effec​tsofe​
co-​label​lings​cheme​scomp​ilati​onofr​ecent​studi​es.​htm

Teisl, M. F., & Roe, B. (1998). The economics of labeling: An overview of issues for health and environ-
mental disclosure. Agricultural and Resource Economics Review, 27(2), 140–150. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1017/​S1068​28050​00064​68

Thøgersen, J., & Nielsen, K. S. (2016). A better carbon footprint label. Journal of Cleaner Production, 
125, 86–94. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jclep​ro.​2016.​03.​098

Thow, A. M., Jones, A., Schneider, C. H., & Labonté, R. (2019). Global governance of front-of-pack 
nutrition labelling: A qualitative analysis. Nutrients, 11(2), 268. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​nu110​
20268

Thunström, L., Van’t Veld, K., Shogren, J. F., & Nordström, J. (2014). On strategic ignorance of environ-
mental harm and social norms. Revue d’Economie Politique, 124(2), 195–214. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
3917/​REDP.​242.​0195

TNS Opinion & Social. (2012). Europeans’ attitudes towards food security, food quality and the country-
side (No. 389; Special Eurobarometer). https://​ec.​europa.​eu/​commf​ronto​ffice/​publi​copin​ion/​archi​
ves/​eb_​speci​al_​399_​380_​en.​htm

Tonkin, E., Wilson, A. M., Coveney, J., Webb, T., & Meyer, S. B. (2015). Trust in and through labelling 
– a systematic review and critique. British Food Journal, 117(1), 318–338. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​
BFJ-​07-​2014-​0244

UN. (2015). Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. United Nations 
General Assembly (A/RES/70/1). https://​undocs.​org/A/​RES/​70/1.

van Loo, E. J., Caputo, V., Nayga, R. M., & Verbeke, W. (2014). Consumers’ valuation of sustainability 
labels on meat. Food Policy, 49, 137–150. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​foodp​ol.​2014.​07.​002

Vanderlee, L., Franco-Arellano, B., Ahmed, M., Oh, A., Lou, W., & L’Abbé, M. R. (2021). The efficacy 
of ‘high in’ warning labels, health star and traffic light front-of-package labelling: An online ran-
domised control trial. Public Health Nutrition, 24(1), 62–74. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S1368​98002​
00032​13

Vlaeminck, P., Jiang, T., & Vranken, L. (2014). Food labeling and eco-friendly consumption: Experimen-
tal evidence from a Belgian supermarket. Ecological Economics, 108, 180–190. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​ecole​con.​2014.​10.​019

Weinrich, R., & Spiller, A. (2016). Developing food labelling strategies: Multi-level labelling. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 137, 1138–1148. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jclep​ro.​2016.​07.​156

Yokessa, M., & Marette, S. (2019). A Review of eco-labels and their economic impact. International 
Review of Environmental and Resource Economics, 13(1–2), 119–163. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1561/​
101.​00000​107

Zhao, R., Wu, D., & Patti, S. (2020). A bibliometric analysis of carbon labeling schemes in the period 
2007–2019. Energies, 13(16), 4233. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​en131​64233

Publisher’s note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published 
maps and institutional affiliations.

160 A. J. Stein, M. de Lima

https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12314
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23496753
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23496753
http://www.oecd.org/environment/envtrade/effectsofeco-labellingschemescompilationofrecentstudies.htm
http://www.oecd.org/environment/envtrade/effectsofeco-labellingschemescompilationofrecentstudies.htm
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1068280500006468
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1068280500006468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.098
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu11020268
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu11020268
https://doi.org/10.3917/REDP.242.0195
https://doi.org/10.3917/REDP.242.0195
https://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/archives/eb_special_399_380_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/archives/eb_special_399_380_en.htm
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-07-2014-0244
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-07-2014-0244
https://undocs.org/A/RES/70/1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980020003213
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980020003213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.156
https://doi.org/10.1561/101.00000107
https://doi.org/10.1561/101.00000107
https://doi.org/10.3390/en13164233

	Sustainable food labelling: considerations for policy-makers
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Purpose and the evolution of sustainability labels
	Effectiveness of sustainability labelling schemes
	Consumer perception of sustainability

	Label certification and design
	Summary and recommendations
	Acknowledgements 
	References


