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For the World Health Organisation (WHO), plain packaging is 
considered an effective way to reduce the attractiveness of tobacco 
products and increase the effectiveness of health warnings.

The industry, on the other hand, complains that removing brands 
from products will eventually lead to the rise of black markets 
while simultaneously harming businesses in Europe. Citing 
governments’ data, the tobacco industry also says that the measure 
has not reduced smoking rates.

Opponents of plain packaging fear that this tobacco-style over-
regulation is gradually moving from tobacco to alcohol, sugary 
drinks and junk food, as a number of countries have taken measures 
aimed at protecting public health from harmful products.

South Africa, for instance, has banned labelling and brands of infant 
formula; the EU consumers’ organisation asks for a “cartoons ban” 
for products with high sugar content to protect children; Ireland’s 
alcohol bill “hides” alcohol from customers’ view; there are bans on 
advertising aimed at children in Canada.

However, it remains unclear what exactly is the fine line between 
over-regulation such as plain packaging and the need to protect 
consumers. What is the role of education? What can the industry 
do?
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The rising trend of imposing 
plain packaging on unhealthy 
products has raised eyebrows 

in the industry, which fears that 
its brands are under threat. The 
World Health Organisation, on the 
other hand, insists that the measure 
provides a long-term benefit for 
public health.

According to the WHO, plain 
packaging is considered an effective 
way to reduce the attractiveness of 
tobacco products and increase the 
effectiveness of health warnings.

Plain packaging was first 

introduced in the WHO Framework 
Convention on Tobacco Control, 
which inspired the EU Tobacco 
Product Directive (TPD). The EU TPD 
does not oblige member states to 
impose such a measure but it gives 
them room to do so at will.

In 2012, Australia became the first 
country to implement laws requiring 
plain packaging of tobacco products 
and since then, France, Ireland, 
Slovenia and the UK have passed 
plain packaging laws at EU level.

The results of this measure are 
still unclear. Citing government data, 
the tobacco industry says it has not 

reduced smoking rates, especially 
in Australia, while public health 
advocates wonder why, if there is no 
impact on consumer behaviour, the 
tobacco industry still opposes plain 
packaging.

The industry fears that tobacco-
style legislation like plain packaging 
is gradually moving from tobacco to 
alcohol, sugary drinks and junk food.

In June 2017, Dr Judith Mackay, a 
WHO public health advisor, told The 
Herald Scotland that the “template” 
of the FCTC should be considered 

B y  S a r a n t i s  M i c h a l o p o u l o s  |  E U R A C T I V. c o m

An illustration photo taken on the counter of a cigarette vendor’s store shows France’s new ‘neutral’  
cigarette packs, replacing logos on the packaging with health warnings and graphic images  

of tobacco-related illesses, in Paris. [EPA/IAN LANGSDON]

Plain packaging: ‘Brand-theft’ or  
better consumer protection?

Continued on Page 5
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to reduce intakes of alcohol and 
unhealthy foods.

Opponents of plain packaging 
call it “brand-theft”. They say that 
with “visible” brands consumers 
have the opportunity to focus on 
the quality of products and make 
informed purchasing choices. At the 
same time, they insist that brands 
are important for a sustainable EU 
single market.

On the other hand, health 
advocates insist that vulnerable 
consumer groups, such as children, 
should be protected against 
aggressive marketing practices.

FEEDING BLACK 
MARKETS

Consumer Choice Center (CCC), an 
organisation fighting for consumer 
choice in over 100 countries across 
the globe, recently launched the 
“BrandsMatter!” initiative, which 
opposes plain packaging on any 
brand.

CCC’s director Fred Roeder told 
EURACTIV.com that plain packaging 
is not only an attack on the freedom 
of expression of brands but also 
deprives consumers of important 
signalling information brands stand 
for.

“It drives the black market and 
does not lead to lower consumption 
of products, as plain packaging in 
Australia or the UK show, and limit 
consumer choice,” he said.

Roeder also warned that branding 
bans were a “stimulus package” for 
the black market because “if you 
have one uniform product, it is much 
easier to fake it”.

“Historically, brands emerged 
as a result of urbanisation, people 
moved to larger cities and therefore 
didn’t have the quality certainty they 
once did in their one-shop village. 
Entrepreneurs filled that gap of 
trust by offering branded products 

consumers were certain about.”
He added that business owners 

have a huge incentive to maintain 
the quality level of their branded 
products – it’s the value of their 
brand.

“Companies utilise brands in 
order to build and retain customer 
loyalty. Black market products are 
not subject to any controls or quality 
requirements and thus are more 
harmful than legally sold products. 
Brands began as a self-regulating 
form of consumer protection,” he 
emphasised.

CARTOONS AND 
CHILDREN

In June 2017, the European 
Consumer Organisation (BEUC) 
launched an initiative urging food 
companies to stop using cartoon 
characters to promote foods for 
children, if the product they advertise 
is high in sugar, fat, salt. In fact, it 
said that cartoons negatively affect 
the children’s dietary behaviour.

“The exact same products will 
still be available to consumers on 
the shelves; it is just the mascots 
popular with children, which would 
be restricted,” BEUC’s Food Policy 
Officer Emma Calvert told EURACTIV.

Calvert cited Chile as an example, 
where these kinds of restrictions 
already exist, while design, colours, 
fonts and brand logo have been 
untouched.

“The rule has simply resulted in 
the brand character being removed 
from the package for high-calorie 
foods, not plain packaging.”

Referring to the WHO, she said 
there was “indisputable evidence” 
that the marketing to children of 
foods high in fats, salt and sugar is 
strongly linked to childhood obesity.

“Brand characters are especially 
popular with young children. It 
is therefore essential that such 
persuasive marketing tools are 
appropriately used,” she said, adding 

that BEUC’s intention is not plain 
packaging.

“Our aim is to push food makers 
to make their recipes healthier. We 
have nothing against Tony the Tiger 
or the Nesquik bunny marketing 
foods which are adapted to children’s 
dietary needs.”

For BEUC, this will make it easier 
for parents to choose food for their 
family.

“To be truly informed about 
their food purchasing choices, 
what consumers need above all is 
labelling of the nutritional value 
and ingredients, presented in ways 
which are easy to grasp. This also 
applies to alcoholic beverages, and 
we are pleased to see that some 
sectors such as beer makers are open 
to transparency. Why can’t others 
follow suit?” Calvert wondered.

However, for CCC, the proposed 
ban on using cartoon characters in 
food ads and branding is another 
example of “paternalistic overreach” 
against consumer choice.

Roeder admitted that although 
curbing unhealthy choices for 
minors is a noble goal, eliminating 
the decades-long testimonials of 
brands is a gross overstep and a 
wrong approach by public health 
advocates and won’t help fighting 
childhood obesity.

“It is ultimately up to parents to 
educate their children to become 
responsible adults,” he concluded.

IRELAND’S ‘BOOZE 
CURTAINS’ 

One example of strict restrictions 
aimed at reducing alcohol 
consumption is Ireland, where the 
government has imposed a number 
of measures ranging from the so-
called “booze-curtains” to health 
warnings on alcoholic beverages.

According to the Public (Health) 
Alcohol Bill “Booze –curtains” 

Continued on Page 6

Continued from Page 4
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provision, shops were not obliged 
to display alcohol and had to hide it 
from customers’ view.

A spokesperson for the 
department of health told EURACTIV 
that with this measure, access 
to alcohol products will be more 
controlled in premises to which it 
applies; alcohol products are less 
likely to be on display near grocery 
products, thereby discouraging 
their purchase as part of everyday 
household grocery shopping. Last 
but not least, alcohol products will 
be less visible to children.

“Mixed-trade retailers can store 
alcohol products in a storage unit 
behind the counter and can display 
and advertise alcohol products 
only in a separate area of the shop, 
separated by a physical barrier, or 
enclosed storage units on the shop 
floor in which the products are not 
visible up to a minimum height of 
1.5 metres or a maximum of three 
units, of 1 metre width each and 2.2 
metres high each,” the spokesperson 
explained.

Now, the Bill requires a health 
warning which will cover at least 
one-third of the printed material to 
be included on all alcohol sold in 
Ireland. It also pushes for the health 
warning to include a line linking 
alcohol to fatal cancers.

However, the European Commis-
sion has expressed concerns about 
the proposed size of health warnings, 
saying it was “disproportionate”.

“The Commission expresses 
strong concerns on the 
proportionality of the requirement 
that ‘at least one-third of the 
printed material will be given 
over to evidence-based health 
warnings’ […] The Commission is 
very concerned about the impact 
that his requirement would have on 
the export of alcoholic beverages to 
Ireland,” the Irish Times reported.

Continued from Page 5
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The drive to impose plain 
packaging on tobacco products, 
in the hope of discouraging 

current and potential smokers, has 
pitted the World Health Organisation 
(WHO) and the EU against the tobacco 
industry.

The industry says plain packaging 
has no visible impact on smoking 
rates while it opens the door to black 
markets. On the contrary, the WHO 

insists on the effectiveness of the 
measure and rules out any link to 
illicit trade.

From its side, the EU has adopted a 
“wait and see” approach, expecting 2.4 
million fewer smokers over a five-year 
period of the new Tobacco Product 
Directive (TPD) implementation.

A new research conducted by 
consultancy group Europe Economics 
showed that the introduction 
of plain packaging has had no 

statistically significant impact on 
smoking prevalence in the UK and on 
consumption in the UK.

The research, which was based on 
government data and commissioned 
by Japan Tobacco International (JTI), 
found that three out of five UK adults 
believe plain packaging will lead to 
an increase in the number of illegal 
cigarettes, benefiting organised crime.

WHO and EU clash  
with tobacco industry over plain 

packaging effectiveness
B y  C l a i r e  S t a m  a n d  S a r a n t i s  M i c h a l o p o u l o s  |  E U R A C T I V. c o m

A female shop assistant serves a customer as all cigarettes in the shop are 
covered by a white sheet at a ‘Tabac’ (tobacco shop) in Montpellier, Southern 

France. [EPA/GUILLAUME HORCAJUELO]

Continued on Page 8
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“What this evidence and public 
opinion research shows is that plain 
packaging should never have been 
introduced in the UK. Other European 
countries considering the measure 
should think twice before importing 
a failed experiment, which appears 
to have back-fired big time”, Ben 
Townsend, Head of EU Affairs for JTI, 
told EURACTIV.com.

“One year ago, the UK government 
introduced plain packaging for 
tobacco products in the absence 
of clear supportive evidence from 
Australia [at the time, the only country 
in the world to have introduced the 
policy]. Five-and-a-half years into the 
Australian experiment, we see that 
plain packaging has completely failed 
to reduce smoking rates”, he added.

Australia was the first country to 
introduce plain packaging for tobacco 
in 2012.

In the eyes of the World Health 
Organisation (WHO) and public 
health NGOs, plain packaging is a key 
tool to reduce the appeal of smoking, 
especially among young people. 
France, Hungary, Ireland, Slovenia 
and the UK are among the countries 
in Europe that have adopted this 
measure.

At EU level, the revised Tobacco 
Products Directive (TPD) came into 
force in May 2016 and introduced 
stricter measures on the packaging. 
For example, 65% of a packet’s surface 
should include health warning 
pictures and text.

But member states were also 
offered the opportunity to take 
additional measures, such as plain 
packaging.

CONSUMPTION DROP 
EXPECTED

The European Commission, on 
the other hand, is supportive of plain 
packaging as part of a range of anti-
smoking preventive measures. The EU 

executive also rejects the argument 
that plain packaging comes at a cost to 
the EU economy.

A European Commission 
spokesperson said that plain 
packaging was outside the scope of 
the TPD.

“However, the directive clarifies 
that its provisions do not affect the 
right of member states to maintain 
or introduce further requirements in 
relation to the standardisation of the 
packaging of tobacco products (plain 
packaging), where it is justified on 
grounds of public health, taking into 
account the high level of protection 
of public health achieved through 
the Directive”, the spokesperson 
emphasised.

Asked whether the TPD already 
has some tangible results, the 
spokesperson said the legislation 
entered into force in May 2014 with 
a transposition deadline for member 
states of May 2016.

“The Commission will issue a 
report on the application of the 
Directive in line with the provision of 
its Article 28. According to the impact 
assessment estimates, the application 
of the Directive is expected to result 
in a 2% drop in consumption over a 
five-year period, corresponding to 2.4 
million smokers, which will translate 
into improvements in public health”, 
the EU official added.

WHO: PLAIN PACKAGING 
WORKS

On the other hand, the WHO 
has a different standpoint about the 
effectiveness of plain packaging in 
decreasing smoking rates.

In an emailed response, the WHO 
told EURACTIV that in Australia there 
was evidence showing that plain 
packaging clearly contributed to the 
overall decline in smoking there.

“The analysis finds that about 
a quarter of the drop in prevalence 
observed in the months subsequent 
to introduction could be attributed to 

the plain packaging policy. The Post-
Implementation Review concluded 
that plain packaging has contributed 
along with other tobacco control 
policies to continuing reductions in 
the prevalence of smoking.”

As for France and the UK, WHO 
said the plain package policies were 
introduced recently and the time 
period is too short to make any 
analysis, also taking into account that 
during that period, tobacco companies 
were allowed to sell their previous 
stocks.

“WHO is working closely with 
countries on all policy measures 
contained in the WHO FCTC, including 
plain packaging. We are supporting 
countries to adopt stronger policies 
and implement them as well as 
monitor the progress and the impact 
of policies in countries.”

As far as the argument that plain 
packaging risks increasing the illegal 
trade activities, the WHO insisted that 
this is not the case.

“Plain packaging, as well as all 
other evidence-based tobacco control 
policies, is not leading to the illicit 
trade in tobacco products. Illicit trade 
globally is not related to health policies 
but rather to the work of other sectors 
in countries mandated to control 
illicit trade in general, such as border 
control, customs, police,” it noted.

“Evidence is very clear; the level 
of the illicit trade is not related to 
the strong tobacco control policies 
in countries,” it said, attributing it 
to factors such as weak governance, 
corruption and ineffective customs 
among others.

Continued from Page 7
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When consumers make 
decisions in the 
marketplace, they are 

voting with their wallets, writes Yaël 
Ossowski.

Ossowski is the deputy director for 
the Consumer Choice Center. He wrote 
this op-ed ahead of the Brand Freedom 
Day conference on 6 June in Brussels.

In a system of voluntary exchange, 
only consumers can decide if a 

company fails or thrives. Companies 
are reliant on consumers to buy their 
goods and “vote” to determine the 
best product and best company.

The freedom for companies and 
organisations to market themselves 
and create a brand is therefore 
essential to our markets and 
economic relationships.

Brands matter because they help 
inform consumers, help companies 
differentiate themselves, and 
ultimately “signal” quality and 

effectiveness.
They convey much more than 

what you can see or read: it’s about 
feeling and emotion, as well. That’s 
why the Red Cross is seen as a “go-
to” after natural disasters, and why 
Amazon is now one of the largest 
companies in the world. People trust 
those brands and are willing to enter 
into financial relationships with 
them.

Freedom of marketing and brands 
remains vital in the 21st century

O P I N I O N

DISCLAIMER: All opinions in this column reflect the views of the author(s), not of EURACTIV.COM Ltd.

B y  Y a ë l  O s s o w s k i  |  C o n s u m e r  C h o i c e  C e n t r e

“What contribution would companies be able to make without the 
freedom create their own brand?” [Shutterstock]

Continued on Page 10



4 - 13 JUNE 2018 | SPECIAL REPORT | THE FINE LINE BETWEEN BRANDS AND HEALTH | EURACTIV 10

But what if those brands weren’t 
able to be formed in the first place?

Unfortunately, there is a global 
movement that seeks to restrict 
certain brands: alcohol, tobacco, 
cannabis (where it is legal), sugar, 
sodas, and many other consumer 
products.

Many of these products aren’t 
healthy. Especially in excess. That’s 
certainly the case with tobacco, 
alcohol, and sugar. There is a 
plethora of information available to 
consumers on the harmful effects 
of all of them, either from national 
health agencies or general health 
education in public schools.

But that doesn’t mean that 
consumers can’t choose from 
particular brands to better inform 
themselves on what they want to 
consume or use.

Consumers need brands in order 
to make the right decisions. What if 
one company uses a completely GMO-
free process, or another is a process 
of fair trade? Don’t consumers 
deserve to know this information, 
and shouldn’t companies be free to 
let their customers know?

Without this information, the 
biggest and most well-known brand 
is best situated to gain dominant 
market power. Limiting branding is 
tantamount to limiting consumer 
choice.

If we want to ensure a robust 
competitive environment for 
products and ideas, then we must 
support brand freedom. Otherwise, 
large companies have a natural 
advantage and small entrepreneurs 
are left out in the dust.

Throughout the European Union, 
the most well-known bans on 
branding are in the sphere of tobacco 
and alcohol, in places such as France, 
the United Kingdom, and Ireland. 
In the UK, the current marketing 
restrictions ban cartoon characters 
in TV food adverts addressed to 

children.
Many politicians want to go 

further, banning cartoon characters 
from all ads and boxes. The logic 
of not allowing companies to have 
logos or branding is that consumers 
will be dissuaded from buying them.

But is this the right approach?
No doubt, safeguarding children 

and educating consumers on health 
options is a noble goal. But what 
consequences would come from 
restricting a company’s freedom to 
market and brand themselves?

A recent survey by the analytics 
company Sprout Social entitled 
“Championing Change in the Age 
of Social Media” reveals that nearly 
two-thirds of consumers say it’s 
important for brands to take public 
stands on social and political 
issues. That shows that brands 
are as important to societal life as 
economic life.

What contribution, therefore, 
would companies be able to make 
without the freedom create their 
own brand? When Coca-Cola cut 
ties with South Africa during the 
regime of Apartheid in 1986, they 
were championed as a steward of 
corporate responsibility.

Would the soda maker be where 
it is today without that bold political 
move affecting its brand? The same 
can be said today for a myriad of 
companies who are awakening to the 
necessity of responsible actions.

If companies and entrepreneurs 
are not free to create brands and 
market themselves, then consumers 
are the ones who pay the price. 
Not only are they not able to learn 
about which products are the best 
for their needs, but they also have 
their choices limited. That’s bad 
for freedom of choice and bad for 
market economies.

If there is one thing that’s worth 
fighting for even more in the current 
age, it’s the freedom of brands.

Continued from Page 9
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Most people gain weight 
because of the lifestyle 
and measures like plain 

packaging will not provide the 
solutions we need, conservative MEP 
Daniel Hannan said.

“If we are getting fatter, it is 
because of changes in lifestyle, 
less exercise. I am not sure if there 
is a medical justification for the 
regulation in this regard,” emphasised 
the British politician, who is an MEP 
from the European Conservatives and 
Reformists Group.

Hannan also criticised the fact that 

decisions are increasingly taken away 
from the consumers so that they can’t 
make their own choices. “Is it really 
the primacy of the state to care for 
that?”

Public institutions such as the 
World Health Organisation (WHO) 
see the rising trend of imposing plain 
packaging on products in a positive 
light and say it provides a long-term 
benefit for public health.

On the other hand, companies 
fear that this measure is putting their 
brands at risk.

Speaking at an event organised 
by the Consumer Choice Center 

(CCC), Daniel Dalton, also an MEP 
from the ECR, stated: “We need to get 
lawmakers and politicians out of the 
way for brands and let consumers 
make their own decisions”.

CCC recently launched the 
“BrandsMatter!” initiative, whose 
main objective is to oppose the spread 
of plain packaging on any brand.

Advocates of plain packaging say it 
is a useful tool to address public health 
concerns, especially when it comes to 
the reduction of smokers or protection 
of vulnerable groups like children 

Conservative MEP: Plain packaging 
will not tackle rising obesity

B y  A l e x a n d r a  B r z o z o w s k i  |  E U R A C T I V. c o m

MEP: “The most advanced economies are the ones that best protect brands. 
Property rights are fundamental for our society to prosper.”  

[European Parliament]

Continued on Page 12
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from the food industry’s “aggressive” 
marketing practices.

Emma Calvert, food policy officer at 
the European Consumer Organisation 
(BEUC), recently told EURACTIV that 
there was “indisputable evidence” that 
the marketing to children of foods 
high in fats, salt and sugar is strongly 
linked to childhood obesity.

“Brand characters are especially 
popular with young children. It 
is therefore essential that such 
persuasive marketing tools are 
appropriately used,” she said.

Plain packaging was first 
introduced in the WHO Framework 
Convention on Tobacco Control, 
which inspired the EU Tobacco 
Product Directive (TPD). The TPD does 
not oblige member states to impose 
such a measure but it gives them the 
opportunity to do so if they see the 
need for action.

The industry fears that tobacco-
style legislation like plain packaging 
will “kill” its brands and ultimately 
hamper their business. Critics argue 
that this kind of legislation is gradually 
moving from tobacco to alcohol or 
even food that contains high sugar, fat 
or salt.

MEP: STRONG BRANDS 
FOR STRONG ECONOMIES

Citing the example of Australia, 
which was the first to impose plain 
packaging in 2012, the industry says 
that plain packaging has helped 
smuggling and piracy flourish, noting 
that products are being manufactured 
without the authorisation of the 
rightful owners, with the intent to 
deceive consumers and avoid paying 
duty.

Stefano Maullu, an MEP from the 
European People’s Party (EPP), said 
that a robust property right system 
was needed to protect brands and 
avoid the misuse of a brand from other 
companies.

“A stronger property right 
system favours economic growth, 
but also human capital, research 
and innovation, environmental 
performance and the creation of social 
capital.”

“The most advanced economies 
are the ones that best protect brands. 
Property rights are fundamental for 
our society to prosper,” he said.

COUNTERFEITING

According to a report by the EU 
Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), 
counterfeit products represent 5% of 
imports in the EU or €85 billion per 
year.

The European Commission is very 
well aware of this problem and has 
started introducing measures to fight 
counterfeiting.

Protecting of brands in the 
internal market is therefore of crucial 
importance, according to Amaryllis 
Verhoeven, head of the IP Unit of DG 
Growth.

“Today for the economy, 
brands matter: they stimulate 
competitiveness. Therefore, brand 
protection matters as well,” she said.

However, she emphasised that 
the measures are in place “to protect 
brands, but not brand freedom as 
such.”

“There is a need to tackle 
counterfeiting at the source and 
cut money streams which make 
it attractive to counterfeit,” says 
Verhoeven, noting that counterfeiters 
have benefited from the Internet and 
e-commerce for the sale of products.

She added that also illicit websites 
benefit from digital advertising, 
which increases revenue. Some of 
these websites also display adverts of 
products associated with legitimate 
brands, whose counterfeit versions 
they sell.

However, the Commission’s 
measures to tackle counterfeit imports 
are still weak compared to the size of 
the issue: In 2016, customs authorities 

seized around 41 million counterfeit 
goods, according to data published by 
the Commission.

The total value of the equivalent 
authentic products is estimated at 
around €672 million.

Verhoeven sees both sides bearing 
responsibility: “It is not only a duty for 
the public sector; we are also calling 
on the private parties to counteract 
counterfeiting.”

Continued from Page 11



4 - 13 JUNE 2018 | SPECIAL REPORT | THE FINE LINE BETWEEN BRANDS AND HEALTH | EURACTIV 13

The EU should protect its brands 
as they have a great potential 
to make Europe competitive 

worldwide, right-wing MEP Stefano 
Maullu told EURACTIV.com in the 
context of the continuing ‘branding 
versus consumer welfare’ debate.

The Consumer Choice Center (CCC) 
NGO recently launched the Brands 
Matter Working Group, whose main 
objective is to oppose the spread of 
legislative measures against brands in 

Europe.
According to the initiative, 

brands help consumers make 
“informed choices” about the quality 
of the products they purchase and 
simultaneously, “create intangible 
value” for European businesses by 
generating product awareness and 
securing customer loyalty.

A growing number of legislative 
measures taken by EU governments, 
such as plain packaging on tobacco 
products or restrictions to the labelling 

or visibility of alcohol and food, have 
raised eyebrows in the industry.

“The EU has a great potential to 
be competitive worldwide since there 
are many European brands having a 
substantial market share. In order to 
be competitive, the EU needs to find 
legislative measures to reinforce this 
sector, aiming at defending identity, 
origins and production method,” 
Maullu told EURACTIV.com.

EU should protect its brands  
and legislate to reinforce them, 

Italian MEP says

Continued on Page 14

B y  B e n j a m i n  F o x  |  E U R A C T I V. c o m

MEP Maullu: “The ‘Made in Italy’ is one of the most counterfeited labels in the 
world, and the loss is so big and expensive for our economy that we clearly 

need to intervene.” [European Parliament]
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The initiative argues that by 
restricting the brands, policymakers 
are opening the door to black markets 
and counterfeit products.

The Italian politician, who is a 
member of the Group of the European 
People’s Party- EPP (Forza Italia), said 
that the amount of counterfeiting is 
huge.

Referring to studies, he noted that 
counterfeit Italian products alone 
could account for up to €25.5 billion. 
Particularly for the Italian food and 
drinks sector, he noted that the 
amount is at €11.9 billion.

“The ‘Made in Italy’ is one of the 
most counterfeited labels in the world, 
and the loss is so big and expensive for 
our economy that we clearly need to 
intervene,” Maullu emphasised.

The World Health Organisation 
recently told EURACTIV.com that 
plain packaging on tobacco products 
actually works and denied the 
argument that it could help black 
markets flourish. Instead, it said that 
illicit trade is linked to other factors 
such as border and customs controls.

But Maullu does not share this 
view and argues that this measure is 
not useful.

“The main example is what we 
did for the tobacco. On the one 
hand, tobacco consumption has not 
gone down and, on the other hand, 
tobacco companies have found new 
consumption channels to get even 
more profit, such as the e-cigarette,” 
the right-wing politician emphasised.

Regarding alcohol, a country that 
has imposed several restrictions is 
Ireland. One of the provisions of the 
legislation suggests that shops are not 
obliged to display alcohol and have to 
hide it from customers’ view.

A spokesperson for the Irish 
Department of health told EURACTIV 
that with this measure, access 
to alcohol products will be more 
controlled in premises to which it 
applies.

Maullu opposed the decision to 
“hide” the brand of alcohol, saying 
that we should not aim at going back 
to protectionism, which would be 
absolutely counterproductive for 
everyone.

“The consumer must be fully 
informed on what he chooses and 
what he buys,” he said.

He continued saying that 
consumers have a remarkable 
perception of high-quality food and 
look not only at the single energy 
content of a product but also its 
nutritional value.

“This means, for instance, that if a 
consumer wants to enjoy some bread 
with Nutella, he/she should be allowed 
to do it. Scaremongering does not help 
the consciousness or the prevention of 
the food consumption.”

He also said that new legislative 
measures on sugary or salty foodstuffs 
restrict consumers’ freedom of choice.

“It is a problem for the European 
industry, especially since we are trying 
not to demonise fat anymore, and we 
are analysing into detail the difference 
between saturated and unsaturated 
fat. We risk having a prohibition 
of some real products, while the 
solution would be to provide more 
transparency and information to the 
consumers in order to spread out more 
consciousness on food quality.”
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