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The indication of origin requirement in Article 7 of the proposal for a regulation on 

consumer product safety (COM (2013), 78) from 13 February 2013 does not benefit 

consumers. 

The undersigned associations oppose the indication of origin requirement as it would be 

an ineffective measure that would not only fail to solve any real problems, but would also 

bring serious consequences to economic operators. 

The European Commission tried unsuccessfully for seven years to introduce “Made in” only for 

certain sectors and products from third countries. In mid-January 2013, the Commission withdrew 

its proposal [COM(2005), 661] because it could not find a majority of member states to support 

the introduction of “Made In”. 

 

A few days after this decision, the Commission introduced an almost identical, but even farther-

reaching, proposal under the heading “consumer safety”. This effort under the cover of consumer 

safety not only snubs the member states, but it also gives a false perception of the safety benefits 

that indications of origin might bring. 

 

 

Indications of origin are excessive and do not help traceability: Existing rules are sufficient 

 

In recital 21 of the proposal, the sole reason behind the obligatory indication of or igin is given: this 

measure should make the improved traceability of products possible. There is no mention of es-

sential consumer information. 

 

The benefit of these measures for the traceability of products is however negligible. Designations 

of origin are not necessary for consumer safety, since the manufacturer, importer and seller must 

be indicated regardless (Art. 8 and 10). If this information is missing, simply knowing the country 

of origin will not be of great help to trace the product further. The indication of origin may even be 

faked. Moreover, manufacturers, importers and sellers are legally obligated to retain their data for 

ten years anyway. 
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This means, especially in light of the negative consequences described below, that the additional 

requirement to record the country of origin for the purpose of improving traceability is superfluous 

and excessive. 

 

 

Indications of origin provide no guarantees of safety 

 

The rules in the Product Safety Directive have so far ensured that all products on the European 

market meet stringent consumer safety requirements. Obligatory indications of origin would not 

achieve any additional gains in consumer safety. 

 

Products are often produced in global supply chains that span multiple countries. Indicating one 

single country as the country of origin therefore provides no additional consumer safety and can 

lead to misinformation. The origin according to customs law is no indication of quality. 

 

Products, such as textiles for example, are not manufactured at one place or in one country. De-

sign and product development occur mostly in Europe. The raw materials are also often manufac-

tured here. Only the sewing and assembly occur in third countries. Identifying the location of the 

last step of production provides barely any information about the origin and safety of the product, 

and it says absolutely nothing about how much of the production process took place in Europe.  

Combining market surveillance and consumer protection with customs law is wrong. The rules 

about countries of origin derive from WTO rules and Art. 24 of the EU Customs Code. The primary 

function of rules of origin relates to trade policy. Consumer safety and product protection are not 

the focus and may not influence or be superimposed on the requirements of trade policy.  

 

On top of that, “Made in” labels do not appear to influence the purchasing dec isions of consumers 

all that much. A report on “Made in” labels due from the Commission by September 2013, in ac-

cordance with Regulation Nr. 1007/2011, underlines this point. The study came to the conclusion 

that consumers are not interested in “Made in” markings. Instead of following these objective re-

sults, the Commission made a new “Made in” proposal. Until now, not even consumer advocacy 

groups called for such a proposal. 

 

 

No protection against piracy 

 

Requiring indications of origin does not protect against piracy. For counterfeiters, it makes no dif-

ference if they fake a logo, a design or an indication of origin. 

 

According to comprehensive risk analyses, customs authorities can at best inspect only 2% of the 

flow of goods. The introduction of new control mechanisms to check for indications of origin would 

fail due to a lack of customs officials in the member states. Member states’ customs authorities 

should use their resources to enforce more efficient controls, rather than to check for information 

that consumers are not interested in and do not make the goods more traceable.  
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Expanding instead of contracting bureaucracy 

 

Businesses will be burdened with new bureaucratic rules that will cost a great deal of time and 

money to comply with. These costs will eventually be paid for by importers and consumers and 

will especially hurt small and medium-sized businesses that produce their merchandise in smaller 

quantities. It will also endanger jobs and hurt competitiveness. The above-mentioned study of the 

textile industry estimates that requiring an indication of origin on all imports will cost businesses 

620 to 925 million Euros in the first five years. 

 

 

No reliable indication of environmental and social standards 

 

The proposed rule, which was already rejected once and is now appearing “in new clothes”, 

serves to reinforce consumers’ prejudices. It is impossible to tell the quality of a product or the 

producer’s conformity to social and environmental standards based solely on the country of origin 

as it is defined by customs law. “Good”, high-quality, sustainable products can come from the 

same country as “bad”, low-quality products. 

 

 

Risk of discrimination against imported products 

 

The danger exists that obligatory indications of origin might lead to discrimination against products 

from trade partners outside of the EU. Third countries might then enact retaliatory import re-

strictions, which might disadvantage EU exports. A cautionary example is the “Buy USA” cam-

paign, which has made it more difficult for European products to break into the American market.  

 

 

Voluntary indication of origin is still desirable 

 

The voluntary declaration of the country of origin has already been possible for a long time. Pro-

ducers may mark their goods if indicating the country of origin brings a competitive advantage. 

According to German courts, the designation “Made in Germany” or “Made in country X” may be 

applied to goods if, from the consumers’ point of view, the goods’ defining characteristics and val-

ue-added were produced in the given country. There, the consumer perception is really the central 

criteria. The country of origin according to custom law may be perceived as random and are not 

as meaningful to consumers. 

 

 

Creating instead of removing trade barriers 

 

The obligation to mark goods is fundamentally opposed to the EU’s efforts to reduce trade barriers 

worldwide. By adopting such measures, for example, the EU would risk losing credibility in the 

negotiations with the USA over the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership, since they 

would be introducing a protectionist measure while simultaneously criticizing the USA’s especially 

stringent consumer protection laws. 
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Danger even for the brand “Made in EU” 

 

Should the EU replace the non-preferential rules of origin with WCO list rules – as is currently 

being debated – then many products that are currently designated “Made in Germany” or “Made in 

member state X” could no longer carry even the “Made in EU” label. 

 

The following example demonstrates this: For the manufacture of handbags, individual leather 

pieces are cut in Tunisia and sent to Germany. There, a German company sews them together in 

a special facility to finish the bags. Under current EU non-preferential rules of origin, which are 

based on the location of the last significant, economically justified processing, the bags would 

originate in Germany according to customs law. However, according to WCO list rules, the hand-

bags would have their non-preferential origin in Tunisia in this case. Although the last significant 

manufacturing step occurred in Germany, the marking “Made in Germany” or Made in EU” would 

not be permitted. 
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