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Abstract

This article investigates the phenomenon of greenwashing in European digital markets in the
context of the EU’s evolving regulatory framework, with particular emphasis on Directive 2024/825 on
Empowering Consumers for the Green Transition (EmpCo). The paper identifies the principal
mechanisms through which misleading environmental claims erode consumer trust, examines the
regulatory response at EU level, and formulates strategic implications for firms operating in digital
consumer markets. Drawing on recent regulatory documents, empirical studies, and the sustainable
marketing literature, the article argues that credible green communication requires a fundamental shift
from aspirational rhetoric toward verifiable, evidence-based claims supported by genuine organisational
alignment. The EmpCo Directive, enforceable from September 2026, establishes a binding legal
framework that reshapes the compliance obligations and communication strategies of businesses across
all sectors. Findings contribute to the growing body of scholarship on sustainable marketing, consumer
trust, and regulatory governance, and offer actionable guidance for marketers, compliance
professionals, and policymakers.
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Introduction

The proliferation of environmental claims in consumer-facing communication has
become one of the defining tensions of contemporary marketing practice. As sustainability has
risen to the top of the corporate agenda, the volume of green messaging communicated across
digital and physical channels has grown dramatically—as has the incidence of claims that are
vague, misleading, or entirely unsubstantiated (European Commission, 2021; Crapa et al.,
2024). This phenomenon, broadly termed greenwashing, represents a fundamental challenge
to consumer trust, market integrity, and the credibility of genuine sustainability efforts (Lyon
and Montgomery, 2015; Mladenovic et al., 2024).

The scale of the problem is significant. A 2021 study by the European Commission found
that 53% of green claims examined across EU consumer markets were vague, misleading, or
unfounded, while 40% lacked any substantiation whatsoever. Simultaneously, the EU market
features over 230 sustainability labels with vastly different levels of transparency and
verification rigour, creating a landscape in which consumers face acute difficulties in
distinguishing authentic environmental commitments from superficial marketing gestures (EC,
2023). In digital environments, these challenges are amplified by the speed and reach of online
communication, the opacity of algorithmic content promotion, and the growing influence of
social media channels on consumer perception (Zhong and Zhao, 2024; Zupok, Dyrka and
Kapata, 2025).

The regulatory response at EU level has intensified substantially. Directive 2024/825 on
Empowering Consumers for the Green Transition (EmpCo)—adopted in March 2024 and
enforceable from 27 September 2026—establishes binding rules that prohibit vague or generic
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environmental claims, extend the blacklist of unfair commercial practices to include
greenwashing, and require that sustainability labels meet stringent certification or public-
authority standards (EU, 2024). This regulatory shift, complemented by national enforcement
activity in Germany, Italy, France, and other Member States, signals a fundamental
reconfiguration of the legal and reputational risk environment for firms operating in European
markets.

This article contributes to the intersection of sustainable marketing scholarship,
consumer behaviour research, and regulatory analysis by providing an integrated examination
of three interconnected dimensions: (1) the mechanisms through which greenwashing erodes
consumer trust in digital markets; (2) the architecture and implications of the EU’s regulatory
response, centred on the EmpCo Directive; and (3) the strategic implications for firms seeking
to communicate environmental values credibly and compliantly. In doing so, the paper extends
the analytical framework developed in Zupok et al. (2025) on sustainable marketing
communication, applying it to the specific regulatory and digital market context of the
European Union in 2024—-2026.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the theoretical
context and literature review; Section 3 analyses greenwashing mechanisms and consumer trust
erosion; Section 4 examines the EU regulatory framework; Section 5 discusses strategic
implications for firms; Section 6 presents conclusions and recommendations.

Materials and methods

Theoretical Context and Literature Review

1. Greenwashing: Definitions and Typology

Greenwashing—a portmanteau of ‘green’ and ‘whitewashing’—refers to the practice of
making misleading, exaggerated, or unsubstantiated claims about the environmental
performance of a product, service, or organisation (Lyon and Montgomery, 2015). The concept
encompasses a spectrum of communicative practices, ranging from the use of vague
environmental terminology (‘eco-friendly’, ‘natural’, ‘sustainable’) without supporting
evidence, to selective disclosure of positive environmental attributes while concealing negative
ones, to deliberate misrepresentation of certification status or life-cycle impacts (Delmas and
Burbano, 2011).

The academic literature distinguishes between ‘symbolic’ greenwashing—defined by
Delmas and Burbano (2011) as the decoupling of environmental communication from genuine
operational improvement—and ‘substantive’ greenwashing, which involves active
misrepresentation of verifiable environmental data. Both forms damage consumer trust and
competitive integrity, though they differ in their regulatory treatment and reputational
consequences. More recently, scholars have identified ‘digital greenwashing’ as a distinct sub-
category characterised by the exploitation of digital channel properties—including search
engine optimisation, social media amplification, and influencer partnerships—to disseminate
misleading environmental claims to large audiences at low cost (Crapa et al., 2024; Zhong and
Zhao, 2024).

2. Consumer Trust and Green Communication

Consumer trust in environmental claims is a multidimensional construct that
encompasses cognitive, affective, and behavioural dimensions (Mladenovic et al., 2024). The
cognitive dimension reflects the consumer’s assessment of the accuracy and verifiability of a
claim; the affective dimension relates to the emotional resonance of environmental narratives;
and the behavioural dimension concerns the translation of trust into purchase intention, loyalty,
and advocacy. Research consistently demonstrates that all three dimensions are sensitive to the
perceived authenticity and consistency of a brand’s environmental communication (Rabiu and
Jaeger-Erben, 2024).



The concept of ‘green trust’, defined by Mladenovic et al. (2024) as the consumer’s
confidence in the credibility of a brand’s environmental claims, has emerged as a key mediating
variable between sustainable marketing communication and consumer outcomes. Green trust
is strengthened by the presence of third-party certifications, transparent supply chain
disclosures, and the alignment between a brand’s communicated values and its observable
behaviour. Conversely, it is damaged by inconsistency, vagueness, and the absence of
verifiable evidence—precisely the conditions that characterise greenwashing (Zupok et al.,
2025).

Digital environments have introduced new dynamics to the formation of green trust.
Social media platforms enable consumers to rapidly share, fact-check, and amplify information
about brand environmental performance, creating a real-time accountability mechanism that
constrains greenwashing but also exposes authentic sustainability efforts to scrutiny (Zhong
and Zhao, 2024). Research by Crapa et al. (2024) demonstrates that the performance of green
claims on social media is significantly moderated by the availability of third-party verification:
verified claims generate higher engagement and positive sentiment, while unverified claims
attract scepticism and reputational risk.

3 Sustainable Marketing Communication in the Digital Age

The literature on sustainable marketing communication identifies several critical success
factors for credible environmental messaging in digital environments. Fitri and Isa (2024)
emphasise the role of narrative authenticity: green stories grounded in real operational
outcomes generate stronger brand engagement than aspirational claims disconnected from
measurable performance. Piwowar-Sulej et al. (2024) highlight internal alignment—the
coherence between internal organisational culture and external communication—as a
prerequisite for sustained credibility. Bai et al. (2024) explore the potential of artificial
intelligence and machine learning to personalise environmental messaging at scale, while
cautioning that technological sophistication cannot substitute for substantive environmental
performance.

From the perspective of circular economy theory (Zupok, 2021; Kirchherr et al., 2017),
credible sustainability communication is inseparable from the systemic integration of
environmental values into business models, supply chains, and product design. The circular
economy lens underscores the importance of communicating not only product-level
environmental attributes but also the broader systemic contributions of business activity to
resource efficiency, waste reduction, and ecological regeneration—dimensions that are
increasingly relevant to the regulatory expectations embedded in the EmpCo Directive and the
EU’s wider Green Deal architecture.

Greenwashing Mechanisms and Consumer Trust Erosion in Digital Markets

1. Principal Mechanisms of Trust Erosion

Five principal mechanisms through which greenwashing erodes consumer trust can be
identified in the literature and regulatory evidence, summarised in Table 1 and elaborated
below.

First, the use of vague environmental terminology represents the most pervasive form of
greenwashing in digital consumer markets. Terms such as ‘eco-friendly’, ‘green’, ‘natural’,
and ‘sustainable’ are applied across product categories without reference to specific
environmental attributes, measurement methodologies, or comparison bases. The European
Commission’s 2021 study found this to be the dominant form of misleading claim, accounting
for the majority of the 53% of claims classified as vague or unfounded.

Second, the proliferation of sustainability labels without standardised verification has
created a landscape of ‘label inflation’ in which consumers lack the cognitive tools to
differentiate meaningful certifications from self-declared badges. With over 230 sustainability
labels operating across EU markets, many with opaque governance and minimal verification



requirements, the informational value of eco-labelling has been substantially degraded (EC,
2023). This proliferation is directly addressed by the EmpCo Directive’s requirement that
sustainability labels used in business-to-consumer communications from September 2026 must
be established by a public authority or based on a compliant certification scheme.

Third, carbon offset claims have emerged as a particularly contentious category of
greenwashing, in which firms claim ‘climate neutrality’ or ‘net zero’ status through the
purchase of carbon credits rather than genuine emission reductions. National courts across
Europe—including the German Bundesgerichtshof—have increasingly required that such
claims specify the methodology employed and distinguish clearly between emission reductions
and offsetting, establishing a jurisprudential precedent that the EmpCo Directive codifies into
harmonised EU law.

Fourth, selective disclosure—the practice of communicating positive environmental
attributes while omitting negative trade-offs—undermines the holistic assessment of product
sustainability that informed consumer choice requires. Research by Mladenovic et al. (2024)
demonstrates that consumers who detect selective disclosure exhibit significant declines in
brand trust and purchase intention, effects that are amplified in digital environments where
comparative information is readily available.

Fifth, digital greenwashing leverages the specific properties of online channels—
algorithmic reach, influencer credibility, and visual storytelling—to disseminate misleading
environmental claims at scale and low marginal cost. Crapa et al. (2024) document the use of
‘green’ visual aesthetics, environmental keywords, and influencer endorsements to create
perceptions of sustainability that are disconnected from verifiable operational performance.

Table 1. Principal Mechanisms of Consumer Trust Erosion through Greenwashing

Trust Erosion Mechanism Illustrative Evidence

Vague environmental EC (2021): 53% of green claims examined were
terminology (‘eco-friendly’, vague, misleading or unfounded
'green’, 'sustainable’)

Generic sustainability 230+ sustainability labels exist in EU with vastly
labels without third-party different transparency levels (EC, 2023)

certification

Carbon offset claims German Bundesgerichtshof ruling requiring
masking ongoing emissions specificity of 'climate-neutral’ claims (BGH, 2024)

Selective disclosure: Mladenovic et al. (2024): credibility gaps reduce
highlighting positives while purchase intention significantly
concealing trade-offs

Digital greenwashing Crapa et al. (2024): social media performance of
via SEO and influencer green claims varies by sector and verification
amplification

Source: Authors’ compilation based on EC (2021, 2023), Mladenovic et al. (2024),
Crapa et al. (2024), BGH (2024).

2 Digital Amplification of Greenwashing Effects

Digital environments amplify both the reach of greenwashing and the speed of its
detection and reputational consequences. On the one hand, social media platforms, search
engines, and e-commerce ecosystems enable firms to disseminate green claims to millions of
consumers at negligible cost, bypassing the editorial and legal scrutiny that characterises



traditional advertising channels. On the other hand, the same digital infrastructure enables
consumer advocacy organisations, journalists, and activist communities to rapidly identify,
document, and amplify instances of misleading environmental communication, creating
asymmetric reputational risk for firms engaged in greenwashing (Zhong and Zhao, 2024).

The interactive nature of digital communication also transforms the relationship between
firms and consumers around sustainability claims. As documented in Zupok et al. (2025),
consumers increasingly engage in real-time dialogue with brands about environmental
performance, and the authenticity of responses to critical questions has become a significant
determinant of green trust. Firms that respond to greenwashing accusations with transparent
acknowledgement and corrective action consistently demonstrate more resilient brand equity
outcomes than those that deny or deflect criticism.

The EU Regulatory Response: Architecture and Implications

1 The Regulatory Landscape

The EU’s regulatory response to greenwashing has evolved through a layered
architecture of directives, regulations, and national enforcement frameworks, as summarised
in Table 2. The foundational instrument is the Unfair Commercial Practices Directive (UCPD)
2005/29/EC, which prohibits misleading commercial practices across all sectors. The 2024
amendments introduced by the EmpCo Directive extend the UCPD’s scope to explicitly
address environmental and social characteristics as core product features subject to consumer
protection law (EU, 2024).

Table 2. EU Regulatory Framework for Environmental Claims (2020-2026)
Instrument Adopted Key Provisions
EmpCo Directive 2024/825 March 2024 Bans vague green claims;

blacklists misleading
practices; enforcement from

Sept 2026

Green Claims Directive Withdrawn 2025 Would have required pre-

(proposal) verified life-cycle
substantiation for explicit
claims

UCPD 2005/29/EC 2005 / amended 2024  Extended to cover

(amended) environmental and social
characteristics as core
product features

EU Taxonomy Regulation 2020 Classification system for

environmentally sustainable
economic activities

ESPR / Digital Product 2024 (phased) Requires digital lifecycle
Passport data for most product
categories sold in the EU

Source: Authors’ compilation based on EU (2024), EC (2023), EP (2024), Cooley
(2026).



2. The EmpCo Directive 2024/825: Core Provisions

Directive 2024/825, formally adopted on 28 February 2024, represents the most
significant binding legal development in EU greenwashing regulation to date. It amends both
the UCPD and the Consumer Rights Directive to establish a comprehensive framework for
environmental and sustainability claims in business-to-consumer communications. Member
States are required to transpose the Directive by 27 March 2026, with application—and thus
enforcement—commencing on 27 September 2026.

The Directive’s core provisions can be organised around three pillars. First, it expands
the blacklist of prohibited commercial practices to include a range of greenwashing behaviours,
including the use of generic environmental claims without reliable and verifiable evidence, the
display of voluntary sustainability labels not based on approved certification schemes, and the
making of claims about future environmental performance that are not supported by clear,
objective commitments and implementation plans. Second, it treats environmental, social, and
circular characteristics as key product features subject to the same consumer protection
standards as functional attributes, closing a longstanding gap in EU consumer law. Third, it
introduces specific requirements for the governance of sustainability labels, requiring that
labels used from September 2026 either be established by a public authority or based on a
certification scheme that complies with the Directive’s transparency and verification
requirements.

The EmpCo Directive does not introduce a mandatory pre-verification requirement for
all environmental claims—this was the ambition of the proposed Green Claims Directive,
which was withdrawn in 2025 as part of the EU’s regulatory simplification agenda. However,
the Directive’s prohibition on claims not supported by verifiable evidence creates a de facto
substantiation requirement that firms must satisfy if they wish to use environmental claims in
consumer-facing communications. National enforcement authorities are empowered to impose
penalties of at least 4% of annual turnover in the Member State concerned for infringements,
establishing a meaningful financial deterrent.

3 National Enforcement Dynamics

Even prior to the EmpCo Directive’s entry into force, national enforcement activity
across EU Member States has significantly shaped the standards to which environmental claims
are held. Germany has been particularly active, with the Bundesgerichtshof establishing
through case law that terms such as ‘climate-neutral” must be accompanied by clear explanation
of the underlying methodology, and that the use of offsetting rather than genuine emission
reduction must be disclosed (BGH, 2024). Enforcement actions in Italy, France, Belgium, and
Spain have similarly addressed misleading product labelling, green advertising claims, and
ESG disclosures, creating a body of national jurisprudence that anticipates and in some respects
exceeds the harmonised standards of the EmpCo Directive.

This divergent national enforcement landscape has created compliance complexity for
firms operating across multiple EU markets, reinforcing the business case for proactive
alignment with the EmpCo Directive’s standards rather than a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction
compliance approach. The Directive’s harmonisation function is therefore not only legally
significant but also commercially relevant, reducing the transaction costs of multi-market
compliance for firms that adopt its standards as a baseline.

Strategic Implications for Firms in Digital Markets

1 From Aspirational Claims to Evidence-Based Communication

The combined effect of evolving consumer expectations and the EmpCo Directive’s legal
requirements necessitates a fundamental strategic reorientation in how firms approach
environmental communication. The dominant model of aspirational green marketing—
characterised by emotionally resonant imagery, vague sustainability language, and campaign-
based rather than integrated communication—is no longer viable in a regulatory environment



that requires verifiable evidence for any explicit environmental claim. Firms must invest in the
development of robust environmental data infrastructures that can supply the substantiation
required for compliant communication (Aljebreen et al., 2024).

This transition requires not only changes in marketing communication practices but also
structural changes in how sustainability data is generated, validated, and made accessible to
marketing and communication teams. The cross-functional sustainability governance model
advocated in the sustainable marketing literature—integrating marketing, operations, legal,
compliance, and CSR functions around shared environmental performance data—becomes not
merely a best practice recommendation but a compliance necessity under the EmpCo
framework (Piwowar-Sulej et al., 2024; Zupok et al., 2025). Table 3 summarises the principal
compliance areas and their strategic implications.

Table 3. EmpCo Directive Compliance Requirements and Strategic Implications for Firms

Compliance Area Required Action Strategic Implication
Environmental claims Substantiate with verifiable, Shift from aspirational to
objective evidence evidence-based
communication
Sustainability labels Use only public-authority or ~ Audit and rationalize current
certified labels from Sept label portfolio
2026
Digital marketing Ensure online claims meet Integrate legal review into
same standards as offline content production workflows
Carbon neutrality claims  Specify methodology; Avoid generic ‘climate-
distinguish reduction from neutral' claims without
offsetting quantified basis
Internal alignment Cross-functional Marketing must draw on
sustainability governance verified operational data
teams

Source: Authors’ compilation based on EU (2024), Cooley (2026), Senken (2026),
Zupok et al. (2025).

2 Digital Channel-Specific Compliance

The EmpCo Directive applies to environmental claims made across all channels,
including digital platforms, social media, e-commerce listings, and influencer-generated
content where firms exercise control or commissioning authority. This scope has significant
implications for digital marketing practices. Firms must extend their claim substantiation and
compliance review processes beyond traditional advertising to encompass social media posts,
product listing descriptions, email marketing, and branded content partnerships with
influencers or content creators.

The growing use of artificial intelligence in content generation and personalisation—
identified by Bai et al. (2024) as an emerging frontier in sustainable marketing—introduces
additional compliance considerations. Al-generated environmental claims that cannot be
substantiated with verifiable evidence are equally prohibited under the EmpCo framework,
regardless of whether the claim was authored by a human or generated algorithmically. Firms
deploying Al content tools must therefore integrate compliance guardrails that prevent the
generation or dissemination of claims that do not meet the Directive’s substantiation
requirements.



3 Trust Rebuilding as a Competitive Advantage

While the EmpCo Directive imposes compliance costs on firms that have relied on
aspirational green marketing, it simultaneously creates a competitive opportunity for firms that
can demonstrate genuine, verifiable environmental performance. In a market increasingly
sceptical of green claims, the ability to substantiate environmental commitments with
transparent, independently verified data constitutes a meaningful source of differentiation and
consumer trust (Mladenovic et al., 2024; Rabiu and Jaeger-Erben, 2024).

Research consistently demonstrates that consumers do not expect perfection from brands
on environmental performance, but they do demand honesty, transparency, and evidence of
genuine effort (Zupok et al., 2025). Firms that communicate their sustainability journey
authentically—including acknowledging current limitations and articulating credible
improvement pathways—are better positioned to build durable green trust than those that
project an unrealistically complete sustainability narrative. This insight, grounded in consumer
psychology research, aligns with the strategic logic of the EmpCo Directive: by raising the
evidentiary bar for green claims, the Directive creates conditions in which authentic
sustainability communication is rewarded with competitive advantage.

The circular economy framework provides a useful strategic lens for repositioning
environmental communication beyond product-level claims toward systemic value
propositions (Zupok, 2021; Korhonen et al., 2018). Communicating the circularity of business
models—including resource recovery, product longevity, take-back schemes, and supply chain
transparency—offers a substantive basis for environmental claims that is both aligned with the
EmpCo Directive’s requirements and resonant with the values of environmentally conscious
consumer segments.

Conclusions and Recommendations

This article has examined the phenomenon of greenwashing in European digital
consumer markets, analysing the mechanisms through which misleading environmental claims
erode consumer trust, the regulatory architecture through which the EU is addressing these
failures, and the strategic implications for firms seeking to communicate environmental values
credibly and compliantly.

Three principal conclusions emerge from the analysis. First, greenwashing is a systemic
market failure driven by the structural gap between the commercial incentives to make
environmental claims and the informational and verification mechanisms available to
consumers. This gap is particularly acute in digital environments, where the speed, reach, and
low cost of online communication amplify both the dissemination of misleading claims and the
reputational consequences of their exposure. The five mechanisms of trust erosion identified—
vague terminology, label inflation, carbon offset misrepresentation, selective disclosure, and
digital amplification—operate across sectors and channels with significant consequences for
consumer confidence in green communication.

Second, the EmpCo Directive 2024/825 represents a binding and consequential
regulatory development that reshapes the legal and reputational risk environment for all firms
making environmental claims in EU consumer markets. By prohibiting unsubstantiated green
claims, regulating sustainability labels, and extending unfair practices law to environmental
and social product characteristics, the Directive establishes a compliance framework that
demands substantive changes to marketing practice, data infrastructure, and organisational
governance. With enforcement commencing in September 2026, firms that have not yet
initiated compliance reviews face significant exposure to regulatory penalty and reputational
damage.

Third, regulatory compliance and authentic sustainability communication are not merely
complementary but mutually reinforcing strategic imperatives. Firms that invest in the
evidence-based communication required by the EmpCo Directive simultaneously build the



consumer trust assets that constitute competitive advantage in sustainability-sensitive markets.
The transition from aspirational to verifiable green communication, while demanding in
operational terms, offers a pathway to durable brand equity and consumer loyalty that short-
term greenwashing strategies cannot sustain.

For marketing practitioners and communication professionals, the practical
recommendations are clear: audit current environmental claims against the EmpCo Directive’s
substantiation requirements before September 2026; establish cross-functional sustainability
governance structures that integrate marketing, legal, and operational data; adopt only
sustainability labels that meet public-authority or certified scheme standards; and invest in
transparent, evidence-based communication strategies that acknowledge both achievements
and ongoing challenges. For policymakers, the priority should be ensuring consistent national
enforcement of the EmpCo framework and providing accessible guidance to SMEs, which face
disproportionate compliance costs relative to larger competitors.

Future research should examine the differential impact of the EmpCo Directive across
industry sectors and firm sizes, the effectiveness of Al-assisted compliance tools in preventing
digital greenwashing, and the longitudinal dynamics of consumer trust recovery following
greenwashing incidents in regulated markets.
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EYPOITAJIBIK HU®PJIBIK HAPBIKTAPJIAFbI "/ KACBLJI KYY" K¥BbLJIBICHI
K9HE EYPOITIAJIBIK OJJAK EPEXEJIEPI KOHTEKCTIHJAEI'T
TY¥TBIHYIIBIJIAPABIH CEHIMIHIH O3I'EPYI

Tyiiin

By makanaga Eypomansik mudpiabIk HapbIKTapaarsl "kacbut Kyy" KyObutbichl EO-HBIH naMblr
Kelle )KaTKaH HOPMaTUBTIK-KYKBIKTBIK 0a3achkl KOHTeKCTiHAe 3epTTemnin, TyTeiHymbiiapasy "YKaceor"
OxoHomukara kemy Mywmkingiktepin Keneiity XKeninmeri 2024/825 JlupektuBacbkiHa (EmpCo)
epekiIe Hazap aynapbuiaabl. KykarTa s>KaHBUIBICTBIPATHIH SKOJOTHSJIBIK TAIANTAP TYTHIHYIIBIIAPABIH
CeHiMiHe HYKCaH KeJNTIpeTiH Heri3ri MexaHu3Maep aHblKTanFaH, EO neHreifinmeri perreymri
OpraHAapblH JKayanTapbl 3epTTENTreH XoHE UUQPIBIK TYTHIHY HapBIKTApbIHAA XYMBIC iCTEUTIH
¢upManap YyIIiH CTpaTerwsulbIK cangapbl TYKbIpeiMAanraH. COHFbI HOPMAaTHBTIK KyXKaTTapra,
SMITUPHUKAIIBIK 3ePTTEYNIEpre jKOHE TYPAKThl MAPKETUHITIK o/eOMeTTepre CyleHe OTBHIPHIN, MaKaiaia
CEHIMII DKOJIOTHSJIBIK KOMMYHHUKAIMS ©pIIUT PUTOPHKAJaH IIBIHAWBI YHBIMAACTHIPYIIBIIBIK
KeJIiCIMMEH pacTajFaH TEKCePUICTIH, MAJIeIl MATiMIEMeNepre TyOereii aybICyabl Tajam eTei AeT
mamimaeiai. 2026 xeuiablH KblpkyierineH Oactan Kymrine enetin EmpCo [upextuBackl Oapibik
CEeKTOpNapAarbl  KOCIMOPBIHAAPABIH  COWKECTIK  MiHAETTeMeNnepi MEeH  KOMMYHHUKAIUSIIBIK
CTpaTerusuiapblH ©3repTeTiH MiHACTTI KYKBIKTHIK 0a3aHbl Oenrineiini. HoTmkenep TypakTsl MApKETHHT,
TYTHIHYIIBIIAPABIH CEHIMI XoHE peTTeyIIi OacKkapy calachlHAaFbl CTUIICHANSIIAPIBIH KOOCIO1HE BIKIAI
eTelll JKOHE MapKeTOJIOITapra, COMKECTIK MaMaHAaphlHA JKOHE casicaTKepiiepre THIMII YCHIHBICTap
Oepei.

Kinrrik ce3aep: "xacwut xyy", TyThiHYymbsDIapasH ceHimi, EmpCo JlupekruBacsl, "xachun
OaitmanpIc", TUQPIBIK HAPBIKTAP, TYPAKTHl MAPKETHHT .
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®EHOMEH "3EJEHOM BOJIHBI" HA EBPONEVCKHUX IIU®POBBIX PBIHKAX
W U3MEHEHWSA B JIOBEPUU ITIOTPEBUTEJIEM B KOHTEKCTE
HOPMATHUBHBIX AKTOB EBPOIIEMCKOI'O COIO3A

AHHOTaNUA

B a370i1 crathe nccnenyercs heHOMeH '3eJeHOH BONHBI" Ha eBPOIEHCKUX MU(PPOBHIX PhIHKAX B
KOHTEKCTE MEHAoUIelcss HopMaTUBHO-TIpaBoBol 0a3el EC, ¢ ocoObiM akueHToM Ha JIUpeKTHBY
2024/825 o pacumipeHHH MpaB ¥ BO3MOXKHOCTEH MOTpeduTenell B IEIsIX repexoaa K '3eleHOH
skoHomuke" (EmpCo). B nokymeHTe ompesesieHbl OCHOBHBIE MEXaHH3MbI, C MMOMOIIBI0 KOTOPBIX
BBOZASALIME B 3a0yXICHHE SKOJIOTMYECKHE NPETEH3UH MOJPHIBAIOT [OBEpPHUE IOTPEOUTENEH,
MpoaHaIM3UPOBaHbl Mepbl perynupoBanus Ha ypoBHe EC u chopmynmpoBaHbl crparernieckue
nocneAcTBug aus pupm, pabortaromux Ha HUGPPOBBIX MOTPEOUTEIHCKUX phIHKaX. Ommpasch Ha
nocjeH1e HOPMAaTUBHBIE TOKYMEHTBI, SMIIMPHYECKHUE UCCIEIOBAHUS U JTUTEPATYPy 1O YCTOWYHBOMY
MapKeTHHTY, B CTaThe YTBEPXKAAETCS, YTO 3aCITyKUBAIOIIAS JIOBEPHUS IKOJOTHUECKass KOMMYHHUKAIUSI
TpeOyeT PyHIaMEHTAIBHOTO Mepexo/ia 0T aMOUIIMO3HOW PUTOPHKH K MPOBEPSIEMbIM, OCHOBAHHBIM Ha
(aKkTHUECKMX  JaHHBIX  3asBJICHUSAM,  IOJKPEIUICHHBIM  MOJMHHOM  OpraHM3alMOHHOM
cornacoBaHHocThlo. upektuBa EMpCo, BeTynaromas B cuity ¢ cenTsiopst 2026 rona, ycTaHaBIMBaeT
00s13aTeIbHYIO TPAaBOBYIO 0a3y, KOTOpas M3MEHSET 00s3aTeNIbCTBA M0 COOJIOACHUI0 TPEOOBAaHUN U
KOMMYHHMKAllMOHHBIE CTpaTerMd MPEANpHUsITHH BO BceX cekTopax. llomydeHHble pe3yibTaThl
CHOCOOCTBYIOT PacIIMPEeHHIO HAYYHBIX 3HAHUH 00 YCTOMYMBOM MapKEeTHHIe, JOBEpUH MOTpeduTeneit
W HOPMAaTHBHO-TIPABOBOM PETYJIHPOBAHMHU, & TAK)KE SBISIOTCS MPAKTHUYECKUM PYKOBOACTBOM JUJIS
MapKeTOJIOTOB, CIIEIIMAIICTOB T10 COOTIOIEHNIO0 HOPMATHBHBIX TPEOOBAHNHN U TMTOJIUTHUKOB.

KiroueBble ciioBa: skosoruzanms, 1osepue norpedureneii, aupexrusa EmpCo, skonornynas
KOMMYHHKaLus, LU(pPOBbIE PhIHKU, YCTOMUMBBIN MapKETHHT.
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