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( AT )  A r b e i t e r k a m m e r  

( AT )  Ve r e i n  f ü r  K o n s u m e n t e n i n f o r m a t i o n

( B E )  Te s t - A c h a t s  /  Te s t - A a n k o o p

( B G )  Б ъ л г а р с к а  н а ц и о н а л н а  а с о ц и а ц и я  н а  п о т и б и т е л и т е  -  B N A P  

( C H )  F é d é r a t i o n  R o m a n d e  d e s  C o n s o m m a t e u r s  

( C Y )  K Y Π Ρ Ι Α ΚΟ Σ  Σ Υ Ν Δ Ε Σ Μ Ο Σ  Κ ΑΤΑ Ν Α Λ Ω Τ Ω Ν  

( C Z )  C z e c h  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  C o n s u m e r s  ( T E S T )  

( D E )  S t i f t u n g  W a r e n t e s t  

( D E )  Ve r b r a u c h e r z e n t r a l e  B u n d e s v e r b a n d

( D K )  F o r b r u g e r r å d e t

( E E )  E e s t i  Ta r b i j a k a i t s e  L i i t  

( E S )  C o n f e d e r a c i ó n  d e  C o n s u m i d o r e s  y  U s u a r i o s  

( E S )  O r g a n i z a c i ó n  d e  C o n s u m i d o r e s  y  U s u a r i o s  

( F I )  K u l u t t a j a l i i t t o  –  K o n s u m e n t f ö r b u n d e t  r y  

( F I )  K u l u t t a j a v i r a s t o  

( F R )  C o n f é d é r a t i o n  d e  l a  C o n s o m m a t i o n ,  d u  L o g e m e n t  e t  d u  C a d r e  d e  V i e  

( F R )  O r g a n i s a t i o n  G é n é r a l e  d e s  C o n s o m m a t e u r s  

( F R )  U F C  -  Q u e  C h o i s i r  

( U K )  C o n s u m e r  F o c u s  

( U K )  W h i c h ?  

( G R )  Έ ν ω σ η  Κ α τ α ν α λ ω τ ώ ν  η  Π ο ι ό τ η τ α  τ η ς  Ζ ω ή ς  -  Ε Κ Π Ο Ι Ζ Ω  

( G R )  Κ έ ν τ ρ ο  Π ρ ο σ τ α σ ί α ς  Κ α τ α ν α λ ω τ ώ ν  -  Κ Ε Π Κ Α  

( H U )  O r s z á g o s  F o g y a s z t ó v é d e l m i  E g y e s ü l e t  

( I E )  C o n s u m e r s '  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  I r e l a n d  

( I S )  N e y t e n d a s a m t ö k i n  

( I T )  A l t r o c o n s u m o  

( I T )  C o n s u m a t o r i  I t a l i a n i  p e r  l ' E u r o p a  

( L U )  U n i o n  L u x e m b o u r g e o i s e  d e s  C o n s o m m a t e u r s  

( LV )  L a t v i j a s  P a t ē r ē t ā j u  i n t e r e š u  a i z s t ā v ī b a s  a s o c i ā c i j u  

( M K )  O r g a n i z a c i j a  n a  P o t r o s u v a c i t e  n  M a k e d o n i j a  

( M T )  G h a q d a  Ta l - K o n s u m a t u r i  

( N L )  C o n s u m e n t e n b o n d  

( N O )  F o r b r u k e r r å d e t  

( P L )  F e d e r a c j a  K o n s u m e n t ó w  

( P L )  S t o w a r z y s z e n i e  K o n s u m e n t ó w  P o l s k i c h  

( P T )  A s s o c i a ç ã o  P o r t u g u e s a  p a r a  a  D e f e s a  d o  C o n s u m i d o r  

( R O )  A s o c i a t i a  p e n t r u  P r o t e c t i a  C o n s u m a t o r i l o r  d i n  R o m a n i a  

( S E )  S v e r i g e s  K o n s u m e n t e r  

( S I )  Z v e z a  P o t r o š n i k o v  S l o v e n i j e  

( S K )  Z d r u ž e n i e  S l o v e n s k ý c h  S p o t r e b i t e l ' o v
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1 6MEMBER STATES WITH COLLECTIVE REDRESS SYSTEMS

Austr ia

Bulgaria

Denmark

Finland

France

Germany 

Greece

Hungary

Italy 

Malta

Poland

Portugal

Spain

Sweden 

The Netherlands

UK (England & Wales)

While these countries have forms of collective redress procedures, in many cases they are
too restrictive, under-used and thus ineffective. National systems rarely function for cross-
border situations. As a result the EU Single Market loses when it comes to such complaints
with a collective dimension. The clear solution to such fragmentation is delivering a long
overdue EU law.



•  Should encompass all areas of consumer harm

•  Aim to obtain compensation

•  Allow for the standing of consumer organisations

•  Cover national and cross‐border cases

•  Ensure court’s discretion over admissibility

•  Involve both ‘opt‐out’ and ‘opt‐in’ procedures

•  Be accompanied by information for consumers

•  Control out‐of‐court settlements

•  Allow compensation to be distributed fairly

•  Foresee efficient funding mechanisms

An EU system of Collective Redress:



COLLECTIVE REDRESSMYTHS & REALITY
W h e n  t h e  m a n y  n e e d s  f o r  E U  C o l l e c t i v e  R e d re s s  ( t h e  a b i l i ty  f o r  m a n y  v i c t i m s
to go to court as one) are discussed, some unfounded criticisms of the consequences
often enter the debate. 

To set the record straight, here we counter some of these common myths.

You can find further information on why European Collective Redress is long overdue
in our position paper and booklet of national examples at www.beuc.eu 



I n  a c t u a l  f a c t . . .

M y t h . . .

It would cause a drastic increase in the amount of litigation.

There is no proof of increase in l it igation in EU Member States with functioning
collective redress mechanisms. Contrary to many assumptions, in the US class actions
do not make up a significant number of civil litigation cases (less than 1%). 

On the contrary - in mass claim situations involving hundreds or indeed thousands
of individual cases (e.g. the ‘Equitable life’ case in the UK),  the burden on courts
would have been alleviated by one collective case.

I n  a c t u a l  f a c t . . .

M y t h . . .

It would harm a business reputation even if the action is without merit.

This risk is reduced by early stage court hearings on admissibility to establish if the
case has merit.

Claims that in the USA defendants settle even unmerited claims are not factual - most
settlements occur after an admissibility hearing. Defendants then see the case as
serious and potentially successful for the plaintiff. 



I n  a c t u a l  f a c t . . .

M y t h . . .

It would bankrupt businesses.

In EU Member States where collective actions exist, no bankruptcies have been found
to have occured according to available data.

I n  a c t u a l  f a c t . . .

M y t h . . .

US law firms would become actively involved - prompting claimants and bringing
cases to court.

The EU or its Member States should regulate on ‘designated entities’ i.e. those who
can bring collective actions. 



I n  a c t u a l  f a c t . . .

M y t h . . .

It will be importing US ‘class actions’ to Europe. 

Both legal systems are very different. In the USA:

• Both parties must finance their own costs
•     Punitive damages can be hefty
•     Decisions are sometimes made by jury which can result in ‘populist’ judgments.

But in the EU collective actions should have:

•     A ‘ loser pays’ principle
•     Damages just for harm/loss suffered
•     Decisions by  judge, not jury

In Europe, collective redress will enable effective access to justice. 



79% 
of EU consumers are more willing to defend their rights if 

they could join with others who have suffered the same harm.

- Eurobarometer #299

The annual direct cost to consumers and other victims ranges from

approximately €13 billion to over €37 billion
for cross-border, EU competition law breaches alone.

(Ranging from the most to the least conservative assessments.)

- European Commission Impact Assessment, 2008 #165



Contact our team:

Rue d'Ar lon 80 

B-1040 .   Brussels

Tel :  +32  (0)  2  743 15 90

Fax:  +32  (0)  2  740 28 02

consumerredress@beuc.eu

www.beuc.eu

BEUC activities are partly funded by the EU budget

collective
redress
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