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The effect of on-shelf sugar labeling on
beverage sales in the supermarket: a
comparative interrupted time series
analysis of a natural experiment
J. C. Hoenink1,2*† , J. M. Stuber1,2†, J. Lakerveld1,2, W. Waterlander3, J. W. J. Beulens1,2,4 and J. D. Mackenbach1,2

Abstract

Background: Nutrition labels show potential in increasing healthy food and beverage purchases, but their effectiveness
seems to depend on the type of label, the targeted food category and the setting, and evidence on their impact in real-
world settings is limited. The aim of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an industry-designed on-shelf sugar label
on the sales of beverages with no, low, medium and high sugar content implemented within a real-world supermarket.

Methods: In week 17 of 2019, on-shelf sugar labels were implemented by a Dutch supermarket chain. Non-alcoholic
beverages were classified using a traffic-light labeling system and included the beverage categories “green” for sugar free (<
1.25 g/250ml), “blue” for low sugar (1.25–6.24 g/250ml), “yellow” for medium sugar (6.25–13.5 g/250ml) and “amber” for
high sugar (> 13.5 g/250ml). Store-level data on beverage sales and revenue from 41 randomly selected supermarkets for
13weeks pre-implementation and 21weeks post-implementation were used for analysis. In total, 30 stores implemented the
on-shelf sugar labels by week 17, and the 11 stores that had not were used as comparisons. Outcome measures were
differences in the number of beverages sold in the four label categories and the total revenue from beverage sales in
implementation stores relative to comparison stores. Analyses were conducted using a multiple-group Interrupted Time
Series Approach. Results of individual store data were combined using random effect meta-analyses.

Results: At the end of the intervention period, the changes in sales of beverages with green (B 3.4, 95%CI -0.3; 7.0),
blue (B 0.0, 95%CI -0.6; 0.7), yellow (B 1.3, 95%CI -0.9; 3.5), and amber (B 0.9, 95%CI -5.5; 7.3) labels were not significantly
different between intervention and comparison stores. The changes in total revenues for beverages at the end of the
intervention period were also not significantly different between intervention and comparison stores.
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Conclusion: The implementation of an on-shelf sugar labeling system did not significantly decrease unhealthy
beverage sales or significantly increase healthier beverage sales. Nutrition labeling initiatives combined with
complementary strategies, such as pricing strategies or other healthy food nudging approaches, should be considered
to promote healthier beverage purchases.

Keywords: Nutritional labeling, Sugar-sweetened beverages, Grocery store, Interrupted time series analysis, Natural
experiment

Introduction
Unhealthy dietary behavior such as a high intakes of
sugars, saturated fats, and salt is associated with an in-
creased risk of chronic diseases [1–3]. The World Health
Organization has endorsed the need to create a support-
ive food environment by introducing interpretive and
consumer friendly front-of-package (FOP) and/or on-
shelf nutrition labels as a priority policy issue [4]. Recent
systematic reviews concluded that FOP or on-shelf nu-
trition labels can be effective in increasing healthier
product purchases or consumption [5–10].
The effectiveness of nutrition labels may vary accord-

ing to the content of the label and the setting in which
the label is applied. Content-wise, there are roughly two
types of FOP or on-shelf nutrition labels: nutrient-
specific and summary systems [11]. Nutrient-specific la-
bels display one nutrient (e.g., single Traffic Light label)
or a few key nutrients such as the percentage Guideline
Daily Amounts (%GDA) or Multiple Traffic Lights
(MTL). Summary systems use an algorithm to provide
an overall nutritional score, which can be divided into
summary icons that are either present or absent (e.g.,
the Keyhole symbol on healthy products) or summary
icons displaying a graphic rating or numerical score such
as the Health Star rating or Guiding Stars [11].
A systematic review comparing the effectiveness of

various nutrition labels found that nutrient-specific la-
bels are more effective in helping consumers to identify
healthier products than summary systems [11]. Yet, a
more recent review concluded that the results did not
permit a verdict regarding whether nutrient-specific la-
bels outperform summary labels [10]. The author did,
however, conclude that the label designs that appear to
be most successful are MTL labels, warning labels, and
the Nutri-Score due to their easy to understand designs,
and in the case of MTL and Nutri-Score the additional
use of color [10]. Other studies also conclude that labels
incorporating text with color to indicate levels of nutri-
ents (e.g., MTL) are more effective than labels only dis-
playing numeric information (e.g., %GDA) [11, 12].
These reviews did not distinguish between the place-
ment (i.e., FOP or on-shelf labels) or between single nu-
trient and multiple nutrient labels (e.g., Traffic Light
versus MTL) [10–12].

Another factor influencing the effectiveness of nutri-
tion labels seems to be the setting in which they are
assessed. Although studies have shown that nutrient-
specific labels and summary systems are effective in in-
creasing healthier purchases [5, 6], evidence suggests
that real-world effect sizes are around 17 times smaller
than those found in laboratory settings [13]. This differ-
ence may be explained by the fact that labels in real-
world settings are generally less noticeable compared to
laboratory settings, as they do not stand out much be-
tween the abundance of visual and auditory stimuli in
real-world settings.
Nutrition labeling studies conducted in real-world set-

tings include settings such as restaurants, sport-
canteens, supermarkets, vending machines, and coffee
shops [6, 7]. However, even these real-world settings
may not be comparable due to the differences in terms
of stocking, pricing and promotion of products. Never-
theless, a review investigating the real-world effective-
ness of nutrient-specific labels and summary systems
concluded that there was mixed evidence regarding the
impact of nutrition labels on consumer purchases and
highlighted a lack of studies that objectively measured
food purchasing [12].
Supermarkets are an important real-world setting given

that most foods are purchased here [14]. Two randomized
control trials (RCTs) found that nutrient-specific and
summary system labels delivered via a smartphone appli-
cation were somewhat effective [15, 16], mainly in partici-
pants who used the labeling intervention more often than
average users [16]. While RCTs deliver important evi-
dence based on their high internal validity, RCTs may not
accurately mimic real world conditions [17]. Therefore,
evidence from natural experiments are also needed as
these results are more generalizable. Six studies using data
from experiments in supermarket settings showed mixed
evidence regarding the effect of nutrient-specific FOP la-
bels [18–20] and the on-shelf Guiding Star summary
scheme [21–23] on food sales or purchases. These studies
used various types of labels implemented across various
food categories – potentially explaining the mixed results.
Furthermore, only one study included a control condition
[23]. High quality evidence on the effects of nutrition la-
belling on food purchases is thus scarce [10].
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Many countries have mandatory nutrition facts panels
on the backside of prepackaged food products. Some
countries additionally have mandatory FOP nutrition la-
bels on prepackaged food products (e.g., Chile and
Finland) and other countries have voluntary industry-
designed nutrition labels such as the Facts Up Front
label in the United States and the supermarket color-
coded on-shelf sugar labels across supermarket chains in
the Netherlands [5, 18]. This study evaluated the effect-
iveness of such an industry-designed color-coded on-
shelf sugar label (a type of nutrient-specific label) on the
number of non-alcoholic beverage sales and revenue
using a natural experimental design including compari-
son stores. As the effectiveness of nutrition labels seems
to depend on the type of label [11, 12], the targeted food
category [23] and the setting [13], this study contributes
to a growing literature base investigating the impact of
single nutrient-specific on-shelf nutrition label interven-
tions in real-world supermarkets.

Methods
This natural experimental study used sales data from a
Dutch supermarket chain that implemented on-shelf
sugar labels in their stores in 2019. Using a random
number generator, we retrospectively selected fifty
stores. We categorized stores that successfully imple-
mented the on-shelf sugar labels as intervention stores
and used the remaining stores as comparisons in an
interrupted time series analysis. We hypothesized that
the on-shelf sugar labels increased the sales of sugar free
and low sugar beverages, while decreasing the sales of
high sugar beverages.

The on-shelf sugar labels
All non-alcoholic beverages such as sodas, energy drinks,
juices and water were labeled using a nutrient-specific
traffic-light labeling system. Milk-based beverages were
excluded. The graphical lay-out of the labeling system
was designed following the corporate identity of the

supermarket chain. The content of traffic-light labeling
system was designed by the supermarket chain based on
the Nutri-Score label [24], the Evolved Nutrition Label
(developed by several companies from the food indus-
try), and input from their costumer panel. The categor-
ies consisted of “green” for sugar free beverages (< 1.25
g/250 ml), “blue” for low sugar beverages (1.25–6.24 g/
250 ml), “yellow” for medium sugar beverages (6.25–
13.5 g/250 ml) and “amber” for high sugar beverages (>
13.5 g/250 ml). Categorization of green and blue bever-
ages was based on the legal rules for nutrition claims as
defined by the European Commission [25]. The
categorization of yellow and amber beverages was based
on the Evolved Nutrition Label, combined with the
Nutri-Score guidelines [24]. The on-shelf sugar labels
were displayed next to an individual price tag (Fig. 1).
Such placement of on-shelf labels next to the price tag is
commonly used by the supermarket chains to highlight
additional information on a specific product (e.g., to
highlight store brand products). The on-shelf sugar la-
bels displayed, besides the traffic-light colors, also the
range in numerical sugar content (in grams per 250 ml
portions) with an additional image of the number of
sugar cubes. In addition, the shelf included a small pos-
ter explaining the meaning of the on-shelf sugar labels
(Supplementary Figure 1; including English translation).
Supplementary Figure 2 displays a photograph of the
on-shelf sugar labels implemented in store.

Store selection
The supermarket chain headquarters notified all their
stores to implement the on-shelf sugar labels in week 17
of 2019. The supermarket chain has three types of stores
in the Netherlands: regular supermarkets, compact
stores and city stores. Compact stores are small regular
supermarkets, whereas city stores are small supermar-
kets with a different pricing line and a larger focus on
convenience products. The researchers randomly se-
lected 50 out of the possible ~ 300 stores to be included

Fig. 1 Examples of the on-shelf sugar labels placed next to the product descriptions and price tags in Euros (translated from Dutch to English)
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in the study. Weekly sales data were obtained from Janu-
ary 2019 to August 2019 for the four beverages categor-
ies (i.e., green, blue, yellow, and amber), resulting in data
from 14 weeks before implementation and 21 weeks after
the implementation of the sugar shelf labels. Literature
has indicated to include a minimum number of 3 to 10
time-points in order to have enough power [26].
Due to temporary closure for store renovations, five of

the selected stores did not include sales data for the en-
tire study period and were therefore excluded from ana-
lysis. In weeks 20 to 22, the supermarket chain evaluated
the implementation fidelity of the on-shelf sugar labels
by asking the store managers to report back on whether
the labels had been implemented. Of the 45 remaining
stores, 29 stores had implemented the on-shelf sugar la-
bels by weeks 20 to 22. We contacted the remaining
16 stores in January 2020 to check whether the on-shelf
sugar labels had been implemented by then. One store
indicated to have implemented the on-shelf sugar labels
before the summer of 2019 and was included as inter-
vention store. Out of the remaining stores, 10 had not
implemented the on-shelf sugar labels as of January
2020, and one store had implemented the labels in the
fall of 2019. These 11 stores were included as compari-
son stores. The last four stores indicated to have imple-
mented the on-shelf sugar labels, but were unsure of the
exact time period and were thus excluded from the
analyses.
Ultimately, we included the 30 stores that imple-

mented the on-shelf sugar labels shortly after week 17
and had data for all time-points as intervention stores,
and included the 11 stores that did not implement the
on-shelf sugar labels during the study period and had
data for all time-points as comparison stores.

Outcome measures
Weekly sales data were extracted for the four beverage
categories. The primary outcomes were changes in the
number of non-alcoholic green, blue, yellow, and amber
beverages sold (excluding products on sale), and changes
in the total revenue of beverage sales. Secondary out-
comes were changes in the revenue of beverages for each
of the four beverage groups (excluding products on sale)
and total sugar content of beverages sold. These out-
comes were chosen as they capture the direct impact of
targeted beverages on beverage purchases, the indirect
effect on other beverage purchases, the impact on excess
sugar intake from beverage purchases and the impact on
beverage revenue [27]. Additionally, outcomes based on
both volume (i.e., sales-by-quantity) and revenue give
more confidence regarding the effect estimate of on-
shelf sugar labels.
Whereas outcomes involving the volume of beverages

sold is of interest from a public health perspective, it can

mask or pronounce effects if for example the average
pack size bought changes over time. On the other hand,
using revenue as an outcome avoids this challenge but
may introduce problems if the price or relative price of
beverages compared to other items changes over the
study period. By examining patterns for both outcomes
and checking for consistency, we can be more confident
that there is a genuine underlying effect [28].

Statistical analysis
For the main analyses we used a comparative interrupted
time-series (CITS) analysis as it is considered the most
suitable approach to evaluate natural experimental data
where researchers have no control over the design and
delivery of the intervention [29–31]. Given that 11 stores
had not implemented the sugar shelf-labels during the
study period, we were able to include those as compari-
son stores [32]. Compared to single-group interrupted
time series analyses (ITSA), the addition of a comparison
group allows for a more reliable estimation of the impact
of the intervention [33].
In the single-group ITSA models, the trend in bever-

age sales within the pre-implementation period is carried
on in the post-implementation period as the counterfac-
tual of what is expected to happen if the on-shelf sugar
labels were never implemented [34]. Estimates of both
the change in ‘level’ and ‘trend’ of the observed versus
counterfactual regression lines are calculated. The level
change is the difference in intercepts between the regres-
sion lines estimated from observations before and after
the interruption, whereas the trend change is the differ-
ence in slopes. In CITS models, the counterfactual not
only includes information on what would have been ex-
pected to happen had the intervention not occurred
from both the pre-implementation data in the interven-
tion case, but it also includes the difference in post-
implementation slopes between the intervention and
comparison stores [34]. The counterfactual is compared
to a similar regression line calculated from the observa-
tion of what did happen following the implementation of
the on-shelf sugar labels.
Using the package ‘ITSA’ in STATA 14.0 [35], changes

in non-alcoholic beverage sales associated with the im-
plementation of the sugar shelf-labels as an immediate
change in the number of beverages sold were modelled.
The step change was defined as a categorical variable
equal to zero before implementation (week 18) and one
after implementation of the on-shelf sugar labels, leading
to 14 weekly pre-implementation time-points and 21
weekly post-implementation time-points. This approach
assumes an immediate and stable effect of the
intervention.
We used the STATA package ITSAMATCH to match

comparison stores based on the pre-intervention level
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and trend of beverage sales in the intervention stores
[36]. Comparison stores were matched for each inter-
vention store for each individual outcome measure. A
suitable comparison store is one with a similar pre-
implementation curve, but not necessarily at a similar
level [34]. If ITSAMATCH did not find a suitable com-
parison store, we selected comparison stores with similar
characteristics and assessed whether these were suitable
comparisons based on the similarity of pre-
implementation curves (p-value curve > 0.20) [36]. Suit-
able comparison stores were matched to intervention
stores within all analyses based on pre-intervention level
and trend of beverage sales, with the exception of two
stores for the volume sales changes in green beverages
where no suitable comparison store with similar sales
patterns was found. Therefore, those two stores were ex-
cluded from the analyses, resulting in 28 instead of 30
stores analyzed for this outcome.
Separate analyses for each intervention store were con-

ducted as we expected the supermarkets to have differ-
ent customer bases, to have implemented the on-shelf
sugar labels at different time points, and because differ-
ent comparison stores were appropriate for different
intervention stores [34]. Then, a meta-analytical ap-
proach was used to obtain an overall estimate of the ef-
fect, to explore the consistency of the effect size across
individual supermarkets, and to identify whether out-
comes varied when stratified by store characteristics
[27]. In case of substantial heterogeneity (I2 > 50%), sub-
group analyses were conducted by store type (i.e., regu-
lar, compact, or city store), the region where the store is
located and store area level deprivation.
All models were adjusted for temperature-driven vari-

ability in the consumption of beverages by including a
variable representing the average of the highest mea-
sured weekly daytime temperature over the study period
to adjust for changes in beverage sales by season. Al-
though adjustment was not necessary for the CITS
models, we did so to facilitate direct comparison with
the ITSA model. The models were fitted assuming an
autoregressive correlation with varying lags (depending
on the stores and outcomes), using the Newey-West es-
timation method. A random-effects meta-analysis ap-
proach was then used to obtain a pooled effect estimate.

Sensitivity analysis
We carried out sensitivity analyses to examine the model
assumptions. Firstly, all analyses conducted for the pri-
mary outcomes were repeated, but using a single-group
ITSA design, i.e., excluding the comparison stores. Con-
ducting both multiple- and single-group ITSA provides
additional insights into possible history bias or changes
in the comparison group but not the treatment group
[33]. Secondly, the robustness of the timing of the effect

was investigated by assuming the date of implementation
to be in week 22 instead of 18 to allow for delayed im-
plementation effects. Finally, all analyses conducted for
the primary outcome were repeated including non-
alcoholic beverages that were on sale during the study
period.

Results
Eighty percent of the included stores were regular super-
markets and approximately 50% of stores were located
in socially deprived areas (Supplementary Table 1).
Compact and city stores were relatively more often in-
cluded as comparison stores compared to the interven-
tion stores (35% versus 15%). After the implementation
of the on-shelf sugar labels, the mean weekly sales of all
four beverage categories increased in almost all interven-
tion and comparison stores (Table 1). Also, the mean
weekly revenue on all beverage sales increased in all
stores. Amber beverages had the highest number of
sales.

Main findings
After the implementation of on-shelf sugar labels, amber
beverage sales slightly increased by 0.9 (95%CI -5.5; 7.3),
yellow beverage sales slightly increased by 1.3 (95%CI
-0.9; 3.5) and green beverage sales slightly increased by
3.4 (95%CI -0.3; 7.0) units per week following the imple-
mentation compared to the counterfactual (i.e., the com-
parison stores) (Fig. 2). These point estimates suggest a
slight increase in amber, yellow and green beverage
sales, however, the lower limit of the 95% confidence in-
tervals suggest that the effects may also be negative. Im-
plementation of on-shelf sugar labels did not change the
sales of blue beverages (B 0.0, 95%CI -0.6; 0.7). Total
beverage revenue only increased by 0.8 (95%CI -12.3;
14.0) Euros per week following the implementation com-
pared to the counterfactual.
Changes in beverage sales and total revenue on store-

level can be found in Supplementary Figures 3 and 4.
Only for one individual intervention store, a statistically
significant increase of 18.8 (95%CI 5.4; 32.1) units of
green beverage sales per week following the implementa-
tion compared to the counterfactual was found. No
other statistically significant changes on store-level were
found for the primary outcome measures. Given the low
heterogeneity between stores, subgroup analyses were
not conducted.
Regarding the secondary outcomes, the amount of

sugar purchased slightly increased by 2.4 (95%CI -3.5;
8.3) units per week from beverage sales following the
implementation compared to the counterfactual (Supple-
mentary Figure 5). Meta-analyzed results showed that
the revenue on green beverages increased statistically
significantly by 4.1 (95%CI 0.1; 8.0) Euros (or US$ 4.9)
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per week following the implementation compared to the
counterfactual (Supplementary Figure 6d). No noteworthy
changes in the revenue of the other three beverage catego-
ries were found (Supplementary Figures 6a, 6b and 6c).

Sensitivity analyses
Analyses where the pre-implementation trend was used as
the counterfactual without including comparison stores
indicated that the green, blue and yellow beverage sales in-
creased by 9.2 (95%CI 6.6; 11.7), 0.7 (95%CI 0.2; 1.1) and
4.8 (95%CI 2.8; 6.9) units per week following the imple-
mentation compared to the pre-implementation trend, re-
spectively (Supplementary Figure 7). The total revenue
from all beverages sold increased by 25.3 (95%CI 16.0;
34.6) Euros (or US$ 30.1) per week following the imple-
mentation compared to the pre-implementation trend
(Supplementary Figure 7). Only the sales of amber bever-
ages did not change significantly.
Regarding the robustness of the timing of the effect,

changing the timing of the on-shelf sugar labels to week 22
instead of week 18 did not affect the results (Supplementary
Figure 8). Results were similar when including the sales
data of beverages on sale (Supplementary Figure 9).

Discussion
This study used supermarket sales data to investigate the
effect of an industry-designed on-shelf nutrient-specific
labeling system on beverage sales and revenue. Our re-
sults indicate that the implementation of on-shelf sugar
labels does not significantly change the beverage sales
between intervention and comparison stores in all four
beverage categories (i.e., green, blue, yellow, and amber)
nor on total beverage sales revenue.
Real-world effects of nutrition labeling in the super-

market were examined previously [15, 16, 18–23], but a
comparison of study findings is not straight forward.
The methodological designs (natural experiment or ran-
domized controlled trial), analytic approaches (CITS,
ITSA, or between group comparison), the placement of

the nutrition labels (FOP, on-shelf or via a mobile app),
the type of labels (nutrient-specific or summary system),
and the food categories on which the labels are imple-
mented all vary across studies.
Hobin et al. (2017), a study most comparable to the

current study, investigated the effect of nutrition labeling
on beverage sales using CITS analysis. This study found,
contrary to our results, a statistically significant decrease
of 2.6% in unhealthy beverage sales compared to the
control stores [23]. Similar to our results, the healthier
beverages sales did not significantly change. The some-
what different results between the aforementioned study
and the current study may be explained by the fact that
the study by Hobin et al. (2017) used an on-shelf sum-
mary system (Guiding Stars) [23], while the current
study evaluated an on-shelf nutrient-specific label. Other
real-world studies investigating the effect of nutrition la-
beling in the supermarket did not include a control con-
dition [20–22], and/or investigated other food categories
[19–21], or used nutritional warning labels [18].
In line with our findings, Sacks et al. (2009) showed

no beneficial effects on the healthiness of sold products
after the implementation of a FOP nutrient-specific sys-
tem on ready-to-eat meals and sandwiches [20]. Cawley
et al. (2015) examined the effect of an on-shelf summary
system (Guiding Stars) in the supermarket. Although the
unhealthy beverages decreased by 27%, similar results
were observed for the beverage sales with any number of
stars. Likewise, Sutherland et al. (2010) showed that the
Guiding Stars system significantly decreased the sales of
zero-star products [21]. However, given that neither
studies included comparison stores, the sale changes
may have been driven by overall changes over the study
period. Especially in the case of Cawley et al. (2015),
where a decrease of beverage sales was found in all
beverage categories [22].
As demonstrated by our study, the absence of com-

parison data can largely affect the outcomes. When we
excluded the comparison stores and only compared the

Fig. 2 Pooled changes in beverage sales and total beverage revenue compared to comparison stores
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post-implementation trend with the pre-implementation
trend for intervention stores as the counterfactual, our
sensitivity analyses showed statistically significant, albeit
small, increases of green, blue and yellow beverage sales
after the implementation of on-shelf sugar labels. Com-
paring our ITSA results with the CITS results shows
that including comparison stores is necessary in order to
account for possible trends in beverage sales not attrib-
utable to the implementation of the on-shelf sugar la-
bels. However, given that this study used a natural
experimental design and not an RCT, the comparison
stores used in this study were not randomly selected.
Also, issues with implementation fidelity might attenuate
the observed results. RCTs would be needed to allow for
random intervention allocation, and for monitoring im-
plementation fidelity, while the data from this natural
experiment may more accurately reflect effect sizes after
the implementation of nutrition labeling under normal
circumstances (e.g., when not under supervision by re-
searchers). Two previous studies investigated implemen-
tation of nutrition labels via a smartphone application
after scanning product barcodes [15, 16]. One of these
studies observed that among consumers who frequently
used the application to receive the nutrition labeling
(summary system) healthier beverage sales significantly
increased [16]. The other study found that the nutri-
tional value of purchased foods was healthier after the
implementation of one out of the five of the tested nutri-
tion labels (i.e., a nutrition information panel including a
recommendation or warning) [15].
Based on the current evidence it seems that nutrition

labeling alone would not be sufficient to increase health-
ier product sales and/or decrease unhealthy product
sales. Implementing multiple strategies targeted at dis-
couraging unhealthy and/or encouraging healthier prod-
uct sales are likely needed. Besides governmental
guidelines on a mandatory, consistent, and easily inter-
pretable labeling systems – which can inform consumers
on healthier choices and stimulate product reformula-
tion in the industry [37] – a supplementary strategy
could include taxing of amber and yellow beverages to
discourage purchases and should also stimulate product
reformulation [38–40]. The tax revenue could in turn be
used to encourage healthy products by subsidizing these.
Furthermore, nutrition labeling initiatives can be consid-
ered information nudges [41]. Other nudging strategies
can additionally be used to promote green and blue bev-
erages purchases. Nudges are various environmental
changes that promote healthier choices without remov-
ing the unhealthier choices [42]. Examples of nudges are
placing healthy beverages at eye-level and enhancing
their visibility using attractive promotion materials, vivid
product descriptions, or increasing healthy beverage
availability [41, 43]. A recent study indeed showed that

combining multiple strategies within the supermarket
setting is important, as nudges alone did not increase
healthy food purchases, while combining pricing strat-
egies (i.e., taxing unhealthy products and subsidizing
healthy products) with nudges had the largest impact on
healthier purchasing behaviors [44]. Nutrition labeling
initiatives combined with complementary strategies
should therefore be implemented and evaluated across
multiple food groups within the supermarket to promote
a shift towards a healthy dietary pattern [45]. Moreover,
research is needed on the potential long-term effective-
ness of these strategies and their potential to improve
population health.
This study has several strengths. We analyzed the ef-

fect of on-shelf nutrient-specific labeling on beverage
purchases using real-world supermarket sales data in-
cluding comparison stores. Therefore, this study gener-
ated evidence relevant for real world implementation.
Moreover, we used relevant business outcomes in order
to investigate the sustainability of this retail-led health
intervention. We analyzed our data with a CITS ap-
proach which is the recommended approach to analyze
these types of natural experiments [46, 47]. With the in-
clusion of comparison stores we accounted for possible
time-varying confounders [33]. Also, we had access to
34 time-points whereas literature indicates as a rule of
thumb that the minimum number of time points re-
quired for this type of analysis lies between 3 to 10 [26].
Furthermore, pooling of overall effects using a meta-
analysis approach increased statistical power of the ana-
lysis and improved overall interpretation of the findings.
Lastly, the results can be generalizable to other super-
markets in the Netherlands using color-coded on-shelf
sugar labels on non-alcoholic beverages given the inclu-
sion of a large and diverse selection of supermarket
stores.
Despite these strengths, some limitations need to be

considered. Natural experiments do not allow for regula-
tion of the intervention development, allocation and im-
plementation by researchers. Indeed, comparison stores
were self-selected and probably had reasons for not
implementing the on-shelf sugar labels which remain
unknown to the researchers. This could for example ex-
plain why there were more compact stores in the com-
parison group compared to the intervention group.
Moreover, due to the nature of this study, we could not
study consumer awareness of the labels and did not have
access to detailed information on implementation fidelity
and could therefore not account for that in the analyses.
Similar to other studies [20, 22, 23], we modelled
changes in beverage sales associated with the implemen-
tation of the sugar shelf-labels as an immediate step
change in the number of beverages sold. This approach
assumes an immediate and stable effect of the on-shelf
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labels directly after implementation, whereas in practice
the effectiveness of labels may increase gradually over
time. However, since our sensitivity analysis of changing
the timing of the implementation of the on-shelf sugar
labels did not show different the results, we have no in-
dications for a gradual increase of effectiveness over
time.

Conclusion
This study provides important evidence from a natural
experiment in a real-world supermarket setting regard-
ing the effectiveness of an industry-designed on-shelf
sugar label on beverage sales and revenue. The imple-
mentation of an on-shelf sugar labeling system did not
significantly decrease unhealthy beverage sales and also
did not significantly increase sales of beverages labeled
as healthier. Nutrition labeling initiatives combined with
complementary strategies, such as pricing strategies or
other healthy food nudging approaches, should be
considered to promote healthier beverage purchases.
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