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Abstract 

The 2019 Mystery Shopping Survey (MSS) on territorial restrictions and geo-

blocking in the European Digital Single Market is a follow-up to the 2015 MSS and 

analyses the evolution of the occurrence of geo-blocking and other sales-limiting 

practices linked to the territorial location of cross-border shoppers by e-commerce 

websites in the former EU28. 

The EU28 has seen a small but overall mostly positive evolution when it comes to geo-

blocking and cross-border sales limitations. Large improvement was found regarding 

website registration, with a clear decrease in registration failures for cross-border 

shoppers. Access to websites and the availability of the same products for cross-

border shoppers remain at a high level. The percentage of websites offering a different 

price to cross-border shoppers has also decreased. The biggest obstacle remains a lack 

of cross-border delivery to their home country. Payment restrictions for cross-

border shoppers have also increased slightly. 

Among transport websites, ferry and train websites restrict cross-border purchases 

more often than bus and airline websites, specifically by less often offering the same 

website and service access to cross-border shoppers.  

National websites of multi-national traders more often restrict delivery possibility 

to cross-border shoppers than on average. Similarly, these national websites more often 

restrict access for cross-border shoppers.    
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Study objectives and research questions 

The 2019 Mystery Shopping Survey (MSS) on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in 

the European Digital Single Market (henceforward ‘2019 Geoblocking MSS’ or ‘2019 

MSS’) analyses the occurrence of geoblocking practices and other sales-limiting 

practices linked to the territorial location of cross-border shoppers that are used by e-

commerce websites in the former EU28 (i.e. the current EU27 plus the UK).   

Specifically, starting from the Digital Market Strategy and the Single Market Strategy in 

2015, the Commission developed actions to improve cross-border sales opportunities 

for consumers and businesses. One aspect of this objective is to counteract against 

traders that put restrictions on access to their sales offers solely based on consumers’ 

nationality, place of residence or (for businesses) place of establishment. In this context 

the Geo-blocking Regulation (EU) 2018/302 of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 28 February 2018 on addressing unjustified geo-blocking and other forms of 

discrimination based on customers' nationality, place of residence or place of 

establishment within the internal market and amending Regulations (EC) No 2006/2004 

and (EU) 2017/2394 and Directive 2009/22/EC (from here on referred to as the GBR) 

addressed the issue of unjustified “geo-blocking” and other forms of discrimination 

based on customers’ nationality, place of residence or place of establishment within the 

EU’s internal market.  

This study was commissioned within the context of the European Commission’s activities 

for the first short-term review of the GBR, with a view to monitor the first 

implementation of the Regulation, and its first contribution to the functioning of the 

internal market. It is to be noted that the data for this Survey was collected before the 

outbreak of the COVID19 crisis. 

The survey will investigate geo-blocking practices, as well as other restrictions limiting 

cross-border e-commerce, at different stages of the consumer purchase journey: 

access, registration, delivery and payment. The specific research questions, which this 

assignment aims to answer are summarised below: 

 

RQ1: To what extent geo-blocking practices forbidden by the Geo-blocking Regulation can still be traced 

in the market?  

 

The first question relates to estimating the types and incidence of geo-blocking practices 

that can be observed in different markets and that are forbidden by the Geo-blocking 

Regulation. To answer this question, the present assignment will take into account the 

previous MSS conducted in 20151 in order to present a comparative analysis of the geo-

blocking practices that are still present now compared to 2015. Analysis presented 

covers the different stages of the shopping process (consumer journey) and the form of 

geo-blocking practices observed at each stage.  

 

                                                 

1 Data for the first Geoblocking MSS were collected in the fall of 2015. The full final report can be found on 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/geoblocking-final-report_en.pdf . A summary of the results can be 

found on https://europakonsument.at/sites/europakonsument.at/files/Geoblocking-Mysteryshopping-

Summary_en.pdf 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/geoblocking-final-report_en.pdf
https://europakonsument.at/sites/europakonsument.at/files/Geoblocking-Mysteryshopping-Summary_en.pdf
https://europakonsument.at/sites/europakonsument.at/files/Geoblocking-Mysteryshopping-Summary_en.pdf
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RQ2: To what extent delivery options are still limited to the domestic area (with specifications as regards 

sector, product/service categories, Member States, types of online shops)? 

 

The second research question focuses specifically on delivery options offered to 

consumers who attempt to purchase goods or services cross-border. This is addressed 

by exploring the extent to which delivery limitations are still applied.  

RQ3: To what extent is the segmentation of delivery options among national versions prevalent? What is 

the extent of price differences between different website versions of the same trader?  

 

The third research question aims to investigate more specifically the extent to which 

delivery options and price differentiation are a prevalent practice by multinational 

traders who set up national versions of their websites that are limited to the 

location/country they target, allowing them to also limit delivery options available to 

areas served by other versions of the website and to apply price differentiation. This 

question presents a new perspective as it was not addressed by the 2015 MSS. 

 

RQ4: What is the prevalence of geo-blocking practices at different stages of the shopping process in the 

field of transport, for services where evidence of cross-border trade exists?  

 

The last research question aims to extend the survey’s objectives (RQ1 and RQ2) to 

specific services in the field of transport in general (RQ4). In the field of transport, we 

aim to target services such as passenger air, rail, bus & coach and maritime service, 

focusing on those where sufficient evidence of cross-border online trade exists, and for 

which differential treatment based on residence/nationality is not mandated by public 

service obligations. In the field of transport, comparability with 2015 MSS was possible 

only as regards air transport mode. 

Ensuring comparability of the results with those from the 2015 MSS was of the utmost 

priority for the present study, particularly when it comes to the first two research 

questions. The present report is based on a simple and consistent methodology to 

measure and quantify the incidence and type of geo-blocking practices across a 

representative sample of online traders and goods or services offered to consumers 

within the target sectors in each of the EU Member States. 

1.2 Methodology 

The MSS aimed to estimate the remaining incidence of geo-blocking practices as 

obstacles to cross-border e-commerce in the EU, following the adoption of the Geo-

blocking Regulation (GBR). To achieve this objective, the MSS aimed to cover a 

representative sample of online retailers in a number of relevant sectors covering both 

goods and services sold online. In doing so, it followed the same sample methodology 

adopted for the previous MSS (2015) in order to allow for the comparability of results 

and the estimation of the impact of the GBR on geo-blocking practices in which online 

traders engage. 

It should also be noted that this survey aims at providing a statistically-robust overview 

of certain traders’ practices and limitations affecting on-line cross-border trade, but it is 

not an enforcement tool to identify specific violations of the Geo-blocking Regulation. 

For instance, the survey did not check the existence of possible mandatory rules specific 

traders are subject to, which may limit access to specific goods or services cross-border, 

nor, on the other hand, could check the limitations affecting payment means beyond 

credit cards or the cross-border accessibility of all items in catalogue. Hence, when 

references to geo-blocking practices are included in this report, this is not to be intended 

as a legal qualification of specific practices under the Geo-blocking Regulation by the 
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contractor and/or the Commission, but it only provides indications of some general 

trends and possible general effects on the on-line sectors surveyed, which may be 

relevant in the context of the implementation of the Regulation. Moreover, like in 2015, 

the survey looked at broader issues than those directly addressed in the Geo-blocking 

Regulation, such as delivery issues.  

1.2.1  Sampling methodology 

As in the MSS 2015, the starting principle to design the mystery shopping sample was 

to focus on the most relevant “country pairs”. That is, pairings of countries that 

represent the most common cross-border purchases between any two given countries. 

This section presents a detailed overview of the sampling methodology of the 2019 MSS  

detailing all country pairs included in the 2019 Geoblocking Survey and the number of 

evaluations per country pair. The inclusion of each specific pair was based on the 

selection of pairs with the highest percentage of cross-border trade. 

1.2.1.1 Country pairs 

The target number of mystery shopping surveys to undertake per country pair was 

based on an equal amount of evaluations planned for each pair, regardless of the volume 

of cross-border trade represented by a pair.2 This balance between the country pairs 

enables more in-depth analysis post-fieldwork. A reduction was applied to the number 

of pairs involving the UK by removing 12 country pairs (see section 1.2.2); this sample 

was then distributed equally over the other country pairs. This made it possible to 

address the new objectives introduced in the 2019 survey to investigate the transport 

sector, national versions of multi-territorial websites, and websites from third-country 

traders.  

In the first place, the extra sample was used to analyse the transport sector. This leads 

to the following envisaged within-pair distribution: 

transport sector 6 websites per country pair 

other sectors (7) 9 websites per sector per country pair 

Total 69 websites 

An exception to this distribution are the pairs connected to the UK. In these pairs there 

are 5 websites assigned to the transport sector, rather than 6, resulting in 68 websites 

in total. The reason for this is to be have a distribution as consistent as possible: because 

69 websites for all country pairs was not possible, it was decided to add less sample to 

the UK, given its reduced importance in the survey in light of Brexit. The following table 

shows the absolute number of evaluations per country pair and the sample size per 

country. In total, the target size of the sample was thus 9024.3  

                                                 

2 In other words, a country pair with a high volume of cross-border trade (e.g. Germany to Austria) was assigned 

the same number of website evaluations as a country pair with a relatively lower volume of cross-border 

trade (e.g. France to Austria). 

3 This distribution was the starting objective when building the sample. In practice, the stru cture of the final 

sample (in terms of distribution over country pairs and over sectors) was impacted by the actual availability 

of websites within a certain sector and a certain country. As a result, in some countries and sectors there 

are fewer websites than needed to achieve the envisaged target for that country or sector.  
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Table 1. Sample distribution per country pair 

AT BE BG HR CZ CY DK EE FI FR DE EL HU LV LT LU IE IT MT NL PL PT RO SK SI ES SE UK

AT 69 69 69 69

BE 69 69 69 69

BG 69 69 69 69 69 68

HR 69 69 69 69 69 69 68

CZ 69 69 69 69 69

CY 69 69 68

DK 69 69 69 68

EE 69 69 69 69 69 69 68

FI 69 69 69 69 69 68

FR 69 69 69 69 68

DE 69 69 69 69

EL 69 69 69 69 69 69 68

HU 69 69 69

LV 69 69 69 69 68

LT 69 69 68

LU 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 68

IE 69 69 69 69 68

IT 69 69 69 69 69 68

MT 69 69 69 69 69 68

NL 69 69

PL 69 69

PT 69 69 69 68

RO 69 69 69 69 69 69

SK 69 69 69 69 69

SI 69 69 69 69

ES 69 69 69 69 68

SE 69 69 68

UK 69 69

TOTAL 621 207 69 69 138 69 69 138 69 1104 1863 138 138 69 69 69 138 897 69 345 345 138 69 138 69 552 207 1156

WEBSITE  COUNTRIES

S
H

O
P

P
E

R
 C

O
U

N
T

R
IE

S
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1.2.1.2 Sectors and products covered 

The 2019 Geoblocking MSS focuses on the following sectors: 

 Clothes, sports goods (including shoes & accessories) 

 Electronic equipment (and computer hardware) 

 Books, magazines, newspapers 

 Electrical household appliances 

 Cosmetics & healthcare products 

 Travel services – defined as accommodation services (e.g., hotel bookings) 

and travel packages combining accommodation plus transport, but excluding 

pure transport services  

 Transport services 

 Tickets for events 

This set of sectors is the result of some adjustments made compared to the 2015 MSS, 

as a result of the revised study scope and objectives. Specifically, the following 

adjustments were made: 

 The transport sector was added, which includes websites offering services in 

the following transport modes: airline, train, bus/coach and maritime/ferry.  

 The travel/accomodation sector was adjusted by removing airline services (to 

become part of the transport sector), and by specifying additional product 

categories that fall within the scope of the travel sector – cruises and vacation 

houses/cottages. 

 The computer games and software sector, which included in particular on-

line distribution, is not included in the 2019 MSS, because it is subject to a 

separate study running in parallel. 

For each sector, a set of goods/services (from here on ‘product categories’) were 

defined. These product categories had a twofold purpose: first to allow the shoppers 

during the survey to help determine which goods/services they encountered on the 

websites fitted the sectors, and second to allow for some indicators a more fine-grained 

analysis below the sector level.  

The product categories used in the survey for each sector are the following: 

Table 2. Product categories used in survey 

Clothes and sports goods Electronics & computer hardware 

Leather boots Laptop (Acer) 

Sports shoes Media Tablet (Samsung) 

Winter jacket/coat Smartphone (Apple) 

Cocktail dress/men’s suit Desktop computer (HP) 
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Pair of jeans Printer 

A leather belt Satellite Navigation 

Books Cosmetics and healthcare products 

Fiction book Facial cream 

Textbook Perfume 

Business & finance book Make-up set   

Children's book Electric toothbrush  

Dictionary Set of shaving blades  

Travel  guide Shampoo 

Travel services 

Online reservations of offline leisure 

(event tickets, e.g. concerts/sports, 

theme/amusement parks)  

Car rental Live concert ticket 

Airplane + hotel package deal Live sport even ticket 

Cruise vacation Special party/event/fashion show ticket 

1 week family appartment 

reservation 
Amusement/theme or adventure park ticket    

4 star Hotel reservation for 2 (1 

night) 
Theatre/ballet/opera ticket 

All-inclusive ski holiday for 2  

Electrical household appliances Transport services 

Refrigerator Airplane ticket 

Microwave oven Train ticket 

Iron Bus/coach ticket 

Mixer Ferry ticket 

Vacuum cleaner  

Coffee machine   

 

In addition, alternative products (belonging to the same market) were considered by 

mystery shoppers when the pre-defined goods or services were not available from a 

specific retailer. As was done in the 2015 MSS, these categories were recoded after the 

data collection. The reason to do this was that shoppers regularly came across products 

that fitted the sector they were evaluating, but not one of the categories within that 
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sector. In order to fit all the website evaluations properly in the analysis, the products 

were regrouped into coherent categories including also these alternative products. This 

led to the following groupings: 

Table 3. Recoded product categories for reporting 

Clothing, shoes and accessories Electronics & computer hardware 

Shoes Computer and tablets 

Outerwear (jackets, coats) Mobile phones 

Overalls (costumes, dresses) Office equipment and accessories 

Lower garments (pants, skirts) Satellite navigation 

Underwear and accessories Photo and video equipment 

Upper garments (T-shirts, 

sweaters) 
Other electronic equipment 

Other clothes  

Books Cosmetics and healthcare products 

Fiction books Creams, soaps and lotions 

Educational books Perfumes 

Business and finance books Make-up   

Children's book Electric products and accessories  

Travel and hobby literature 

(including magazines and 

newspapers) 

Hair products  

Other books Other cosmetics and healthcare 

Travel services 

Online reservations of offline leisure 

(event tickets, e.g. concerts/sports, 

theme/amusement parks)  

Car rental Music event tickets 

Package deal (accommodation + 

transport) 
Sport event tickets 

Vacation (e.g., cruise vacations, ski 

holidays) 

Other event tickets (e.g., special party, 

fashion show) 

Accommodation Amusement/theme/adventure park tickets    

Other travel services Theatre/ballet/opera ticket 

 Other leisure reservations 
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Electrical household appliances Transport services 

Large household appliances Airplane ticket 

Small household appliances Train ticket 

 Bus/coach ticket 

 Ferry ticket 

 

 

1.2.2 Treatment of the UK after Brexit 

The 2019 Geoblocking MSS was commissioned in 2019, and the data presented in this 

report were fully collected from 30 October until 11 December 2019 – that is, before 

the UK left the European Union on 31 January 2020. This puts the UK in a hybrid position 

with regards to the presentation of the collected data, and for future policy decisions, 

which the data will feed into. The main considerations in deciding how to treat the UK 

during the data collection have been the following: 

 While no final decision was adopted in 2019 on Brexit, the departure of the UK 

was seen as something to take into account. 

 For the full period of the data collection itself, the UK was still an EU Member 

State, thus fully subjected to the GBR. 

 After departure from the EU, even with the UK being a third country, 

traders/websites established in the UK still have to comply with the GBR to the 

extent that they operate within the EU. 

 UK websites remain an important e-shopping source for EU consumers. Any 

study on geoblocking and sales limitations thus needs to take into account UK 

websites in some way to allow a full picture of EU consumers’ experiences in this 

respect. 

 During the post-Brexit transition period (currently set to have a duration of 1 

year), the enforcement mechanisms under the EU Regulation for handling 

consumer complaints related to geoblocking  by UK traders remain applicable.4  

Based on these considerations, it was decided with regard to the treatment of the UK in 

the 2019 Geoblocking MSS: 

 That for the data collection, UK websites are still included in the sample, 

however in a lower proportion to the overall sample as opposed to 2015. 

Specifically, while in 2015 the UK was paired to all other EU Member States 

(resulting in 27 evaluated country pairs with the UK as a website country), 10 of 

these pairs were now no longer considered. These 10 pairs are those with 

shopper countries where less than 17.5% of the cross-border shopping 

population (at the level of the individual shopper country) shops online in the 

UK. To allow consistent comparison with the 2015 data, these pairs were also 

                                                 

4 Regulation (EU) 2017/2394 (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2017/2394/oj). 
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filtered out from the 2015 data when making trend comparisons.  

Two of the evaluated country pairs where the UK was included as a shopper 

country – respectively with Ireland and Spain as a website country – were also 

no longer considered. These pairs were also filtered out of the 2015 data for 

consistent trend comparison.This leaves only one country pair where the UK is 

included as a shopper country (with Germany as a website country).  

 That for the reporting, default reporting throughout this report is for the EU28. 

This includes the presentation of the data at the overall level as well as any 

regional or other breaks. When results at the level of individual countries are 

presented, the UK will always be presented separately, and not included in any 

ranking of countries.  

This goes for the main analysis as well as the supplementary analysis for the 

multi-national trader websites. The default inclusion of the UK reflects the 

relevance that results for the UK still have for policy-making related to 

geoblocking and the fact that the 2019 Geoblocking MSS study objectives applied 

(and still apply) in full to the UK when the study was conducted. 

For important indicators throughout the report, results will however also be 

shown for the EU27 level (i.e., the 27 current EU Member States). This will always 

be indicated with an explicit use of the ‘EU27’ label. This is always done at the 

overall sample level (i.e., not at the level of sample breaks).  

 

1.2.3 2015-2019 comparison methodology 

A crucial aspect of the present study is a comparison between the 2019 results and the 

results from the 2015 MSS. Several measures were taken to make sure that the 

comparison between both samples, as presented in this report, is reliable and 

representative. 

 The basis for the 2019 sample was the set of websites evaluated in 2015, to 

match as much as possible the 2015 sample 

 The 2015 sample was regrouped to exclude country pairs that were no longer 

included in the sample where the UK was involved (10 pairs as trader country 

and 2 pairs as shopper country), so that the set of country pairs in the 2015 

sample matches those in the 2019 sample 

 The comparison between 2019 and 2015 in this report excludes the sample 

reserved for the supplementary analyses that have been performed for national 

websites from multi-national traders and websites from third-country traders 

 The main geoblocking indicators reported on, which were calculated in a different 

way compared to 2015, were recalculated for the 2015 sample so that 

comparison with 2019 is possible 

 The same weighting approach was used for both samples (see section 1.2.6)  

 The travel sector was regrouped in the 2015 sample to exclude airline services, 

so that a comparison with the 2019 travel sector is possible. In the transport 

sector, the airline service websites are separately compared between 2015 and 

2019  

 The results of the comparison between the 2015 and 2019 samples (i.e., the 

differences between the samples for each indicator) were compared to the results 
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for the ‘exact samples’ – that is, the websites that were evaluated in both waves. 

This was done to verify that the changes in the sample from 2015 to 2019 had 

no impact on the comparability. As the differences between both comparisons 

were very small to non-existent for almost all indicators, the comparisons in this 

report are indeed based on the ‘full’ 2019 and 2015 samples (i.e., with the 

adjustments as described in the previous points), rather than only on the set of 

websites that was evaluated in both waves.  

 

1.2.4 Data collection methodology 

Data were collected between 30 October 2019 and 11 December 2019. The data 

collection approach followed the same procedure as for the 2015 MSS. The final 

assessment sheet (questionnaire) was divided into two main parts. Each website was 

first assessed from a domestic perspective and second from a cross-border perspective. 

Mystery shoppers had to search for two specific products during the first and second 

phase, to allow the comparison of product availability and price differences.  

1.2.4.1 Stages of the shopping process 

The mystery shopping assessments followed the four stages of the cross-border 

shopping journey each consumer undertakes:  

 Access – this stage refers to cross-border consumers being able to access a 

trader’s website without being redirected or blocked; 

 Registration – this stage refers to cross-border consumers being able to 

register, if necessary, on a trader’s website using their personal details (e.g. 

address, telephone number, national ID); 

 Delivery – this stage refers to cross-border consumers being able to request 

delivery of a specific good to their specific country of residence; 

 Payment – this last stage refers to cross-border consumers being able to pay 

for specific products using their preferred means of payment. 

1.2.4.2 Supplementary analyses  

1.2.4.2.1. National websites of multi-national traders 

In relation to the research objective to investigate the extent of possible segmentation 

practices (in terms of delivery options and price differences) on different national 

versions of websites of the same trader/providers active in different Member States,  an 

additional analysis was carried out to compare these national versions. To address this, 

the present survey explored a subsample of specific national versions of websites 

belonging to multi-national traders. It aimed to estimate the extent to which cross-

border purchases through different national versions of multi-national traders is 

possible. Rather than comparing one website from two locations (domestic and cross-

border location), shopping attempts were made from one country to two national 

websites of the same trader. The first national website corresponded to the shopper 

location, reflecting a domestic shopper experience, while the second represented a 

different location of the trader, reflecting a cross-border shopper experience. 



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  18/190 
 

1.2.4.2.2. Third country trader websites 

A final part of the sample was reserved for the evaluation of a limited number (2 traders, 

represented by 10 different websites) of websites from third-country traders (i.e. not 

incorporated in the EU). When selecting these traders, the focus was particularly on 

traders from the United States and China, as the two largest e-commerce markets in 

the world. The conditions to be eligible for inclusion as a third-country website were set 

as follows:  

 a trader that itself has no legal entity within the EU (amazon.de, for instance, 

does not fit this definition, since Amazon has a legal entity in the EU) but 

 has a website with an EU or EU country extension, or a general commercial 

extension (.com)  

 offering products to the EU  

 and specifically tailoring their service to the EU, for instance by offering prices in 

EUR and offering their website in an EU language. 

1.2.5 Definition of sample breaks 

Throughout the report, the incidence of different types of geo-blocking and sales-limiting 

practices is discussed by comparing subsets of the groups based on: 

 Region and country of the website 

 Region and country of the shopper 

 Eurozone versus non-Eurozone countries 

 Trade direction (within and between Eurozone and non-Eurozone countries) 

 Physical distance between countries (based on distance between borders) 

 Retailer size (based on website traffic over the past 12 months) 

 Sector 

 Product category 

 Transport mode (for websites from the transport sector) 

 

Definition of breakdowns 

EU Regions  

The first breakdown highlights the degree to which geo-blocking takes place according 

to EU regions, i.e. in the Eurozone vs. countries not belonging to the Eurozone. We will 

also analyse the data according to four distinct geographical regions within the EU: 

North, East, South and West. The table below presents an overview of which Member 

States fall within each geographical split. Where applicable, throughout the report, 
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regional differences are considered from two perspectives: the online retailer’s country 

of origin and the shopper’s country of origin. 

Region splits by country 

Table 4. Region splits by country 

Eurozone Non-

Eurozone 

Region 

North 

Region 

East 

Region 

South 

Region 

West 

Austria Bulgaria Denmark Bulgaria Cyprus Austria 

Belgium Croatia Finland Croatia Greece Belgium 

Cyprus  Czech 

Republic 

Sweden Czech 

Republic 

Spain France 

Finland Hungary  Estonia Hungary Italy Germany 

France Poland  Latvia Poland Malta Ireland 

Germany Romania  Lithuania Romania Portugal Luxembourg 

Greece Sweden  
 

Slovakia 
 

Netherlands 

Ireland Denmark  
 

Slovenia 
 

UK 

Italy UK 
 

   

Luxembourg 
  

 
  

Netherlands  
 

 
  

Portugal  
    

Spain  
    

Estonia  
     

Latvia  
     

Lithuania      

Malta      

Slovakia      

Slovenia      

 

Regional direction of trade 

Direction of trade represents a breakdown between the EU region of the country of the 

online trader and that of the country of the consumer. All existing pairs are recoded into 

regional pairs based on the Eurozone/non-Eurozone breakdown. For example, for a 

mystery shopping assessment where the online retailer’s country is Germany 
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(Eurozone) and the shopper’s country is Poland (non-Eurozone), the direction of trade 

is recoded as flowing from Eurozone to non-Eurozone. 

 Eurozone  Eurozone represents cross-border trade flowing from a Eurozone to 

a Eurozone Member State 

 non-Eurozone  non-Eurozone represents cross-border trade flowing from a 

non-Eurozone to a non-Eurozone Member State 

 Eurozone  non-Eurozone represents cross-border trade flowing from a 

Eurozone to a non-Eurozone Member State 

 non-Eurozone  Eurozone represents cross-border trade flowing from a non-

Eurozone to a Eurozone Member State. 

Country pair distance 

Country pair distance is a breakdown based on the actual distance (in kilometres) 

between the country where the online retailer is based and the country where the 

shopper is based (e.g. a retailer based in Germany and a shopper in Denmark). For the 

purpose of our analysis, “distance” is defined here as the closest linear distance in 

kilometres between the two borders of the country of the retailer and the country of 

the shopper. According to this method, each country pair (mystery shopping 

assessment) is recoded to belong to one of the three categories below: 

 Neighbouring – i.e. the country where the retailer is based and the country of 

the shopper share a common border5; 

 Close – i.e. the distance between the country where the retailer is based and 

the country of the shopper is less than the average distance between the 

remaining pairs of retailers and shoppers; 

 Far – i.e. the distance between the country where the retailer is based and the 

country of the shopper is more than the average distance between the remaining 

pairs of retailers and shoppers.  

Retailer size 

This breakdown is based on data regarding total yearly website visits (using the 

SimilarWeb data) and the distinction is between: 

 Small retailers – retailers belonging to the bottom 33rd percentile based on 

statistics in relation to the total number of yearly visits they receive; 

 Medium retailers – retailers belonging to the mid 33rd to 67th percentile based 

on statistics about the total number of yearly visits they receive; 

                                                 

5  Malta and Cyprus do not have neighbouring countries given that they do not share a border. In this analysis, 

Ireland is treated as having a shared border with the UK given the shared border with Northern Ireland. 

Nevertheless, this does not consider delivery restrictions that retailers based in the UK may have to 

delivering only to the UK mainland.  
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 Large retailers - retailers belonging to the top 33rd percentile based on statistics 

about the total number of yearly visits they receive.6 

The percentiles used are based on the total pool of websites included in the sample (i.e., 

at EU28 level).  

Transport modes 

 Airline services 

 Bus/coach services 

 Train services 

 Maritime/ferry services 

In selecting websites for these services, no further distinction was made between 

whether these websites offer purely domestic services or (also) international (i.e., cross-

border transport) services.  

1.2.6 Weighting 

All quantitative data presented in this report, both the 2015 and the 2019 data, are 

weighted. In order to estimate the overall incidence of geo-blocking practices and cross-

border sales limitations better, and reflect the actual volume of the cross-border e-

commerce between each country pair, the sample is weighted based on the estimated 

level of cross-border e-commerce between each country pair. This weight is built with 

data from two different sources:  

 The total level of cross-border trade of tangible goods and offline services per 

country, based on the 2015 DSM Consumer Survey7. 

 The proportion of cross-border purchasing that online consumers engage in 

(based on self-reporting) per import/retailer country (re-totalled to 100%)8. 

This particular weight is important for the analysis since it is expected to lead to more 

balanced results that are reflective of cross-border e-commerce within the EU. This 

weight will indeed give more emphasis to the stronger e-commerce country pairs (for 

example, Austrians buying online from Germany), capturing the reality that most trade 

in terms of volumes takes place between large EU15 Member States. 

  

                                                 

6 Note that this also includes marketplaces. These are often large websites offering goods from different 

sectors and also regularly offering goods from other traders. The actual trader, operating through the 

market, will often be smaller than the website traffic of the total marketplace website. Since analysis in 

this study is done at the level of the website, this difference in size is not taken into consider ation. It can 

also within the context of this study not be verified whether any geoblocking practices or sales limitations 

originate in the traders operating through the marketplace, or in the marketplace itself.  
7https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/digital-single-market-final-report_en.pdf 

 
8 2015 DSM consumer survey, page 78. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/digital-single-market-final-report_en.pdf
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1.2.7 Final sample distribution 

The table below shows the sizes of the samples used for each of the analyses presented 

in this report after cleaning of the gathered data. For the main analysis, the distribution 

is given per country – both how often the country is represented as a shopper origin 

country and how often as a website origin country.  

Table 5. Sample distribution 

Main analysis websites 

Country 

As a shopper 

country 

As a website 

country 

Austria 261 527 

Belgium 252 163 

Bulgaria 391 60 

Croatia 448 56 

Cyprus 175 70 

Czech Republic 310 111 

Denmark 267 59 

Estonia 414 105 

Finland 348 60 

France 324 1025 

Germany 270 1645 

Greece 461 122 

Hungary 183 123 

Ireland 299 128 

Italy 375 824 

Latvia 306 58 

Lithuania 194 64 

Luxembourg 493 55 

Malta 334 52 

Netherlands 106 306 

Poland 112 330 

Portugal 220 117 

Romania 340 56 

Slovakia 290 115 

Slovenia 240 63 

Spain 304 481 

Sweden 178 175 

UK 100 1045 

TOTAL 7995 

Transport websites 

TOTAL 395 

Multi-national trader analysis 

TOTAL 576 

Third-country websites 

TOTAL 10 

GRAND TOTAL 8976 
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The table below shows how the sample for the main analysis is distributed over the 

different sectors in scope of the study. 

 

Table 6. Sample distribution (sectors) 

Sector Websites 

Clothes & sports goods 1537 

Cosmetics and healthcare products 1309 

Electronic equipment & computer hardware 1288 

Electrical household appliances 1089 

Books, magazines & newspapers 1040 

Online reservations of offline leisure 910 

Travel services 822 
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2 Geoblocking and cross-border sales limitations in the 

European Union 

 

2.1 Access to websites 

The first crucial step in the consumer journey for any cross-border shopper is to gain 

access to the website where one wants to buy a product. Restrictions to such access 

could take the form of an automatic rerouting to another website (for example, the local 

version at the shopper’s own country), or an outright blocking of the visitor (refusal of 

access). Second, they should not alter the websites appearance – for instance by 

changing the website’s language or content. In other words, a cross-border shopper 

should be able to visit an e-shop in its exact form as domestic shoppers can. This chapter 

explores consistency with these requirements and discusses the impact of the most 

important restrictions that are still imposed on cross-border shoppers in the EU after 

the implementation of the GBR. We will first consider access to websites based on the 

shopper’s location (can the website be reached?). Second, we will report on the website 

appearance (if access is successful, does the website look the same way as during a 

domestic visit?). 

2.1.1 Access to the website location 

For 98.7% of the evaluated websites in the EU28, the exact website that was 

sought access to could be accessed by cross-border shoppers. This represents a 

slight increase of 0.8 percentage points (ppts) compared to 2015. In the EU27, this 

figure is almost identical, at 98.8% (the same percentage as in 2015). While the practice 

of restricting access to websites based the shopper’s location was already very rare in 

2015, it has decreased even further since the introduction of the GBR. A very high level 

of compliance can be seen over all EU countries and regions and it does not depend on 

trade direction, trade distance, retailer size or sector.  

What underscores the overall increase in access since 2015 is the fact that most areas 

where this was lagging in 2015 have made up for it since:  

Successful access to non-Eurozone websites by shoppers from within the Eurozone has 

increased to 98.3% in 2019 from 94.5% in 2015 (+3.8ppts), reaching the same level 

as other trade directions. In contrast, access to non-Eurozone websites by non-Eurozone 

shoppers went down 1ppt but is still at 98.2%. 
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Figure 1. Website access according (direction of trade) 

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base:  N = 7995 (2019), 8606 

(2015)9 

 

The role of the distance between website and shopper country has 

effectively been eliminated between 2015 and 2019. The access rate is 98.8% 

when countries are neighbouring (+0.1ppt), 98.7% when the countries are close (+ 

1.8ppts) and 98.0% when they are far (+0.6ppts). In 2015, the distance between 

the website country and shopper’s country still had a somewhat bigger impact on 

website access: while the access rate was 98.7% when the countries were 

neighbours, it dropped to 96.9% and 97.4% when the distance was close or far, 

respectively. This small gap has since been closed. 

 

                                                 

9 Unless stated otherwise, the base sizes mentioned always refer to the number of websites. Base sizes are 

unweighted. This means that the base sizes mentioned reflect the real number of websites or products 

evaluated, rather than the weighted number.  

94,5%

98,3%
99,2%

98,2%98,1%
98,8%98,7%98,8%

20152019201520192015201920152019

non-EZ to EZOutside the EZEZ to non-EZWithin the EZ
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Figure 2. Website access (distance between website and shopper country)

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 

(2015) 

 

Looking at sector differences, the two sectors where access in 2015 was restricted 

slightly more often compared to other sectors have improved in 2019. This concerns 

specifically the sectors Clothing & Sport Goods (98.2% in 2019, 0.8ppts higher than 

in 2015) and Cosmetics & Healthcare Products (98.5% in 2019, 2.2ppts higher than 

in 2015). As a result of this, the successful access rate across all sectors now records 

at over 98%, with travel/accommodation sectors and books/magasines websites 

almost reaching 100% web-accessibility. 

Figure 3. Website access (sectors)

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 

(2015). Differences with 2015 (if any) are shown above each bar. 

 

 

97,4%98,0%
96,9%

98,7%98,7%98,8%

201520192015201920152019

Far Close Neighbouring 

99,9% 99,7%

98,6% 98,5% 98,4% 98,3% 98,2%

Travel services Books, 
magazines & 
newspapers 

Online 
reservations of 
offline leisure 

Cosmetics and 
healthcare 
products 

Electrical 
household 
appliances 

Electronic 
equipment & 

computer 
hardware 

Clothes & 
sports goods 

+1.5ppt +0.5ppt

+0.5ppt +2.2ppt +0.3ppt - +0.8ppt
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Looking at the websites’ country of origin, a notably lower access rate was 

observed in 2015 for a small number of countries: Estonia (92.8%) and Italy 

(96.2%). Yet both have improved since, reaching almost full coverage (Estonia - 

99.7%, and Italy - 99.1%). A reverse trend is seen in Austria, where the access rate 

dropped 2.2 pp (from 98.6% to 96.4%) and Bulgaria (3.3pp decrease from 100% 

to 96.7%). This makes Austria, Latvia and Bulgaria the only countries where the 

percentage of websites allowing cross-border access is below 97%.  
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Figure 4. Website access (website country)10 

 

Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 7995 (2019), 

8606 (2015). Differences with 2015 are shown to the right of the map 

 

Considering the country of shopper, a similar upward trend can be observed since 

2015 for countries from which shoppers had least success to access a cross-border 

website: Ireland – 99.3% in 2019 up from 94.8% in 2015), Italy (98.5%, up from 

                                                 

10 In the maps shown throughout this report, the column ‘change vs. 2015’ shows the difference of the 2019 

results compared to 2015. Orange shading indicates that this was a positive or a negative change. Note that 

this depends on the context – a decrease in percentage points might be positive in certain contexts (e.g., a 

decrease in registration failure).  
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95.2%) and Malta (97.6%, up from 94.0%). The reverse trend is seen in, again, 

Bulgaria (96.5%, down from 98.1% in 2015, making it the only country from which 

cross-border access is below 97% together with Lithuania) and Denmark (98.2%, 

down from 99.9% in 2015). 

 

Figure 5. Website access (shopper country) 

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 7995 (2019), 

8606 (2015). Differences with 2015 are shown to the right of the map 

 

Finally, looking at the transport sector, we note two exceptions to the generally very 

high access rates: ferry and train websites. At 85.8% and 88.5%, respectively, websites 

are considerably less likely to allow cross-border access compared to bus and airline 
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websites (95.2% and 98.8%, respectively). Furthermore, ferry and train websites are 

also clearly below the overall average.  

Figure 6. Website access (transport modes) 

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 395 (2019), 163 (2015 

airline websites).  
 

2.1.2 Types of access restriction 

To gain more insight into the remaining website access restrictions, we assessed in more 

detail the specific restrictions that shoppers were either:  

 blocked from the website without an alternative,  

 rerouted to a different country version of the same website, or  

 rerouted to a completely different domain.  

In addition, it was checked whether cross-border shoppers were given the choice to 

either stay on the cross-border website they sought access to, or go to another local 

version (for instance, a dedicated version for their own country). As cross-border 

website access is very high across the evaluated sample, none of these practices are 

common. At 0.6%, the most used practice is rerouting to another version of the 

same website, with a different country extension (a decrease from 1.2% in 

2015). Nevertheless, some trends and differences are useful to report on.  

 

98,7% 98,8% 99,5%

95,2%

88,5%

85,8%

other 
sectors

Airlines
(2019)

Airlines 
(2015) 

bus train ferry
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Figure 7. Website access restrictions (EU28)11

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 

(2015). Differences with 2015 are shown next to each bar. 

 
 

2.1.2.1 Blocking 

The outright blocking of cross-border website visitors has become increasingly rare. 

Overall, it decreased from 0.6% in 2015 to 0.2% in 2019.12 Important to note here is 

that for the top 3 countries this practice was most prevalent in 2015, it is no longer an 

issue in 2019. No cases of blocking were reported for websites from Luxembourg, Malta 

and Italy, while this was respectively 4.5%, 3.3% and 3.1% in these countries in 2015. 

On the other hand, for some countries, we note a slight increase since 2015 in the 

likelihood of cross-border shoppers being blocked. Notably, three of these are countries 

from the North region – in addition to Bulgaria: 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

11 As a general note for all figures in this report where data add up to 100%: because of rounding of the 

subfigures to one decimal, it is possible that the total of the subfigures does not add up to exactly 100%.  

12In the study, the cross-border visit took always place immediately after the domestic visit. Nonetheless, a 

very small percentage of technical errors – rather than conscious geoblocking because of location – as well 

as blocking because of a detected use of a VPN application cannot be ruled out enti rely.  

0,2%

0,2%

0,6%

1,4%

97,3%

Access to the website is blocked

Sent to a website with a different domain 
name

Sent to website version with different 
country extension

Option to go to another version or stay

Sent to the exact website

(-0.4 ppt)

(-0.6ppt)

(+0.1ppt)

(-0.4ppt)
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Table 7. Top 4 shopper countries confronted with blocked websites 

Shopper 
country 

% 
websites 
blocked 
2019 

% 
websites 
blocked 
2015 

Bulgaria 2.1% 1.9% 

Lithuania 1.6% 0.9% 

Sweden 1.4% 0% 

Denmark 1.2% 0% 

 
Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 (2015).  
 

Considering sector differences, the only sector where blocked access was somewhat 

more common than in others – Online reservations of Offline Leisure – is characterised 

by a relatively large decrease from 1.5% to 0.2% of the surveyed websites. 

 

2.1.2.2 Forced rerouting to a different version of a website 

Between 2019 and 2015, the proportion of evaluated websites that rerouted cross-

border visitors to a different local version of their website (i.e., a website with the same 

domain but a different country extension) halved from 1.2% to 0.6%.13  

This decrease is seen across most regions, including areas where it was relatively more 

common in 2015. Most notably: 

 Only 0.1% of non-Eurozone websites reroutes cross-border shoppers to another 

local version, compared to 3.3% in 2015. This figure was in 2015 as high as 

4.2% if the shopper resided in the Eurozone, but this percentage too dropped to 

0.1% in 2019.  

 In 2015, two sectors stood out for which rerouting of this kind occurred more 

often than in others: Clothing & Sports Goods (2%) and Cosmetics & Healthcare 

Products (2.9%). In both sectors, this practice decreased clearly in 2019 – to 

0.7% and 0.8%, respectively. 

In the transport sector, forced rerouting is seen most often in ferry and train websites. 

9.6% and 11.5%, respectively, of these websites reroute cross-border shoppers 

automatically to another version of their website. In addition, in 3.8% of ferry websites, 

cross-border shoppers were rerouted to a website with a different domain name. This 

distinguishes ferry and train websites as clearly more problematic compared to websites 

offering bus and airline services: 

                                                 

13 This includes non-country extensions such as .com 



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  33/190 
 

Table 8. Website access restrictions per transport mode 
 

Airlines Bus  Train  Ferry   Other 
sectors 

Sent to the exact website 98.8%  
(-0.7ppt) 

95.2% 88.5% 85.8%  97.3% 

Sent to a website version 
with different country 

extension 

0.9% 
(+0.4ppt)  

0.0% 11.5% 9.6% 0.6% 

Sent to a website with a 
different domain name 

0.0%  
(-) 

0.0% 0.0% 3.8% 0.2% 

Access to the website is 
blocked 

0.3% 
(+0.3ppt) 

0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 

Option to go to another 
version or stay 

0.0%14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 

Q11. ‘Please right click on the website and open it in a new incognito tab’. Base: N = 395 (2019), 163 (2015 

airline websites). ‘Other’ category not shown in this table.15 
 

 

2.1.2.3 Optional rerouting to different version of a website 

Forced rerouting of cross-border shoppers to a website different from the one accessible 

to domestic shoppers is prohibited under the GBR. However it is allowed to offer cross-

border shoppers the opportunity to voluntarily move to another version of the same 

website. Offering a choice between staying on the same website or moving to 

another (local) version occurred for 1.4% of the websites surveyed in 2019.16 

Expectedly, it is more common among large retailers (2.8%) compared to medium-sized 

(0.5%) and small retailers (0.9%). The availability of multiple national versions of a 

website imply a multi-market range with a dedicated strategy for each country: 

something typically out of scope for smaller traders.  

 

2.1.3 Website differences 

Even if they allow cross-border shoppers to visit their website, traders can still restrict 

access by adjusting the content of their website depending on the shopper’s location. 

While changes in the formal aspect of the website do not necessarily affect its content 

                                                 

14 The practice was not evaluated in 2015. 

15 ‘Other’ errors were marginal cases of errors where it could not precisely be determined why access to the 

exact website was not possible.  

16 The practice was not evaluated in 2015. 
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(and vice versa), it nevertheless can provide a first indication on whether such changes 

may take place, hence surveyors were requested to indicate first sight differences with 

the outline of the website. In any case, this appears to be an uncommon practice as 

well. Overall, for 98.4% of the websites that could be accessed, the website 

appeared to be exactly the same, including the same default language as offered to 

domestic shoppers. This is almost identical (-0.2ppt) to the result in 2015. The 

difference can partially be attributed to the increase in websites where the content 

appeared different for cross-border shoppers than to domestic shoppers (from 0.1% to 

0.2%).17 The practice of offering a different default language to cross-border shoppers, 

on the other hand, remained at the same level compared to 2015 (0.9%).18 

 

Figure 8. Website differences (EU28)19 

 
Q3/Q12 ’What language is the website displayed in?’ / Q12b. ‘Compared to the first time you opened the 

website, do you see any noticeable differences in the way its content is displayed?’ Base: N = 7978 (2019), 

8562 (2015) 
 

Changes are more likely happening in the case of large retailers: an absence of website 

language or content differences is indeed less common among large retailers (97.2%) 

compared to medium-sized (98.1%) and small (99.6%) retailers. For large retailers, 

                                                 

17 Specifically, it was assessed whether, when opening the website for the first time from a cross -border 

location, “the content appears different”. Such differences could include for instance a different 

introduction page, specific sales promotions, different products highlighted, etc. Since this practice was 

evaluated on the home page of the website only, any reported content differences do not mean that the 

website offers different or less goods/services to cross-border shoppers. Availability of goods/services was 

evaluated separately and will be discussed in the next chapter.  

18 The difference of language was assessed by comparing the default language in which the site was shown 

from a domestic location (Q3) with the default language shown from a cross-border location (Q12). 

19 Website differences that were categorized as “other” (i.e., not related to content or language) are not shown 

in the figures in this section. As a consequence, percentages in the figures can sum to slightl y less than 

100%. 
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this also reflects a decrease of 1.2pp, from 98.4% in 2015. For 1.3% of large retailers 

this concerns the use of a different default language (up from 0.9% in 2015), and for 

0.4% - different content (up from 0.1% in 2015). Similar to the practice of rerouting to 

another local version of their website, it is to be expected that differences in website 

appearance are more common among large retailers. Large retailers are more likely to 

serve multiple markets, and thus more often have a business interest and the financial 

means to adjust their offers to individual market demand. However, despite the slight 

increase among large retailers in applying such differentiation strategies, the practice 

remains marginal. 

 

Figure 9. Website differences (retailer size) 

 

Q3/Q12 ’ What language is the website displayed in?’ / Q12b. ‘Compared to the first time you opened the 

website, do you see any noticeable differences in the way its content is displayed?’ Base: N = 7958 (2019), 

8549 (2015). Differences with 2015 are shown in brackets 
 

 

Considering sector differences, changing the website’s appearance for cross-border 

shoppers is most common in the Online reservations for offline leisure sector and the 

Clothes and sports goods sector. Particularly in the Online reservations of offline leisure 

sector, there is a drop of 3ppts compared to 2015 in the percentage of websites that 

have no differences at all (from 99.7% to 96.7%). This is due mostly to an increase of 

websites that use a different default language for cross-border shoppers – from 0.3% 

in 2015 to 2.6% in 2019. Notably, following a reverse trend, while in 2015 2.2% of 

travel service websites offered a different default language to cross-border shoppers, 

this practiced has decreased to 0.8% in 2019. 
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Figure 10. Website differences (sectors) 

 
Q3/Q12 ’ What language is the website displayed in?’ / Q12b. ‘Compared to the first time you opened the 

website, do you see any noticeable differences in the way its content is  displayed?’ Base: N = 7958 (2019), 

8549 (2015). Differences with 2015 are shown in brackets. 

 

As for the different transport modes evaluated, all transport modes perform similarly, 

and better than other sectors. The differences in airline, bus and train websites are most 

often related to a different default language (0.8%; 0.6% and 0.4%, respectively).  
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Figure 11. Website differences (transport modes) 

 
Q3/Q12 ’ What language is the website displayed in?’ / Q12b. ‘Compared to the first time you opened the 

website, do you see any noticeable differences in the way its content is displayed?’ Base: N = 384 (2019), 

163 (2015). Differences with 2015 are shown in brackets. 
 

 

Website access and differences: conclusions 

 While restricting access to a website for cross-border shoppers was already 

uncommon in 2015, the practice has decreased further since the introduction of 

the GBR. 98.7% of websites in the EU28 can successfully be accessed on the 

exact same location by cross-border shoppers, a 0.8ppt increase. The regions, 

countries and website types where restrictions were more common in 2015 have 

improved further as well, so only very small differences across websites remain. 

In the EU27, this figure is almost identical, at 98.8% (the same percentage as 

in 2015). 

 Outright blocking of cross-border visitors is no longer an issue, and dropped 

from 0.6% to 0.2%. This includes the countries where such blocking was 

relatively more common in 2015. 

 Rerouting to different website versions or adjustment of the websites’ 

appearances for cross-border visitors is relatively more common among large 

retailers than for medium-sized or small retailers. These practices have increased 

slightly among large retailers since 2015, but remain a marginal issue. 

 In the transport sector, train and ferry service providers are a big exception to 

the overall trend, as they reroute cross-border shoppers more often than any 

other website type. 11.5% of train websites and 9.6% of ferry websites reroutes 

to a website version with a different country extension, and 3.8% of ferry 

websites reroutes to a website with a different domain name.   

 Website differences (if the exact website is reached) are slightly less common 

among websites from different transport modes compared to other sectors.  
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2.2 Availability of products 

Under the GBR, a cross-border consumer should not only be able to access a website 

selling products exactly like a domestic visitor would. They should also have the 

possibility to buy the same products as a domestic visitor. In other words, websites 

cannot diversify the products available to shoppers depending on the location of that 

shopper. While the survey could not realistically check whether and to what extent all 

products in the traders’ catalogue are availabile cross-border, as in 2015 a random 

check was carried out. For each website in the study it was checked whether 2 different 

products that could be found by a domestic visitor could also be found from a cross-

border location with the exact same properties (i.e., a variant of the product, such 

as a different colour, size or an older model was not allowed). This chapter will first 

show for how many websites this was the case. This is followed by a more detailed look 

at products availability at the products level, by looking separately at whether the 

products sought were not available at all or offered in a different version.  

2.2.1 Same products offered by websites 

In 95.9% of websites in the EU28 (where access was allowed for cross-border 

shoppers) the exact same products offered for domestic visitors could be found from a 

cross-border location. This is almost identical to the level reached in 2015 (+0.1ppts). 

Looking at the EU27, the same results emerge, with a slightly bigger improvement: 

96.2% offer the exact same products, or +0.8ppts from 2015. 

Cross-border shoppers from Austria most often are offered the same products as 

domestic shoppers – in 99.3% of evaluated websites – followed by Latvia (96.7%) and 

the Czech Republic (96.6%). In all three countries, this represents an increase 

compared to 2015. For cross-border shoppers from Finland (91.7%), Sweden (92.1%) 

and Ireland (92.1%) the websites they visit most often do not offer the same products 

– in all three countries this percentage increased from 2015.  
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Figure 12. Websites offering the same products to cross-border shoppers (shopper 

country) 

 

Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 (2015).  

 

At the regional level, shoppers from the North region are most often confronted with 

a restriction in products availability compared to shoppers from other regions. 92.7% of 

websites visited by a shopper from this region offer them the same products, a notable 

decrease from 2015 with 5.2ppts. Shoppers from the South region also saw a smaller 

decrease in this regard (-1.5ppts), while products availability went up for shoppers from 

the East and West region.  

This increased restriction on shoppers from the North region coincides with a decreased 

percentage of websites from that same region offering same products to domestic and 



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  40/190 
 

cross-border shoppers (from 98.1% in 2015 to 95.9% in 2019, a decrease of 2.2 ppts) 

– while this percentage in websites from other regions went up slightly or remained 

more or less the same.  

 

Figure 13. Websites offering the same products to cross-border shoppers (shopper 

region) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 (2015).  

 

When looking at trade direction, it becomes clear that restrictions occur most often 

in cross-border sales from non-Eurozone countries. Whether it is to other non-

Eurozone countries or to the Eurozone, non-Eurozone websites are less likely to offer 

the exact same products than Eurozone websites. 92.6% of websites from a non-

Eurozone country offer the same products to shoppers from other non-Eurozone 

countries, a decrease of 4.6ppts from 2015, and 93.3% of non-Eurozone websites offer 

the same products to shoppers from within the Eurozone, also a decrease of 2.6ppts 

from 2015. This is lower than is seen for trade within the Eurozone (96.3%) and from 

the Eurozone to non-Eurozone (97.5%).  
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Figure 14. Websites offering the same products to cross-border shoppers (Trade 

direction)

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 (2015). 

 

Distance between the website country and the shopper country also plays a role in the 

likelihood of full products availability. Restrictions occur twice as often when the distance 

between website and shopper country is far compared to when the countries are close 

or neighbouring – 7.7% compared to 3.8%. This distinction is new compared to 2015 

and is due to a decrease in products availability when the distance is far, whereas such 

a change is not seen between close and neighbouring countries.  
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Figure 15.  Websites offering the same products to cross-border shoppers (Country 

distance) 

  
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 (2015). 

 

Looking at sectors, the travel services sector remains the sector where 

restrictions in service availability to cross-border shoppers are the highest. 

Exact service availability is seen in 91.4% of the travel service websites, a further 

decrease of 1.0ppts. In comparison, the Online reservations for offline leisure sector 

remains second-lowest (95.3%), but exact service availability increased 2.2ppts since 

2015. Another notable change is the decrease in exact products availability in the 

electrical household appliances sector of 1.8ppts. 

 

96,2% 96,2%

92,3%

 Neighbouring  Close  Far

(-0.5ppt)

(-3.6ppt)

(+1.2ppt)



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  43/190 
 

Figure 16. Websites offering the same products to cross-border shoppers (Sectors)

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 7995 (2019), 8606 (2015). 

 

Finally, turning to the transport sector, we see a distinction between airline and bus 

service websites on the one hand, and ferry and train service websites on the other 

hand. In the latter two categories restrictions on products availability are much more 

common than in the first two, and indeed much more common than seen on average in 

the full sample. Following a reverse trend, exact products availability increased in airline 

service websites by 2.9ppts. 
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Figure 17. Websites offering the same products to cross-border shoppers (Transport 

modes) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 378 (2019), 163 (2015). For the airlines sector the difference with 2015 is 

shown above the 2019 results. 

 

2.2.2 Product availability restrictions 

 

To gain more insight in product availability restrictions for cross-border shoppers, it was 

assessed on each website whether individual products, if not exactly available in the 

same way as for a domestic shopper, were offered in either some different version, or 

not at all. Differences in this regard could only be cosmetic and could not alter the nature 

of the product. For instance, differences in colours were allowed, but if a tablet was only 

offered in a different size, it was considered a different product. For travel and transport 

services and online reservations of offline leisure, the general rule to define the same 

service was that the same journey, location or event should be available. This entails 

specifically: the exact same location, departure and arrival point and booking date had 

to be available. Differences in class, room type (as long as it could fit the same number 

of people and was similar in size), exact seating place were considered the same 

product. For instance, if a hotel room that looks to be the same size and fits the same 

number of people is available, but from available pictures it looks to be not the exact 

same room type (e.g., different decoration), this was considered as equivalent. If in the 

domestic visit a suite was selected but in the cross-border visit only a small single person 

room was found, this was considered an entirely different product. It is important to 

note that at this point, price differences were not yet considered. These were assessed 

separately, and are discussed in section 2.5. 

The results show that the slight decreases in exact products availability in some areas 

as discussed in the previous section can be almost fully attributed to a slight increase 

of products that are not available at all to cross-border shoppers. At the level 

of the EU28, changes in this regard are negligible: an increase of 0.3ppts to 
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2.2% of products not found at all, and the same increase of 0.3ppts to 0.6% of 

products found with some differences. In the EU27, results are almost identical (2.0% 

of products not found, 0.7% of products found with some differences). Thus, while it 

should be emphasized that this practice remains uncommon, an increase in unavailable 

products does explain the patterns laid out in the previous section – i.e., more product 

restrictions in websites from the North region and outside of the Eurozone, in large 

retailers, when the distance between shopper and website country is far; and in ferry 

and train service websites.  

The percentage of products not found increased the most in websites from the North 

region, to 2.2% (+1.4ppts). A similar increase is seen in websites from the South 

region. This coincides with a similar (but larger) increase from the percentage of the 

shopper: for shoppers of the North region 3.8% of products are not available, an 

increase of 2.7ppts. As a consequence, the North region evolves from the region where 

such restriction of products offers was least common, to the region where it occurs most 

often. 

 

Figure 18. Product availability restrictions (Website region) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets. 
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Figure 19. Products availability restrictions (Shopper region) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets. 

 

With regard to trade direction as well, it is an increase in unavailable products in 

websites from non-Eurozone countries that accounts mostly for products availability 

restrictions. For trade between non-Eurozone countries it increased 2.4ppts to 3.8%, 

and for trade from non-Eurozone countries to the Eurozone we see an increase of 

1.4ppts, to 3.7%. This makes the practice of not offering certain products to cross-

border shoppers twice as common outside of the Eurozone than within the Eurozone. 
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Figure 20. Products availability restrictions (Trade direction) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets. 

 

Looking at distance between website and shopper country, an increase of 1.4ppts in 

unavailable products is seen when the distance between the countries is far, to 3.4% in 

2019. 

Figure 21. Products availability restrictions (Country distance) 

  
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets. 
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For retailer size, the picture is more nuanced. As shown, the number of large retailers 

engaging in products availability restrictions has increased between 2015 and 2019. 

This increase is equally shared by a higher percentage of products that could not be 

found (to 2.7%) and products that could only be found with differences (to 0.8%).  

 

Figure 22. Products availability restrictions (Retailer size) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets. 

 

Looking at sectors, the travel sector is an exception to the trend described here. While, 

as said, it is the sector with the highest percentage of service availability restrictions 

and saw an increase in that respect from 2015, the percentage of services that could 

not be found at all (3.7%) dropped very slightly (-0.4ppts). On the other hand, the 

percentage of services that could be found with some differences rose from 0.8 to 2.3%. 

Only in the electrical household appliances sector an increase as high as 1.7 ppts (to 

2.3%) in terms of the ‘products not found’ could be observed.  



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  49/190 
 

Figure 23. Products availability restrictions (Sectors) 

 
Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets. 
 

As for the difference between transport modes, the high percentage of availability 

restrictions in the ferry and train sector occur almost exclusively in the form of the 

service being completely unavailable to cross-border shoppers. In ferry and train 

websites, this goes for 15.8% and 22.1% of the sought services, respectively, which is 

much higher than what we see in other transport modes, but also much higher than in 

any other sector. 
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Figure 24. Products availability restrictions (Transport modes) 

 

Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 784 products (2019), 325 (2015).  

 

Finally, when looking at product availability across the different product categories, 

cross-border shoppers were overall most likely to find the same product when searching 

for cosmetics and healthcare products. In particular, electric products and accessories 

and hair products score highest within this product category (99,8% and 98,5% 

respectively). Conversely, cross-border shoppers were least likely to find the exact same 

product when searching for travel services. In addition, package deals and car rental 

services score highest when it comes to goods that were not found by the cross-border 

shoppers (i.e. 10.1% and 3,2%). 

 

Table 9. Product availability restrictions (Product categories per sector) 

Clothes, sports goods, shoes and accessories 
Same goods 

found  
Goods not 

found 

Goods found 
with some 
differences  

Lower garments (pants, skirts) 
99,4% 0,3% 0,3% 

Overalls (costumes, dresses) 
98,9% 0,7% 0,4% 

Underwear and accessories 
98,6% 0,6% 0,9% 
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Outerwear (jackets, coats) 
98,0% 1,3% 0,8% 

Upper garments (t-shirts, sweaters) 
96,7% 0,0% 3,3% 

Shoes 
96,5% 0,7% 2,8% 

Electronic equipment and computer hardware Same goods 
found 

Goods not 
found 

Goods found 
with some 
differences 

Photo and video equipment 99,6% 0,0% 0,4% 

Satellite navigation 98,3% 1,5% 0,3% 

Office equipment and accessories 98,2% 0,3% 1,5% 

Computer and tablets 96,4% 0,6% 3,0% 

Mobile phones 96,2% 0,9% 3,0% 

Audio equipment 88,5% 0,0% 11,5% 

Travel Services  Same goods 

found 

Goods not 

found 

Goods found 

with some 

differences 

Vacation 98,6% 0,9% 0,5% 

Accommodation 96,0% 1,8% 2,2% 

Car rental  88,0% 3,2% 8,8% 

Package deal (accommodation + transport) 86,8% 10,1% 3,1% 

Cosmetics and healthcare products  Same goods 

found 

Goods not 

found 

Goods found 

with some 

differences 
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Electric products and accessories 99,8% 0,0% 0,2% 

Hair products 98,5% 0,1% 1,4% 

Perfumes 98,4% 0,3% 1,2% 

Make-up 97,5% 0,3% 2,2% 

Creams, soaps and lotions 97,0% 0,5% 2,5% 

Books, magazines and newspapers  Same goods 

found 

Goods not 

found 

Goods found 

with some 

differences 

Children’s books 98,5% 0,2% 1,4% 

Business and finance books 98,5% 0,0% 1,5% 

Educational books 98,1% 0,0% 1,9% 

Fiction books 97,5% 0,0% 2,5% 

Travel and hobby literature (including 
magazines and newspapers) 

96,6% 0,0% 3,4% 

Electrical household appliances Same goods 

found 

Goods not 

found 

Goods found 

with some 

differences 

Small household appliances 98,2% 0,4% 1,4% 

Large household appliances 93,0% 0,0% 7,0% 

Tickets for events Same goods 

found 

Goods not 

found 

Goods found 

with some 

differences 

Music event tickets 98,4% 0,1% 1,5% 



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  53/190 
 

Other tickets (e.g. special party, event, fashion 
show) 

98,1% 0,2% 1,7% 

Cultural event tickets 96,8% 0,3% 2,9% 

Sports event tickets 95,4% 1,2% 3,4% 

Amusement/theme or adventure park tickets 92,9% 1,2% 5,8% 

Q13/Q15. ‘Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product 

that you found before’ Base: N = 15916 products (2019), 17091 (2015). Difference from 2015 for ‘same 

products found’ are in brackets.  

 

 

Availability of products: conclusions 

 

 The large majority of websites in the EU28 (95.9%) offers the same products to 

cross-border shoppers as they do to domestic shoppers. This rate is at the same 

level as in 2015. In the EU27, this percentage is 96.2% (a 0.8ppts increase from 

2015).  

 In the North region, websites are most often restricting the availability of 

products for cross-border shoppers, and more so than in 2015 (95.9% of 

websites offering the same products, a decrease of 2.2ppts). From the 

perspective of the shopper region, restrictions are also the highest for shoppers 

from the North region: 92.7% of websites visited by North region cross-border 

shoppers offer the same products, a decrease of 5.2ppts. The North region differs 

in this from the other regions, where we see a decrease in products availability 

restrictions. 

 In trade from non-Eurozone countries (both to other non-Eurozone countries as 

well as to Eurozone countries) a restriction on products availability is most 

common, and the number of non-Eurozone websites applying such restrictions 

has increased: +4.6ppts (to other non-Eurozone countries) and +2.6ppts (to 

Eurozone countries). In contrast, restrictions are less common in trade from 

Eurozone countries.  

 The travel services sector remains the sector where availability of services is 

most often restricted: 91.4% of websites in this sector offer the same products, 

a further decrease of 1.0ppts since 2015, although mostly driven by small 

differences in features of the service, rather than lack of availability (which 

slightly decreased). The sector Online reservations of offline leisure, which 

remains the sector with the second most restrictions, has however improved, 

with 2.2ppts less websites imposing restrictions in this sector (95.3% of websites 

offering the same products). 

 Changes in the restrictions of products availability are mostly related to changes 

in the percentages of products that could not be found at all – rather than the 

percentage of products that could only be found with some difference. The latter 

group is overall also almost always smaller than the first.  
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 In the transport sector, ferry and train service websites much more often fail 

to offer the same services to cross-border shoppers than to domestic shoppers 

compared to airline and bus service websites, but also compared to any other 

sector. In ferry websites and train websites, 15.8% and 22.1% of services, 

respectively, that can be booked domestically could not be found cross-border.  
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2.3 Website registration 

Registration is defined for the purpose of this study as the optional or obligatory 

provision of personal details to the trader (via the website) before one is able to proceed 

with the purchase of products. Such personal details can be a full address, but also a 

telephone number, an e-mail address, a postal code or any other identity details. These 

details might or might not be used to create an ‘account’ on the website – that is, 

creating a personal profile that stores these details for future use on the website. But 

more importantly, they can be used by the trader to decide whether the shopper is 

allowed to place an order and purchase products via the website. Specifically, if 

registration is mandatory and if the website rejects certain personal details that are 

inherent to the shopper (such as physical address details, a telephone number or an 

email address), this bars a shopper from registering and ultimately from purchasing 

products on the website.  

Registration is not defined separately in the GBR, but in as far as registration is required, 

it should be possible for cross-border shoppers to register with the same ease and based 

on the same requirements as domestic shoppers. Moreover, the personal details they 

provide should not be a reason to reject registration and thus block the cross-border 

shopper from purchasing products on the website. In the context of the GBR this holds 

in as far the details pertain to the shopper’s location. In contrast, to the extent that 

address details are asked during registration in order to determine products delivery, it 

is not strictly forbidden to reject addresses from certain locations, for which traders do 

not provide delivery (for more details on delivery restrictions, see section 2.4). However,  

based only on the shopper’s own location – not necessarily the same as the delivery 

address – a trader cannot discriminate and reject registration. As further detailed in 

section 2.3.3, this distinction is conceptually and legally clear-cut, but is less so in the 

context of an actual shopping session, since it might not always be clear to the shopper 

or in the website at any stage of the shopping process whether the address details asked 

are meant to determine delivery location or only the shopper’s own location for other 

purposes (such as for the purpose of identification, contact or for sending the bill). 

Taking into account that the address data at stake are in any case requested 

at the registration phase (and potentially unrelated to a specific purchase), 

within the context of this study failure to allow registration on the basis of 

address data have been accounted for this stage of purchase journey. At the 

same time, when registration issues and registration failure is discussed in this chapter, 

it should be taken care of not to interpret these issues automatically as a case of 

geoblocking. 

The specific topics discussed in this section are the following: 

 Whether it is necessary to register on a website or not. 

 What the specific requirements are to register in terms of which personal details 

are asked to provide. 

 To what extent shoppers experience issues (i.e., rejection of any of the provided 

details) or are unable to register at all. 

 A discussion of the specific registration issues experienced and their frequency.  

 

2.3.1 Requirement to register 

Off all websites where the registration phase was reached (i.e., where the website was 

accessed and at least 1 product could be found for evaluation), 93.5% of EU28 

websites require some kind of registration in order to buy products. This is 
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1.9ppts higher than in 2015. Registration thus remains necessary in the large 

majority of websites, although from a perspective of cross-border access it is per se 

neutral. In the EU27, the percentage of websites with a registration requirement has 

decreased somewhat, from 94.6% in 2015 to 92.0% in 2019. It should be noted that a 

requirement to register in order to be able to buy products is allowed in the context of 

the GBR.   

The requirement to register remains the default practice in most countries, though in a 

number of countries a sharp drop in this requirement is observed. This is the case for 

Greece (-59.1ppts), Cyprus (-53.4ppts), Denmark (-49.1ppts), Sweden (-41.0ppts), 

Finland (-35.0ppts), Croatia (-33.8ppts) and Poland (-22.8ppts). In contrast, increases 

in website registration requirements are most obvious in Malta (+20.7ppts) and the UK 

(+19.8%). In Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Romania and 

Slovenia registration is required in 100% of the evaluated websites. The countries where 

registration is least often required are now Greece (40.9%) Cyprus (44.9%) and 

Denmark (50.9%).  
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Figure 25. Registration necessary (website country) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 

 

 

The fact that the frequency of a required registration dropped notably in some North 

region countries is also reflected in a comparison between the North and other regions. 

While 63.6% of North region websites now require registration (a 35.2% difference), 

this rate remains more stable in other regions. It is now highest in the East region, at 

95.1%.   
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Figure 26. Registration necessary (website region) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 

 

There is no notable difference in the frequency of registration requirement 

between websites from the Eurozone versus those outside the Eurozone 

(93.0% vs. 95.3%, respectively). For websites outside of the Eurozone this is however 

a strong increase of 13.9ppts compared to 2015. 

 

Figure 27. Registration necessary (Eurozone vs. non-Eurozone websites) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 
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Differences in how often registration is required related to retailer size have 

become slightly more pronounced compared to 2015, but overall remain small. 

Large retailers require registration most often (95.0%). This is a 3.1ppts increase from 

2015, which is also a bigger increase than seen in small retailers (+2.4ppts) and 

medium-size retailers (+0.5ppts). 

 

Figure 28. Registration necessary (retailer size) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019 ), 8469 

(2015) 

 

Differences between sectors also remain small. Registration is least often required 

in the Books, magazines and newspaper sector (90.1%). This is also the sector where 

the frequency of registration requirement has decreased the most (-4.7ppts), and only 

one of 2 sectors where it has decreased at all – the other one being the Online  

reservations for offline leisure sector (-2.8ppts to 93.4% in 2019). In the Clothes and 

sports goods sector (+5.7ppts) and the Cosmetics and healthcare products sector 

(+4.9ppts) the biggest increase in registration requirements is observed. These sectors 

are now also the sectors where such requirement is most frequent (94.6% and 95.5%), 

respectively. 
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Figure 29. Registration necessary (sectors) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 

 

Finally looking at transport modes, one can see a drop in registration 

requirements for airline service websites, from 95.3% in 2015 to 87.2% in 

2019. In ferry websites (79.4%) and train websites (79.9%) registration is less often 

required. Bus websites most often require registration, at 89.5%.20 

 

                                                 

20 Note that while it is unlikely that shoppers can buy an airline ticket without the provision of ample personal 

details, this should not be confused with the requirement to provide such details in order to register on the 

website where they buy the ticket. The figures presented here only reflect the latter.  
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Figure 30. Registration necessary (transport modes) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 372 (2019), 156 

(2015 airlines) 

2.3.2 Information needed to register 

The following possible methods or personal details needed for registration were 

assessed during the evaluation of the websites: 

 Provision of an e-mail address, but without the need to activate an 

account/profile via e-mail verification 

 Provision of an e-mail address with account/profile activiation through e-mail 

verification21 

 Provision of a physical address (either in full or partially, such as only a postal 

code, country or region) 

 Provision of payment details 

The provision of an e-mail address (but without need to activate an account 

via e-mail verification) remains by far the most frequent registration method 

used by websites in the EU28. This is asked of shoppers in 85.0% of the websites, 

at the same level as in 2015 (85.6%). A physical address (76.6%) or a telephone 

number (63.2%) is also asked by a majority of websites, as was also the case in 2015. 

Both types of data are asked slightly less often compared to 2015, however: -4.5ppts 

and -4.8ppts, respectively. 

The provision of payment means and the provision of e-mail address accompanied by a 

verification/activation through that e-mail address is used much less often by websites. 

                                                 

21 I.e., the practice of sending the shopper an e-mail on the provided address with an activation code or link, so 

that only after activiation the shopping process can be resumed. 

79,4%79,9%

89,5%
95,3%

87,2%
93,5%

FerryTrainBusAirlines 
(2015)

Airlines 
(2019)

Other 
sectors



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  62/190 
 

This again follows the pattern from 2015 – though e-mail activation has further declined 

in frequency (-2.4ppts, to 9.1%).22 

 

Figure 31. Info needed for registration (EU28) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 

 

Retailer size has almost no effect on which details are required from a shopper to 

register. Regardless of the retailer size, e-mail (without activation), a physical address 

and/or telephone number are the most often requested data types. Interestingly, the 

requirement to provide a telephone number has decreased with 6.8ppts and 7.3ppts, 

respectively, in medium and large retailers. Provision of an e-mail address with 

activation is in all retailer sizes least often required, but it is notable that while this was 

still required by 16.2% of small retailers in 2015, it has now decreased to 7.9%, a drop 

of 8.3ppts.  

 

Table 10. Info needed for registration (retailer size) 

  Small retailers Medium 
retailers 

Large retailers 

e-mail (no activation) 
86.0% 

(+2pptss) 
83.5% (-
2.3ppts) 

85.6% (-
1.3ppts) 

physical adress 
76.4% (-
4.6ppts) 

76.7% (-
5.7ppts) 

76.8% (-
3.1ppts) 

                                                 

22 Shoppers were able to mention other means of registration during the evaluation, which were grouped as 

‘other’. These are not reported on here, as such other means typically include the provision of a name or a 

birthday. In the context of this study, such details are less important, both because their frequency is low 

and because they are not linked to a shopper’s location.  
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telephone number 
64.7% (-
0.8ppts) 

63.6% (-
6.8ppts) 

60.8% (-
7.3ppts) 

payment means 
22.6% 

(+3.5ppts) 
20.5% 

(+1ppts) 
14.4% (-
0.5ppts) 

e-mail with activation 
7.9% (-

8.3ppts) 
9.9% (-

0.5ppts) 
9.7% 

(+1.9ppts) 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 

 

In all sectors as well, e-mail (without activation), a physical address and/or a telephone 

number are the most required data for registration, as was also the case in 2015.  

 E-mail (without activation) is the most required data type in all sectors. There 

is also little change in this regard from 2015 in any sector except for the Online 

reservations for offline leasure sector. In that sector, the requirement to provide 

an e-mail address without activation is asked by 81.6% of websites, which is a 

decrease of 10.1ppts compared to 2015.  

 Physical address details are asked most often in the electrical household 

appliances sector (85.0%, a 2.6ppts increase from 2015), and least often in the 

Online reservations for offline leasure sector. In the latter, this is again a big 

decrease compared to 2015, with -18.2ppts. In the Travel services sector as 

well, physical address details are in 2019 asked considerably less often than in 

2015 (-13.6ppts).  

 A telephone number is asked most often in the Travel services sector (70.7%) 

and in the Electrical household appliances sector (70.1%). In the Travel services 

market this is decrease of 11.9ppts compared to 2015. Decreases from 2015 for 

this requirement are also seen in the Online reservations for offline leisure sector 

(-13.0ppts), and to a lesser extent in the Clothes and sports goods sector (-

8.1ppts). In contrast to these sectors, it is asked more often in the Books, 

magazines and newspapers sector (+11.1ppts increase from 2015, to 60.5%). 

 Payment means are required relatively rarely for registration. The Travel 

services sector is the exception here. In this sector, payment means are asked 

for registration in 40.5% of websites, a further increase from 2015 (+7.6ppts), 

when it was already the sector where this data type was required most often. 

 E-mail with activation is the least used means of registration in all sectors, 

with the exception of the Books, magazines and newspapers sector. 16.7% of 

websites in that sector require activation/verification via e-mail, slightly more 

than the requirement of payment details in that sector. E-mail with activation 

was in 2015 also most used in the Books, magazines and newspapers sector, but 

the 2019 rate is a clear decline, with 15.2ppts. A second sector where this 

registration method is also more common than in the other sectors is in the 

Online reservations of offline leisure sector (14.8%). 
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Table 11. Info needed for registration (sectors) 

 
Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 7808 (2019), 8469 

(2015) 

 

Finally looking at transport modes, the same trend is mostly followed, with e-mail 

address (without activation), physical address details and/or a telephone number asked 

most often. Some differences between transport modes can be noted, however. Ferry 

service websites require provision of physical address details more often 

(62.6%) than other modes. In comparison, only 36.2% of train service websites ask 

physical address details. Vice versa, an e-mail address (without activation) is asked 

least often by ferry service websites (76.9%), although differences are less pronounced 

for this registration method. In airline service websites most assessed data types 

are asked less often than in 2015 – the exception being the requirement to activate 

registration via e-mail, which increased with 6.0ppts. The decrease is the highest for 

the requirement of physical address details (-28.7ppts to 47.3%), but also high for the 

requirement of telephone details (-26.5ppts, to 65.2%). Regarding the requirement 

to activate/verify registration through e-mail, this is significantly more 

common among bus services websites compared to the other modes (18.5%). 

In comparison, it is almost never required in train service websites (0.2%).   
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Table 12. Info needed for registration (transport modes) 

  Airlines bus ferry train   
other 

sectors 

e-mail (no 
activation) 

83.6% 
 (-10.0ppts) 

83.9% 76.9% 77.3% 

  

85.0% 

physical adress 
47.3%  

(-28.7ppts) 
49.2% 62.6% 36.2% 76.6% 

telephone 
number 

65.2%  
(-26.5ppts) 

56.6% 70.7% 54.4% 63.2% 

payment 
means 

14.9% 
 (-7.3ppts) 

26.0% 20.8% 25.8% 19.4% 

e-mail with 
activation 

6.7% 
 (+6.0ppts) 

18.5% 6.0% 0.2% 9.1% 

Q18. Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? Base: N = 372 (2019), 156 

(2015 airlines) 

2.3.3 Registration failure 

As discussed in section 2.3.1 almost all websites in the EU28 require some kind of 

registration before it is possible to buy goods or services. It is thus vital that registration 

is possible, and that cross-border shoppers are not blocked from successfully 

registering. In that respect we see a positive trend between 2015 and 2019, as the 

failure for cross-border shoppers in the EU28 to register has overall become less 

frequent. In 14.0% of websites where registration is necessary, this 

registration is not possible for a cross-border shopper. This is a decrease of 

12.9ppts compared to 2015, when 26,9% of websites with registration 

requirement blocked cross-border shoppers from successfully registering. That 

being said, the results further show that there has not been a notable decrease of 

registration issues per se. The percentage of websites where cross-border shoppers 

experience no issues registering has remained stable at 56.4% - an increase of 1.7ppts 

from 2015.  

A higher percentage of websites has been found however where issues are experienced 

during registration that do not lead to a failure in the registration. This category reflects 

a grey area, which likely represents two distinct kind of phenomena: First, the rejection 

of data that are asked for during registration but that are not in fact necessary for 

completion of the registration. Second, the fact that the boundaries between the 

registration phase and other phases of the shopping process might not always be clear, 

because they are overlapping or non-existent. Shoppers might be asked for details 

necessary for payment or delivery on the same page as where they are asked for 

information needed for registration. While these are conceptually different issues that 

are useful to distinguish for analytical purposes, they might not be as clear-cut in the 

actual shopping experience. The data discussed in this section do not allow further 

investigation into this set of “non-blocking issues”, but to the extent that they are 

related to a rejection of delivery information or payment information, such issues are 

also captured in our analysis of delivery restrictions (discussed in section 2.4) and 

payment issues (discussed in section 2.6). The focus in this section will thus be primarily 

on the failure of registration.  
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Figure 32. Registration failure23 (EU28) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

At the level of individual origin countries of the shopper, we see that registration 

failure is the highest for shoppers from the Czech Republic (20.8%), Hungary (16.9%) 

and Spain (16.8%), as well as in the UK (19.2%). It is the lowest in Slovenia (8.5%), 

Sweden (8.9%) and Cyprus (9.4%). In all countries registration failure has decreased, 

the most so in Malta (-31.1ppts).  

                                                 

23 The registration failures do not account for those cases only due to email addresses.  
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Figure 33. Registration failure (shopper country) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015)  

 

Shoppers from the North region are least often unsuccessful in registering on 

a webshop. They encounter this in 10.9% of websites. Registration failure is most 

common for shoppers from the South region and the East region, for whom this occurs 

in 15.5% and 15.9% of websites. Differences in registration failure are thus rather small 

between regions. This was already the case in 2015, but for shoppers from all regions 

the rate of registration failure has decreased. The decrease is strongest for shoppers 

from the North region (-16.5ppts) and the East region (-14.3ppts), and somewhat 

smaller for shoppers from the South region (-10.2ppts).  

Shoppers from the North region also most often experience no issues at all – 

in 60.0% of websites – an increase of 8.2ppts since 2015. Shoppers from the East region 
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also see an improvement in this regard. For them, registration is now issue-free in 

52.0% of websites, an increase of 5.7ppts. For shoppers of the South and West regions 

the change compared to 2015 is negligible, but the overall rate of issue-free 

registrations is in line with the other regions, at 57.2% and 56.8%, respectively. 

 

Figure 34. Registration failure (shopper region) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

Comparing differences in registration failure frequence based on trade direction shows 

that registration failure when the direction of the trade is from Eurozone to non-

Eurozone (i.e., for shoppers from non-Eurozone countries trying to register on a 

Eurozone website) is more common (18.5%) than from non-Eurozone to the Eurozone 

(i.e., for shoppers from a Eurozone country trying to register on a non-Eurozone 

website) (10.9%). In both directions there is a decrease from 2015 (-8.3ppts and -

9.9ppts, respectively). At the same time, registration failure between non-Eurozone 

countries is less common than between Eurozone countries: 8.3% vs. 13.4%, 

respectively. Here too, this reflects a decrease for both trade directions compared to 

2015 (19.6ppts and 15.2ppts), respectively.  
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Figure 35. Registration failure (trade direction) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

Differences in registration failure with regards to the size of the retailer are small, 

indicating that small retailers are not more likely to block cross-border shoppers from 

registering than large retailers, or vice versa. Registration failure is observed most often 

in large retailers (16.8%, nevertheless representing a decrease of 13.3ppts compared 

to 2015) and least often in medium-size retailers (11.3%, -14.9ppts compared to 2015). 

Despite the small differences in overall registration failure, complete issue-free 

registration is seen notably less often in large retailers (46.2%) compared to small 

retailers (60.0%) and medium-size retailers (61.9%).  
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Figure 36. Registration failure (retailer size) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

When comparing different sectors, the same pattern is clear: there is an overall 

decrease of registration failure compared to 2015, while at the same time differences 

between sectors remain small (which was also already the case in 2015). Registration 

failure occurs most often in the Electronic equipment and computer hardware sector 

(18.5%), and the least often in the Online reservations and Offline leisuresector 

(10.4%). The sector that has seen the biggest decrease in registration failure is the 

Electrical household appliances sector (-26.2ppts).  

Two observations regarding the two service sectors included here – the Travel services 

sector and the Online reservations for Offline leisure sector – stand out to notice. First, 

the Travel services sector is the only sector (and, in fact, the only subset of the analysed 

sample across any of the sample breaks) where registration failure has increased, from 

11.3% in 2015 to 13.1% in 2019. And while registration failure in the Online 

reservations for Offline leisure sector has decreased, the size of the decrease (-7.0ppts) 

is smaller than in the product sectors. Note, however, that for both sectors the 

percentage of registration failure remains in line with the other sectors. Second, the 

percentage of websites where issues occurred without registration failure are notably 

smaller than in the other sectors. This is a further indication that this group of issues 

include cases that are likely often related with delivery restrictions – as such restrictions 

do not apply to both services sectors since their trade does not involve delivery of 

products.  
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Figure 37. Registration failure (sectors) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

Finally, concerning the differences between transport modes, we see again the same 

distinction between airline and bus websites on the one hand and train and ferry 

websites on the other hand. In the first two sectors the frequency of website registration 

failure is clearly less common (2.2% and 11.5%, respectively) than in the latter two 

sectors (31.0% and 27.7%, respectively). This also shows that for train and ferry 

websites the frequency of registration failure is higher than average in the overall 

sample. For airline websites, the very low registration failure rate also represents a 

decrease from 2015 of 12.4ppts.  

 

Figure 38. Registration failure (transport modes) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 289 (2019), 156 (Airlines 2015) 
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2.3.4 Specific registration issues 

This section looks at which specific issues cross-border shoppers experience when they 

try to register on a website. The issues discussed here are defined primarily in terms of 

what type of information was given by the shopper but rejected by the website:  

 cross-border address details,  

 a foreign telephone number,  

 an e-mail address or  

 payment details.24  

Note that this does not mean that such a rejection also led to the failure of the 

registration – as discussed in the chapter above it was possible (and more frequently so 

in 2019 than in 2015) that despite rejection of some details the shopping process could 

be continued. In addition to that, it was also assessed to what extent cross-border 

shoppers were redirected to another website when trying to register (and in the process 

thus blocking a registration on the website they were visiting). It should be noted here 

that the category of ‘address details’ comprises any kind of address detail, be it a full 

address or a postcode. Also, it comprises address details provided for any reason – i.e., 

regardless of whether a delivery address or a billing address was asked for. Within the 

context of the GBR the distinction between a rejection of a delivery address versus the 

rejection of a billing address is important. Traders are allowed to define the scope of 

their delivery options and could thus accept a delivery address only to the extent that it 

falls within those options, but they cannot reject a foreign address, which is unrelated 

to the delivery but only relevant for the identification of the end-user. While the 

distinction between both is clear-cut in theory, this is far from the case in practice. In 

the registration phase, shoppers can be asked for an address without it being explicitly 

mentioned whether this is meant as a billing or a delivery address. Indeed, it is possible 

that such a distinction is only made in a later phase – when determining delivery and/or 

payment options. As a consequence, within this study it is not possible to determine 

with certainty whether registration issues (or registration failure) that are related to the 

rejection of address details are linked to a rejection of a delivery address or due to a 

geo-localisation criterion of the consumer25.  

Looking at the frequency of issues, it does become immediately clear that by far the 

most frequent issues faced by cross-border shoppers are related to a rejection of cross-

border address details. In 29.3% of EU28 websites issues with the provision of 

address details were experienced. This is, however, a decrease of 6.5ppts 

compared to 2015. In the EU27, the figure is almost identical (29.1%), but the 

decrease slightly higher (- 7.5ppts).  

                                                 

24 As explained further in section 2.6, payment details provided by shoppers in this study were always 

internationally issued MasterCard credit cards.  

25 This further stresses the relevance of identifying cases of full failure to register as most problematic from a 

point of view of access to offers abroad, rather than the general range of issues that may be encountered 

(which may indeed be relevant also for other purposes, such as delivery). 
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As discussed in section 2.3.3, it should be kept in mind that an issue with a delivery 

address does not necessarily mean that registration in itself is not possible. It can be 

treated, however, as an indication that the purchase of products and eventually delivery 

in the shopper’s country may at the end not be successful due to a shopper’s failure to 

select the delivery address or payment details of their choosing or their full payment 

details (including correct billing address) in the later stages of the shopping process.  

Issues with other data types are far less common. In 2.2% of websites that require 

registration the provided telephone number is not accepted, and in 1.3% of websites 

the payment details are not accepted. In both cases, this is a decrease from 2015 (-

0.6ppts and -1.2ppts, respectively). Rejection of an e-mail address, even though this is 

the most asked data type during registration (see section 2.3.2), is very rare (0.6%, a 

decrease from 0.9ppts compared to 2015). Finally, redirection to another website during 

registration has also decreased further and has disappeared almost fully as a practice 

(0.1%). For these issues too, they do not necessarily mean that there was also a failure 

to register. As shown earlier (see figure 32 in section 2.3.3), the total frequency of 

registration issues (those leading to registration failure and those not causing such 

failure combined) decreased, but within this group there is a clear evolution towards 

less issues that cause registration failure. 

 

Figure 39. Issues during registration (EU28) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 
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rejection increased compared to 2015 – with 5.4ppts and 14.7ppts, respectively. In 

contrast to the increase in these regions, address details are less often rejected than in 

2015 in the South (-8.0ppts to 27.9%) and West region (-7.3ppts to 28.2%). As a 

consequence, there is now a clear distinction between how often address details are 

rejected in the North and East Region versus how often this occurs in websites from the 

South and West region.  

Other data types are rejected only rarely, and almost everywhere the frequency of 

rejection has decreased. Most notably, while in 2015 rejection of a telephone number 

was seen in 11.2% of websites (North region), this has now decreased to 1.3% (-

9.9ppts). Furthermore, going against this trend of decreased frequency of rejection, and 

in general against the fact that telephone numbers are in other regions only rarely 

rejected, is the observation that in the East region the rejection of a telephone number 

during registration occurs in 7.8% of websites.  
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Table 13. Issues during registration (Website region) 

 North East South West 

Address details 
not accepted 

42.3% (+5.4ppts) 55.0% (+14.7ppts) 27.9% (-8.0ppts) 28.2% (-7.3ppts) 

Telephone 
number not 

accepted 
1.3% (-9.9ppts) 7.8% (+1.6ppts) 2.2% (+0.1ppts) 2.0% (-0.6ppts) 

E-mail address 
not accepted 

0.1% (-1.3ppts) 0.9% (-2.7ppts) 0.8% (-0.2ppts) 0.6% (-0.9ppts) 

Payment details 
not accepted 

1.9% (-2.2ppts) 1.5% (-2.5ppts) 0.1% (-5.0ppts) 1.4% (-0.7ppts) 

Redirected to 
another website 

0.0% (-1.2ppts) 0.1% (-0.1ppts) 0.0% (-0.5ppts) 0.2% (-0.2ppts) 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

From the perspective of the origin regions of shoppers, much less pronounced 

differences are seen between regions. The rejection of address details is the most 

frequent registration issue for shoppers from all regions. It occurs most often for 

shoppers from the East region (32.0%), and least often for shoppers from the South 

region (26.4%) – a range of only 5.6ppts. For shoppers from all regions the frequency 

of rejection has decreased. Rejections of other types of data also show no notable 

differences between origin regions of shoppers. This indicates that while the 

frequency of rejection of address details depends to some extent on the 

location of the website, it is not directed systematically at shoppers from 

particular regions.  

 

Table 14. Issues during registration (Shopper region) 

 North East South West 

Address details 
not accepted 

28.6% (-8.8ppts) 32.0% (-8.6ppts) 26.4% (-7.7ppts) 30% (-5.2ppts) 

Telephone 
number not 

accepted 
2.8% (-1.7ppts) 2.9% (+0.1ppts) 2.4% (-0.1ppts) 1.9% (-0.9ppts) 

E-mail address 
not accepted 

0.9% (+0.1ppts) 0.5% (-1.8ppts) 1.1% (-0.4ppts) 0.4% (-1.0ppts) 

Payment details 
not accepted 

0.4% (-1.3ppts) 1.5% (-2.4ppts) 1% (-1.9ppts) 1.5% (-0.5ppts) 

Redirected to 
another website 

0.1% (-0.7ppts) 0.1% (-0.5ppts) 0.2% (-0.3ppts) 0.1% (-0.1ppts) 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

At the level of individual countries, shoppers from Slovakia (43.2%), Slovenia (37.7%) 

and Estonia (37.4%) most often see their address details rejected during registration. 

In Slovakia, this is a further increase from 2015 (+2.8ppts). For shoppers from Portugal 

(17.6%), Austria (21.8%) and Cyprus (22.3%), address details are least often rejected. 

Compared to 2015, shoppers from Cyprus (-17.0ppts), Hungary (-16.7ppts) and 

Lithuania (-16.3ppts) have experienced the biggest decrease in address details 

rejections. 
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Figure 40. Address details rejected (shopper country) 

 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

The observation that the rejection of address details during registration is not 

systematically directed at shoppers from particular regions does not mean that the 

direction of trade does not play a role at all. When taking trade direction into 

consideration, we see that in trade between non-Eurozone countries the rejection 

of address details at 41.8% is clearly more common than what is observed in 

other trade directions, including trade from non-Eurozone countries to the 

Eurozone. It is also the only trade direction where the frequency of rejection of address 

details has increased since 2015 (+3.9ppts). In comparison, the rejection of address 

details in trade between Eurozone countries or from the Eurozone to a non-Eurozone 

country has decreased since 2015 with 7.5ppts and 10.8ppts, respectively.  
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Differences between trade directions regarding the rejection of other data types are 

small, mainly because their overall frequency is small. Note can be taken of the fact 

that the rejection of telephone numbers occurs at only about one third of the frequency 

(1.2%) in trade within the Eurozone compared to other trade directions. 

 

Table 15. Issues during registration (trade direction) 

 Within EZ EZ to non-EZ Outside of EZ Non-EZ to EZ 

Address details 
not accepted 

28.2% (-7.5ppts) 28.7% (-10.8ppts) 41.8% (+3.9ppts) 30.6% (-0.1ppts) 

Telephone 
number not 

accepted 
1.2% (-1.5ppts) 3.2% (+1.2ppts) 3.7% (-1.7ppts) 3.7% (+0.2ppts) 

E-mail address 
not accepted 

0.8% (-0.8ppts) 0.3% (-1.4ppts) 0.4% (-1.3ppts) 0.5% (-0.3ppts) 

Payment details 
not accepted 

1.3% (-1.1ppts) 1.7% (-0.6ppts) 0.8% (-1.7ppts) 0.8% (-2.2ppts) 

Redirected to 
another website 

0.2% (-0.3ppts) 0.0% (-0.2ppts) 0.0% (-1.2ppts) 0.1% (0.0ppts) 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

When looking at differences between retailers according to their size, the most 

notable observation is that the rejection of address details occurs clearly more 

often in large retailers (36.8%) than among medium-size (26.5%) and small 

retailers (25.5%). This is the case despite the fact that among large retailers the 

frequency of such rejection has decreased much more than among other retailers (-

13.8ppts). Rejection of telephone numbers also occurs more often in large retailers 

(3.7%) compared to other retailers, though the difference is less pronounced because 

of the overall low frequency of the rejection of telephone numbers.  

 

Table 16. Issues during registration (Retailer size) 

 Small retailers Medium retailers Large retailers 

Address details 
not accepted 

25.5% (-1.9ppts) 26.5% (-2.6ppts) 36.8% (-13.8ppts) 

Telephone 
number not 

accepted 
1.9% (+0.7ppts) 1.2% (-2.1ppts) 3.7% (-0.3ppts) 

E-mail address 
not accepted 

0.9% (-1.2ppts) 0.4% (-0.4ppts) 0.5% (-1.0ppts) 

Payment details 
not accepted 

1.9% (-1.9ppts) 0.5% (-2.3ppts) 1.5% (+0.7ppts) 

Redirected to 
another website 

0.0% (-0.2ppts) 0.0% (-0.4ppts) 0.4% (-0.2ppts) 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914 (2019), 8467 (2015) 

 

With regards to differences between sectors, the Electrical household appliances sector 

is with a considerable margin the sector where the rejection of address details occurs 
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the most often – in 55.6% of websites that require registration. In comparison, the 

Clothes and sports goods sector follows in second place with 36.3%, a 19.3ppts 

difference. In the 2 services sectors – the  Online reservations of offline leisure sector 

and the Travel services sector - the rejection of address details is much lower than in 

the goods sectors – at 5.9% and 3.1%, respectively. This coincides with the 

interpretation of non-blocking registration issues as likely often reflecting delivery 

address issues. That the rejection of addresses is so low in these 2 service sectors might 

be a further indication that the address issues seen in other sectors likely include 

delivery address rejections.  

The Electrical household appliances is also the sector where foreign telephone numbers 

are most often rejected during registration, and the only sector where the frequency of 

such a rejection has increased (+1.5ppts) – although it remains rare at 5.0%. 

 

Table 17. Issues during registration (Sectors) 

 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 6914  (2019), 8467 (2015) 

Finally, when comparing different transport modes, is can be seen that, as with service 

sectors discussed above (the Travel services sector and the Online reservations for 

Offline leisure sector), the rejection of address details is lower than in goods sectors. 

This is likely also related to the fact that delivery address details are not typically 

applicable for the transport sector. Nevertheless, two results stand out: 

 The relatively high percentage of bus service websites where address details 

were rejected (15.1%) stands out against the other transport modes, where this 

happens at a much lower frequency.  

 The high percentage of train services websites where the provided foreign 

telephone number was rejected. At 14.0%, this frequency is much higher than 
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in other transport modes, but also higher than what is witnessed in the overall 

sample.  

 

Table 18. Issues during registration (Transport modes) 

  airlines bus ferry train   
other 

sectors 

Address  
not accepted 

2.9% (-2.9ppts) 15.1% 4.1% 0.0% 

  

29.3% 

Telephone number  
not accepted 

0.4% (-3.6ppts) 2.4% 2.5% 14.0% 2.2% 

E-mail address  
not accepted 

0.4% (-2.3ppts) 0.5% 2.2% 0.4% 0.6% 

Payment details 
 not accepted 

0.7% (-1.4ppts) 0.0% 1.0% 1.8% 1.3% 

Redirected to  
another website 

0.0% (-0.4ppts) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ Base: 289 (2019), 156 (Airlines 2015) 

 

 

Website registration: conclusions 

 The requirement to register remains high in the EU28. It is needed in 93.5% 

of websites, an increase of 1.9ppt. This high percentage can be seen across all 

sectors and retailer sizes. There are, however, notable differences between 

countries. Registration was found necessary in all websites evaluated in Bulgaria, 

Czech Republic, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Romania and Slovenia. In 

contrast, it was necessary much less often in websites in Denmark (50.9%), 

Cyprus (44.9%) and Greece (40.9%)  Registration requirement is less frequent 

to other sectors in the different transport mode websites, particularly in ferry 

websites (79.4%) and train websites (79.9%. 

 The provision of an e-mail address (without the need to activate an account via 

e-mail verification) remains the most often required information asked from 

shoppers for registration. It is asked in 85.0% of websites with a registration 

requirement. Physical address details (76.6%) and a telephone number (63.2%) 

are also commonly asked, whereas payment means details (19.4%) or an e-mail 

address with e-mail verification (9.1%) are much less often asked. These relative 

frequencies are seen across all sectors and retailer sizes. Notable trends, 

however, are:  

 a decrease in the requirement to provide telephone numbers by medium and 

large retailers (-6.8ppts and -7.3%, respectively);  

 the higher frequency of payment details being asked in travel services websites 

(40.5%); 

 a strong decrease in the frequency of physical address details being asked in 

travel service websites (-13.6ppts) and websites for online reservations of offline 

leisure (-18.2ppts). This lower frequency is also seen in all transport modes, 

most notably in train websites (36.2%). 



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  80/190 
 

 Registration failure has decreased across the whole of the EU28, from 26.9% 

to 14.0% (in the EU27, this is 14.6%, some 16.3 ppts lower). This trend 

is seen in websites from all regions, types and sectors. The travel services sector 

does not follow the trend, with an increase in registration failures of 1.9ppts. 

Registration failure is also much higher in train websites (31.0%) and ferry 

websites (27.7%) – both compared to the EU28 average and compared to airline 

websites (2.2% failure) and bus websites (11.5%).  

 By far the biggest issue faced during registration (without necessarily leading to 

a failure to register) is just like in 2015 the fact that address details are not 

accepted– seen in 29.3% of websites with registration requirement. The rejection 

of other data types is far less common, occurring in less than 3% of websites. 

The rejection of address details is much more common among websites from the 

North (42.3%) and East (55.0%) region than among websites from the South 

(27.9%) and West (28.2%) regions, a distinction strengthened by the fact that 

issues with address details increased in the two former regions (+5.4ppts and 

+14.7ppts, respectively) and decreased in the latter two regions (-8.0ppts and 

-7.3ppts, respectively). However, the same distinction is not seen between the 

different origin regions of shoppers, which indicates that registration failures do 

not systematically target shoppers from specific countries, but rather depend on 

the origin country of the website.  

 The rejection of address details is also notably higher among large retailers 

(36.8%) compared to medium-size (26.5%) and small retailers (25.5%). 

 The Electrical household appliances sector is with a considerable margin the 

sector where the rejection of address details occurs the most often – in 55.6% 

of websites that require registration. In comparison, the clothes and sports goods 

sector follows in second place with 36.3%, a 19.3ppts difference. 

 In travel service websites and websites for online reservations of offline leisure, 

the rejection of address details is much less common (3.1% and 5.9%, 

respectively) than in other sectors. The same is also seen in websites for the 

different transport modes, although here it should be noted that the rejection 

rate is higher among bus websites (15.1%) than in websites for other transport 

modes. 
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2.4 Delivery of goods 

As noted in the previous section, traders are not obliged under the GBR to offer unlimited 

delivery to any cross-border location. For many traders, cross-border delivery may 

indeed create additional costs and requirements. Moreover, a select offering of delivery 

options to only certain countries can also be part of the trader’s business plan or market 

strategy. From the perspective of the cross-border shopper, however, the impossibility 

to deliver goods to their country puts a limitation on the shopper’s ability to acquire the 

exact goods they intended to purchase from a specific trader. In that respect, although 

not covered by the GBR, cross-border delivery restrictions (i.e., does a given website 

deliver goods to a foreign shopper’s country or not) remain a relevant metric to evaluate 

the extent to which an average shopper can purchase goods cross-border at will.  

The question to what extent shoppers find themselves unable to have goods delivered 

to their country is addressed in section 2.4.1. In addition to the question whether goods 

can be delivered to the shopper’s country, delivery costs are also discussed, in section 

2.4.2. Finally, in section 2.4.3 it is looked at at which point during their shopping process 

on a website shoppers are informed, if at all, about any delivery restrictions that apply 

for the goods they want to buy.  

This chapter only considers websites from sectors trading in goods, meaning that the 

Travel sector, Online Reservations of Offline Leisure and the Transport sector are not 

disussed here. 

Delivery restrictions applied on different national websites of multi-national traders are 

dealt with in a specific chapter of this report (chapter 3) dedicated to analysis of 

practices on national websites of multi-national traders.26   

 

2.4.1 Delivery restrictions  

For each evaluated website it was assessed, from the perspective of the shopper and 

their location, whether delivery to the shopper’s home country is possible or not. If 

delivery is possible, it was additionally assessed whether delivery was offered to all EU28 

countries, to a subgroup of EU28 countries, or only to the website’s country and the 

shopper’s country. From the shopper’s perspective, of course, it is generally only 

relevant whether delivery is possible to their home country or not. The extent of delivery 

within the European Union is, however, also interesting in the context of this study, 

since it sheds light on the general scope of delivery options throughout the EU. In that 

sense, and keeping in mind the general objective of the Digital Single Market strategy 

to reduce boundaries for cross-border sales, the percentage of websites that delivers to 

all EU Member States is an interesting metric to follow up on. 

It should be kept in mind when interpreting the results in this section that evaluations 

of trade restrictions (and indeed, all evaluations presented in this chapter) were made 

based on trade between individual country pairs – as explained in section 1.2.1.1 of the 

introduction. This means that data on the restriction of delivery to a shopper in a given 

country or region strictly speaking only holds between the countries that were paired. 

However, since these country pairs were chosen so that they represent the most 

important directions of cross-border e-commerce trade within the EU28, the restrictions 

discussed here can be assumed to hold for the average shopper in each country or 

                                                 

26 While chapter 3 discusses delivery restrictions specifically applied by different national version websites 

from multi-national traders, those websites are still individually included in the sample analysed here as 

well (cross-border access), although not discussed separately.  
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region. From the perspective of the websites, then, the delivery restrictions reported 

are to be interpreted as restrictions for the average cross-border shopper shopping into 

the website’s country.  

 

The occurrence of delivery restrictions has remained stable between 2015 and 

2019. In 53.1% of the evaluated websites delivery was not possible to the 

country of the shopper that sought delivery – a small increase of 1.3ppts since 

2015. The percentage of websites that delivers to the full EU28 also remains at the 

same level (22.7%, a 0.7ppts increase). In the EU27, restrictions are only slightly 

higher. There, 55.0% of websites do not deliver to the country of the shopper that 

sought delivery, which is a 1.4ppts increase from 2015.  

 

Figure 41. Delivery restrictions (EU28)27 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015)  

 

At the level of individual countries, cross-border shoppers from Slovakia, by some 

margin, most often come across websites where they cannot have goods delivered to 

their country (70.1% of evaluated websites, which is however a decrease of 11.2ppts 

compared to 2015). Slovakia is followed by Slovenia (63.4%) and Poland (63.2%). 

Shoppers from Ireland (41.4%), Cyprus (42.1%) and Belgium (42.8%) least often come 

across websites where they cannot have goods delivered to their country. For Cyprus, 

however, this is a notable increase of 15.6ppts. 

 

                                                 

27 The percentage of ‘no delivery to shopper country’ includes all evaluations where either a delivery address 

was not accepted in the registration phase (measured in Q19) or a restriction of delivery became clear after 

the registration phase (measured in Q20). A rejection of a delivery address in the registration phase was 

always assumed to reflect impossibility to deliver to the shopper, regardless of whether the actual 

registration failed or not. 
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Figure 42. Delivery to shopper country not possible (shopper country) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015)  

 

Cross-border shoppers shopping on a North or East region website are most 

likely to be unable to get delivery to their country. In these two regions, 73.9% 

and 77.5% of websites, respectively, do not deliver to the shopper’s country. In 2015, 

delivery restrictions were already most frequent in these regions, but because of an 

increase in both of them – of respectively 12.0ppts and 11.9ppts – the difference with 

the South and West regions has become bigger. In the two latter regions, respectively 

57.3% and 51.0% of websites does not offer delivery to the shopper’s country. The 

distinction between North and East regions on the one hand and South and West regions 

on the other hand also pertains to the percentage of websites that offers delivery to all 

EU28 countries.  
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Moreover, while 24.3% of South region websites and 23.6% of West region websites 

offers delivery to all EU28 countries, this is only 6.6% in North region websites and 

6.1% in East region websites. This difference too already existed in 2015, but has 

widened due to a decrease in how many websites offer EU28 delivery in the latter two 

regions (-9.2ppts in the North region, -5.0ppts in the East region).28 

 

Figure 43. Delivery restrictions (Website region) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015) 

 

                                                 

28 Note that while the restrictions witnessed in the North and East regions are well above the EU28 average, 

their impact on that average is small due to the big difference in sample sizes for North and East region 

websites (427 and 639, respectively) compared to South and West region websites (1107 and 3245, 

respectively). 
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From the perspective of the shopper, it also holds at that shoppers from the 

North and East Regions are somewhat more likely to be rejected delivery to 

their country (54.8% and 62.1% respectively) compared to shoppers from the 

South and West regions (49.3% and 52.2%, respectively). The difference is less 

pronounced, however, than between the delivery restriction rates seen in websites from 

these two groups of regions. This is again an indication that sales restrictions are not 

directed systematically at shoppers from a specific region, something also observed 

based on the distribution of registration restrictions (see section 2.3.3). Changes from 

2015 are also small in all regions. Restrictions for shoppers from the North and South 

region went slightly down (2.6ppts and 2.7ppts, respectively), while they increased 

slightly for shoppers from the East region (+2.2ppts) and the West region (+3.6ppts). 

This means that shoppers from the East region remain most likely to face 

delivery restrictions to their country. 

 

 

Figure 44. Delivery restrictions (Shopper region) 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015)  
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A comparison of delivery restictions in different trade directions show that they are 

highest between countries outside of the Eurozone. In 64.7% of websites from outside 

the Eurozone, a cross-border shopper from another non-Eurozone country cannot have 

goods delivered to their country. At the same time, however, delivery restrictions are 

lowest when trade goes from a non-Eurozone country to a Eurozone country (47.5%). 

In other words, websites from non-Eurozone countries are much less likely to 

restrict delivery to the Eurozone than they are to other non-Eurozone 

countries. This is already seen in 2015, though the difference has become slightly 

larger due to a higher increase in restrictions between non-Eurozone countries 

(+4.9ppts) compared to restrictions between non-Eurozone and Eurozone countries 

(+2.4ppts).  

Delivery restrictions from Eurozone countries, either to other Eurozone countries or to 

non-Eurozone countries, remain largely at the same level as 2015 – at 52.7% 

(+0.4ppts) and 55.4% (+1.4ppts), respectively. 

 

Figure 45. Delivery restrictions (trade direction) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015)  
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Large retailers are notably more likely to reject delivery to the shopper’s 

country than small and medium-size retailers, and they are also less likely to 

offer delivery to the full EU28 compared to the latter two groups. Cross-border 

shoppers could not have goods delivered to their country in 60.3% of large retailer 

websites – which is however a decrease of 5.0ppts compared to 2015. In comparison, 

this goes for 49.6% of medium-size retailers and 49.7% of small retailers. Delivery to 

the full EU28 is offered by 17.6% of large retailers, compared to 24.9 of medium-size 

retailers and 25.1% of small retailers. The higher restrictions among large retailers, 

especially when it comes to delivery to the full EU28, might seem counterintuitive if one 

assumes that large retailers have a broader market reach and more logistic facilities to 

offer cross-border delivery possibilities. The higher rate of restrictions witnessed here, 

however, might be related to the fact that large retailers are more likely to have multiple 

national versions of their websites, where these individual websites target individual 

countries and also adjust delivery possibilities to one country or a small group of 

countries. In other words, there will, for large retailers, less often be one single website 

that offers delivery to the full EU28, because the trader’s services to particular countries 

are split over different websites.  
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Figure 46. Delivery restrictions (retailer size) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015) 

 

Finally, when comparing delivery restrictions between sectors, it is clear that 

restrictions are most frequent in the Electrical household appliances sector. 

Cross-border shoppers cannot have goods in this sector delivered to their country in 

72.5% of websites. This is a further increase of 3.7ppts compared to 2015, when this 

sector was already the sector with the most restrictions. That websites in this sector are 

most likely to impose delivery restrictions is not surprising, given that goods in this 

sector can be quite large and heavy (e.g., fridges, ovens, etc.), which complicates 

delivery possibilities both logistically and from a cost perspective. Consequently, it is 

also in line with expectations that websites in this sector least often provide delivery 

options to the full EU28.  

In contrast to that, the two sectors where goods are typically smallest and 

easiest to transport are also the two sectors where delivery restrictions are 

least frequent: in the Books, magazines and newspapers sector, cross-border 

shoppers are barred from delivery to their country in only 36.4% of websites, and in the 
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cosmetics and healthcare goods sector this goes for 47.0% of websites. For the Books, 

magazines and newspapers sector this is, however, at the same time the largest 

increase in restrictions witnessed in any sector (+13.2ppts).  

The low percentage of restrictions seen in the Books, magazines and newspapers sector 

and the high percentage seen in the Electrical household appliances sector is mirrored 

by the fact that the first sector has the most websites that offer delivery to the full EU28 

37.6%), whereas this occurs least often in the latter sector (9.8%).  

 

Figure 47. Delivery restrictions (sectors) 

 
Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country?’ Base: 5472 (2019), 5669 (2015) 

 

2.4.2 Delivery costs 

By definition there is a cost related to the delivery of physical goods to a location chosen 

by the shopper – regardless of whether the delivery is to a domestic or a cross-border 

location. Traders are not prohibited from charging shoppers partially or wholly for these 

costs, and the distance of delivery can be expected to be a factor in the size of the costs. 

In other words, cross-border delivery, if offered by the trader, can be accompanied by 

a certain cost. And while the charging of delivery costs is not a geoblocking practice, it 

can form an extra obstacle for the shopper. For this reason EU consumer protection 

rules require specific transparency safeguards as regards delivery costs29. Indeed, the 

cost of cross-border delivery can be an important factor in the decision whether or not 

to make an online cross-border purchase. A too high delivery price can be a deterrence 

for such purchases if it is seen by the shopper as inappropriately high, or because it 

                                                 

29 Article 6(1)g of Directive 2011/83/EU. 
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adds too much to the overall cost to be paid for the product. This means that both the 

absolute delivery costs as well as the relative proportion of the delivery cost compared 

to the product price can be relevant in the decision of the shopper to buy the product 

and have it delivered cross-border.  

This section looks at delivery costs from the following perspectives:30 

 How often cross-border delivery is free or paid 

 What the average price is for a cross-border delivery 

 What the average proportion of delivery costs is compared to the price of the 

product 

 

2.4.2.1 Free vs. paid delivery 

For 83.0% of goods offered by webshops in the EU28, cross-border shoppers 

have to pay some amount of delivery cost. This is a small decrease of 1.2ppts 

compared to 2015 (when it was at 84.2%). Despite this decrease, payment for 

delivery thus remains by far the most common practice across the EU28.  

When comparing different regions, it is clear that only for goods delivered from 

websites in the North region the frequency of paid delivery has gone down considerably. 

33.7% of goods from North region websites are delivered for free, compared to 17.5% 

in 2015, an increase of 16.2ppts. For goods from websites in other regions there are no 

notable changes. As a consequence, the North region is the only region from where less 

than 80% of goods are delivered cross-border against a charge. 

 

                                                 

30 These elements were only assessed from the cross-border perspective – i.e., no comparison with domestic 

delivery was made.  
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Figure 48. Paid vs. free delivery (website region) 

 
Q21/Q30 ‘Does the website display the cost of product delivery?’ Base: N  = 4196 goods (2019), 4329 goods 

(2015) 

 

Looking from the perspective of the shopper, shoppers from the East region are 

faced with cross-border delivery costs the most often – for 92.1% of the goods 

they want to buy. This is an increase of 7.6ppts compared to 2015 and causes the 

East region to stand out in this regard against the other regions, where shoppers are 

required to pay delivery of goods about 10ppts less often: for 81.3% of goods in the 

North region, 81.9% in the South region and 82.0% in the West region. For shoppers 

in the North region, this marks the strongest decrease of all regions (-8.9ppts). 
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Figure 49. Paid vs. free delivery (shopper region) 

 
Q21/Q30 ‘Does the website display the cost of product delivery?’ Base: N  = 4196 goods (2019), 4329 goods 

(2015) 

 

Taking the perspective of the trade direction, delivery costs are most often 

applied in trade from Eurozone countries to non-Eurozone countries, with paid 

delivery due for 90.8% of goods. This is also the only trade direction where the 

percentage of goods with paid delivery has increased (with 5.6ppts). Interestingly, the 

same is not seen for trade in the opposite direction. On the contrary, for goods delivered 

from outside the Eurozone to a Eurozone country, paid delivery occurs for 77.5% of the 

goods, which makes it the trade direction where delivery costs are least often due. 

Between goods delivered within the EZ (81.7% paid delivery) and goods delivered from 

outside the Eurozone (83.4% paid delivery) there is only a small difference.  
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Figure 50. Paid vs. free delivery (trade direction) 

 
Q21/Q30 ‘Does the website display the cost of product delivery?’ Base: N  = 4196 goods (2019), 4329 goods 

(2015) 

 

It could be expected that cross-border delivery is more often subjected to an additional 

cost depending on the distance between website and shopper country. This is true 

to some extent, but the difference is rather small. 80.2% of goods delivered to a 

neighbouring country come with a delivery cost. This increases to 86.0% and 84.4% if 

the countries are close but not neighbouring and if the countries are far from each other, 

respectively.  

 

Figure 51. Paid vs. free delivery (country distance) 

 
Q21/Q30 ‘Does the website display the cost of product delivery?’ Base: N  = 4196 goods (2019), 4329 goods 

(2015) 
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are likely to operate a larger logistics system and because of the volume of their trade 
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can work with smaller sales margins, which can in principle allow more easily for free 

cross-border delivery of goods. This is also only moderately confirmed by the data. In 

large retailers, 80.1% of goods are delivered cross-border against a charge, 

which is somewhat less than for medium-sized (84.4%) and small retailers 

(83.8%). In all size categories the differences with 2015 in terms of percentage of 

goods with paid cross-border delivery are minimal (-1.2ppts for small retailers, -0.8ppts 

for medium-sized retailers and -1.3ppts for large retailers).  

 

Figure 52. Paid vs. free delivery (retailer size) 

 
Q21/Q30 ‘Does the website display the cost of product delivery?’ Base: N = 4196 goods (2019), 4329 goods 

(2015) 

 

Finally turning to differences between sectors, some variance in the frequency of paid 

delivery can be observed, though they are relatively small, and the differences between 

sectors have also decreased since 2015. The Electronic household appliances sector 

remains the sector where cross-border delivery costs for goods remains the most 

common – for 87.5% of goods a cost is due, which is however a decrease of 4.4ppts 

compared to 2015. Delivery costs are least common in the Clothes and sports goods 

sector, where 79.6% of goods require a delivery cost for cross-border delivery. The 

electronic equipment and computer hardware sector saw the only notable increase of 

websites offering goods with paid delivery; – 3.6ppts, to 80.4% in 2019.  
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Figure 53. Paid vs. free delivery (sectors) 

 
Q21/Q30 ‘Does the website display the cost of product delivery?’ Base: N  = 4196 goods (2019), 4329 goods 

(2015) 

 

2.4.2.2 Size of delivery costs 

In the EU28, the cost of cross-border delivery went down by 1.28 EUR between 

2015 and 2019, to 9.15 EUR on average. In the EU27, the average delivery price in 

2019 is about as high (9.03 EUR), but it has decreased somewhat less (-0.40 EUR). 

 

Table 19. Delivery costs (EU28) 

 Delivery cost Proportion of product 
price 

EU28 € 9.15 (€ -1.28) 33.4% (-6.7ppts) 

EU27 € 9.03 (€ -0.40) 33.1% (-3.8ppts) 

Q22. ‘Cost of standard delivery to home address’ Base: 7101 goods (2019), 5694 goods (2015) 

 

Delivery costs have overall gone down consistently across the EU28 and for all 

website types, with the exception of costs for shoppers from the East region. 

For them, the average delivery costs went up by 2.30 EUR. In contrast to that, it went 

down by 2.06 EUR, 1.60 EUR and 1.09 EUR in the South, West and North regions, 

respectively. The increase in delivery costs for shoppers from the East region does, 

however, not impact the proportion of these costs compared to the product price. That 

proportion remained quasi stable (+0.4ppts since 2015). This means that delivery cost 

increases followed an equivalent increase in product prices.  

Further looking at the proportion of delivery costs compared to the product price in the 

other regions, this proportion has decreased notably in the South region (-12.4ppts) 

and to a lesser extent also in the West region (-6.7ppts), while they remained more or 
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less stable in the North region (+1.6ppts). Because of these evolutions, delivery costs 

as a proportion of the product price now vary clearly between the South and West region 

on the one hand (32.5% and 31.7%, respectively), and the North and East region 

(39.2% and 40.8%, respectively) on the other hand. 

 

Table 20. Delivery costs (shopper region) 

  Delivery cost Proportion of product 
price 

North € 10.26 (€ -1.09) 39.2% (+ 1.6ppts) 

East € 10.88 (+ € 2.30) 40.8% (+ 0.4ppts) 

South € 10.23 (€ -2.06) 32.5% (-12.4ppts) 

West € 8.16 (€ -1.60) 31.7% (-6.7ppts) 

Q22. ‘Cost of standard delivery to home address’ Base: 7101  goods (2019), 5694 goods (2015) 

 

The decrease in delivery costs is most clearly seen among large retailers. Not 

only are delivery costs from large retailers on average lower than the costs from 

medium-size retailers and small retailers (7.63 EUR vs. 9.67 EUR and 9.73 EUR, 

respectively), they also decreased more in large retailers compared to medium-size and 

especially small retailers (-2.07 EUR vs. -1.79 EUR and -0.31 EUR, respectively). In 

addition to that, the average delivery cost as a proportion of the average product price 

also has decreased the most (-11.1ppts) and at 23.7% is clearly lower than in medium-

sized (36.5%) and small (37.5%) retailers. So while delivery costs have decreased both 

in absolute terms and proportionally in retailers from all sizes, large retailers have been 

most successful at reducing these costs. This should not come as a surprise, since the 

gains of a larger size of sales and a larger logistics system (especially when deployed 

internationally) can help lowering the real cost of delivery, thus avoiding the need of 

forwarding that cost to consumers. 

 

Table 21. Delivery costs (retailer size) 

  Delivery price Proportion of product 
price 

Small € 9.73 (€ -0.31) 37.5% (-7.4ppts) 

Medium € 9.67 (€ -1.79) 36.5% (-4.1ppts) 

Large € 7.63 (€ -2.07) 23.7% (-11.1ppts) 

Q22. ‘Cost of standard delivery to home address’ Base: 7101 goods (2019), 5694 goods (2015) 
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As noted at the start of the section, it is to be expected that the distance between 

website and shopper country plays a role in the size of delivery costs. This was observed 

in 2015 and remains the case in 2019. The data do show, however, that the correlation 

is not entirely linear. While delivery cost between neighbouring countries at 7.76 

EUR is clearly lower than between countries that are close but not 

neighbouring (10.48 EUR), there is much less difference between the cost in 

the latter distance category and the cost between countries that are far from 

each other (10.81 EUR). This could be an indication that traders, on average, 

distinguish between neighbouring countries and countries further away, but not typically 

between non-neighbouring countries to determine separate delivery costs. On the other 

hand, delivery costs as a proportion of the product cost are higher when countries are 

far away compared to when they are close (44.5% vs. 35.1%, respectively) – and this 

proportion is lowest when countries are neighbouring (30.2%). This, however, also 

relates to the prices of the goods. In other words, if the delivery costs remain more or 

less the same, but the proportion increases, this is plausibly a consequence of a higher 

percentage of less expensive goods evaluated for country pairs that are far away from 

each other.  

 

Table 22. Delivery costs (country distance) 

  Delivery price Proportion of product 
price 

neighbouring € 7.76 (€ -1.39) 30.2% (-5.8ppts) 

close € 10.48 (€ -1.13) 35.1% (-7.4ppts) 

far € 10.81 (€ -1.06) 44.5% (-6.4ppts) 

Q22. ‘Cost of standard delivery to home address’ Base: 7101 goods (2019), 5694 goods (2015) 

 

Looking at differences between sectors, while delivery costs decreased everywhere, 

the decrease is most substantial in the Clothes & sports goods sector. There it went 

down with 2.87 EUR, from 10.55 EUR in 2015 to 7.68 in 2019. As a consequence, the 

Clothes & sports goods sector is now the sector with the lowest average delivery cost. 

In comparison, delivery costs are highest in the Electronic equipment and computer 

hardware sector (11.16 EUR) and the electrical household appliances (13.19 EUR). 

Given the typically higher prices of goods in these markets (e.g., laptops, smartphones, 

fridges, etc.), the higher costs of delivery are not surprising. For the same reason it is 

also logical that the delivery cost as a proportion of product cost is low in these sectors: 

13.6% in the Electronic equipment and computer hardware sector and 19.7% in the 

electrical household appliances sector (in both sectors only a minimal change from 

2015). In comparison, in sectors where goods are typically cheaper, the delivery cost 

as a proportion of the product price is on average much higher: 51.7% in the Cosmetics 

and healthcare products sector, and 55.7% in the Books, magazines and newspapers 

sectors. 

  



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  98/190 
 

Table 23. Delivery costs (sectors) 

  Delivery price Proportion of 
product price 

 Clothes & sports goods € 7.68 (€ -2.87) 15.9% (-12.7%) 

 Electronic equipment & computer hardware  € 11.16 (€ -0.78) 13.6% (-1.5%) 

 Cosmetics and healthcare products  € 8.71 (€ -0.13) 51.7% (-8.1%) 

 Books, magazines & newspapers  € 8.12 (€ -0.87) 55.7% (-8.9%) 

 Electrical household appliances  € 13.19 (€ -0.28) 19.7% (-0.1%) 

Q22. ‘Cost of standard delivery to home address’ Base: 7101 products (2019), 5694 products (2015)  

 

Turning finally to product categories, the lowest delivery costs can be identified by for 

the product categories of Clothes, sports goods and accessories and Books, magazines 

and newspapers – closely followed by Cosmetics and healthcare products. However, 

when looking at the delivery price as a proportion of the product price, percentages are 

much higher for the said product categories than for goods that fall under the categories 

of Electrical household appliances and Electronic equipment and computer hardware. 

Children’s books and Hair products stand out in this regard since the delivery costs make 

up for 85,2% and 74,9% of the total price of these goods respectively. Both delivery 

costs and the delivery price as a proportion of the total product price are lowest for 

satellite navigation (7,62 and 4,7%) and for mobile phones (10,06 and 5,0%). 

 

Table 24. Delivery costs (product categories) 

Clothes, sports goods, shoes and accessories 

Delivery cost Proportion of 
product price 

Shoes  
7,13 9,8% 

Lower garments (pants, skirts) 
7,59 14,5% 

Outerwear (jackets, coats) 
7,68 9,8% 

Upper garments (t-shirts, sweaters) 
7,68 31,1% 

Underwear and accessories 
8,07 31,0% 
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Overalls (costumes, dresses) 
8,58 14,3% 

Electronic equipment and computer hardware Delivery cost Proportion of 
product price 

Satellite navigation 7,62 4,7% 

Mobile phones 10,06 5,0% 

Office equipment and accessories 10,59 21,7% 

Photo and video equipment 10,91 9,8% 

Audio equipment  12,09 11,3% 

Computer and tablets 12,48 7,3% 

Cosmetics and healthcare products  Delivery cost Proportion of 
product price 

Make-up  8,13 52,4% 

Perfumes 8,28 26,6% 

Creams, soaps and lotions 8,52 45,7% 

Hair products 9,01 74,9% 

Electric products and accessories 9,67 59,3% 

Books, magazines and newspapers  Delivery cost Proportion of 
product price 

Business and finance books 6,78 31,3% 
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Fiction books 7,71 57,0% 

Children’s books 8,09 85,2% 

Educational books 8,32 48,2% 

Travel and hobby literature (including 
magazines and newspapers) 

9,03 52,2% 

Electrical household appliances Delivery cost Proportion of 
product price 

Large household appliances 10,40 6,1% 

Small household appliances 13,04 21,1% 

Q22. ‘Cost of standard delivery to home address’ Base: 7101 goods (2019), 5694 goods (2015) 

 

2.4.3 Information on delivery restrictions 

As we have seen in this chapter, it is common for online traders to restrict the delivery 

of goods to certain countries, barring shoppers from other countries from having these 

goods delivered to their home country. It is important that shoppers are informed about 

any such restrictions in a clear and transparent way and early in the course of the 

shopper’s visit to an online store. This ensures that no time is needlessly spent trying 

to buy goods that cannot be delivered, and that no personal data are shared for website 

registration without ultimate purpose.  

During the website evaluation it was verified where and when shoppers were informed 

about delivery restrictions in a clear way. “In a clear way” means that the information 

is clear, but also clearly visible and legibly – i.e., for instance not solely mentioned in 

the trader’s terms & conditions or on a separate web page that is not routinely accessed 

during a normal shopping session. Specifically, it was checked whether information was 

shown – ordered from earlier to later in the shopping process – immediately on the 

home page, on the product page, once the product was placed in the cart, on the 

checkout page or only after the checkout page. Alternatively, it could be that no explicit 

information was given at all. By definition, of course, if delivery is not possible this will 

become clear to the shopper at some point. However, if this is only communicated by 

rejecting a delivery location, possibly accompanied by a short error message, this was, 

for the purpose of this evaluation, not considered as explicit provision of information on 

delivery restrictions.  

Overall, in the EU28, there is a slight but significant increase of websites where 

no information is explicitly displayed about delivery restrictions, from 35.7% 
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in 2015 to 38.5% in 2019.31 Note that for websites that don’t have any delivery 

restrictions, such a notification is of course not necessary. But since only a small 

percentage of websites delivers to the full EU28, and thus most websites do have some 

level of restrictions in this regard within Europe, there is a considerable proportion that 

does not provide relevant information about these restrictions anywhere in the shopping 

process.  

If information is shown, this happens most often on the checkout page: 36.8% of 

websites show restrictions at this point (a slight decline from 41.5% in 2015, when it 

was also the point at which information was given most often). That information is given 

most often at checkout can be explained by the fact that it is at this point that shoppers 

typically have to provide address information for delivery and choose their delivery 

method.  

Compared to 2015, there are in 2019 less websites that give information about delivery 

restrictions immediately on the website’s homepage: 13.3%, a 4.2ppts decrease from 

2015. The percentage of websites that gives such information on the product page has 

remained about the same (an insignificant increase of +0.8ppts compared to 2015, to 

9.1%). This means that in addition to the fact that slightly less websites give explicit 

information about delivery restrictions during the shopping process, it also happens less 

often at the early stages of the process. 

 

Figure 54. Information on delivery restrictions (EU28) 

 
Q36. Does the website that you have navigated clearly provide the information about delivery 

restrictions, directly displayed on the page or through a prominent and easy to notice link? Base: 

7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 

                                                 

31 As noted at the beginning of the section, ‘explicitly displayed’ means that the information is given clearly 

on the web pages that the shopper browses through as he goes through the shopping processs (e.g., website 

home page, product page, registration page, etc.). Terms & Conditions were not reviewed during the 

evaluation, so if this information is solely available in the trader’s Terms & Conditions, this is not 

considered to be ‘explicitly displayed’, and is counted as ‘no information is explicitly displayed’. 
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The decrease of websites that show explicit information about delivery 

restrictions has not occurred evenly across the whole of the EU28, however. 

Compared to 2019, shoppers from the North region (33.6%, a decrease of 8.7ppts) and 

the South region (34.7%, a decrease of 1.8ppts) less often lack such explicit 

information. That said, where shoppers from the North region are provided with such 

information, it happens less often on the homepage of the website (11.1%, or a 

decrease of 6.0ppts).  

This decrease in how many shoppers do not get information about delivery restrictions 

in the South and North regions is in contrast to the experience of shoppers from the 

West region and the East region. In the West region, the percentage of websites without 

explicit information increased with 2.1ppts to 37.5%. In the East region the increase is 

bigger, with a steep increase from 31.5% in 2015 to 51.2% in 2019 (+19.7ppts). Less 

shoppers from both regions also get this information at the website’s home page 

compared to 2015: 13.1% in the West region (-4.8ppts) and 11.3% in the East Region 

(-7.4ppts). 

 

Table 25. Information on delivery restrictions (shopper region) 

 North East South West 

On the home page 11.1% (-6.0ppts) 11.3% (-7.4ppts) 15.5% (-0.7ppts) 13.1% (-4.8ppts) 

On the products 
page 

5.9% (-6.4ppts) 8.9% (+2.0ppts) 10.0% (+1.4ppts) 9.1% (+1.2ppts) 

After placing 
product in cart 

17.5% (-12.5ppts) 12.5% (-14.5ppts) 22.2% (-6.4ppts) 19.8% (-2.4ppts) 

On the checkout 
page 

47.0% (+8.4ppts) 32.3% (-9.4ppts) 38.8% (+0.2ppts) 35.8% (-7.6ppts) 

After the 
checkout page 

12.7% (-8.3ppts) 7.6% (-8.0ppts) 14.2% (-8.2ppts) 13.9% (-1.0ppts) 

     

No information 33.6% (-8.7ppts) 51.2% (+19.7ppts) 34.7% (-1.8ppts) 37.5% (+2.1ppts) 

Q36. Does the website that you have navigated clearly provide the information about  delivery restrictions, 

directly displayed on the page or through a prominent and easy to notice link? Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 

(2015) 

 

For shoppers from all regions, information is shown most often at the checkout page. 

This happens for 47.0% of shoppers from the North region (an increase of 8.4ppts), and 

38.8% of the shoppers in the South region (an increase of 0.2ppts). This is again in 

contrast to shoppers from the West and East region, who are shown information about 

delivery restrictions at the checkout page less often than the former 2 regions, and also 

less often than in 2015.  

Differences between websites from different sectors are less pronounced. A 

lack of explicit information about delivery restrictions is most common in 

websites from the Electrical household appliances sector (39.7%), although at 

the same time this sector has seen the biggest improvement in that regard, 

with a 13.9ppts decrease. In the Cosmetics and healthcare products sector the 

percentage of websites lacking explicit delivery information is similarly common, at 

38.3%, but there it reflects the strongest increase of all sectors (+14.9ppts). In the 
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Clothes & sports goods sector and the Books, magazines and newspapers sectors the 

occurrence of websites without explicit information on delivery restrictions is least 

common, at 32.4% (+10.4ppts) and 31.4% (-13.2ppts), respectively.  

While the Books, magazines and newspapers sectors thus rates best when it comes to 

showing delivery restrictions information anywhere on a website, it is at the same time 

the sector where this information is given least often on the website’s homepage (9.3%, 

a decrease of 8.9ppts). Finally, following the overall trend, information about delivery 

restrictions is most often given at the checkout page in all sectors, with little notable 

differences between sectors – except for a somewhat lower percentage of websites that 

show information at this point in the Electrical household appliances sector (35.5%, 

which is however an increase of 10.9ppts compared to 2015). 

 

Table 26. Information on delivery restrictions (sectors) 

 Clothes and 
sports goods 

Electronic 
equipment 

and computer 
hardware 

Cosmetics and 
healthcare 
products 

Books, 
magazines 

and 
newspapers 

Electrical 
household 
appliances 

On the home 
page 

16.6% 
 (-6.1ppts) 

17.2%  
(+1.3ppts) 

13.8%  
(-6.2ppts) 

9.3%  
(-8.9ppts) 

12.0% 
 (-0.8ppts) 

On the 
products page 

8.6% 
 (-6.1ppts) 

14.3%  
(+6.2ppts) 

5.8% 
 (-1.0ppts) 

8.9% (+4.1ppts) 
11.3% 

(+5.4ppts) 

After placing 
product in 
cart 

16.9% 
 (-19.9ppts) 

21.4% 
 (-9.6ppts) 

19.4% 
 (-8.4ppts) 

18.7% 
(+7.7ppts) 

20.9% 
(+7.9ppts) 

On the 
checkout page 

41.2%  
(-10.5ppts) 

39.3%  
(-5.6ppts) 

38.1% 
 (-6.2ppts) 

41.9% 
(+10.0ppts) 

35.5% 
(+10.9ppts) 

After the 
checkout page 

11.8% 
 (-13.8ppts) 

13.3%  
(-6.0ppts) 

12.0%  
(-0.2ppts) 

13.5% 
(+1.7ppts) 

9.5% (+3.0ppts) 

      

No 
information 

32.4% 
(+10.4ppts) 

36.7% 
(+6.4ppts) 

38.3% 
(+15.0ppts) 

31.4% 
(-13.2ppts) 

39.7% 
(-13.9ppts) 

Q36. Does the website that you have navigated clearly provide the information about delivery restrictions, 

directly displayed on the page or through a prominent and easy to notice link? Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 

(2015) 

  

 

Delivery of products: conclusions 

 Delivery restrictions remain commonplace in the EU28. In 53.1% of evaluated 

websites where the delivery phase was reached, the cross-border shopper could not 

have the selected goods delivered to their country. This figure is similar to what was 

found in 2015 (+1.3ppts). In the EU27, restrictions are only slightly higher. There, 

55.0% of websites do not deliver to the country of the shopper that sought delivery, 

which is a 1.4ppts increase from 2015. In spite of this overall trend, however, it can 

be noted that the percentage of websites that delivers to the full EU28 increased, 

although only slightly (0,7ppts), to 22.7%.  

 Cross-border shoppers most often find it impossible to have goods delivered to their 

home country when visiting websites in the North and East regions, (73.9% and 

77.5%), respectively. While shoppers from the East region are also most likely to be 
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rejected delivery to their home country (62.1%), the difference with shoppers from 

other regions is smaller than the difference between websites from different regions, 

indicating that delivery restrictions depend on the origin of the website more than 

on the origin of the shopper. That being said, delivery restrictions between non-

Eurozone countries remain higher (at 64.7%) than in other trade directions. 

 Differences in delivery restrictions to the shopper’s home country also depend on 

the size of the retailer, with more restrictions seen in larger retailers. It is possible 

that large retailers are more likely to have multiple national versions of their 

websites compared to small and medium-size retailers, which target one country 

and then also restrict delivery to that one country.  

 Impossibility to deliver to the cross-border shopper’s home country is most common 

in the Electronic household appliances sector (72.5%) and the Electronic 

equipment and computer hardware sectors (57.5%). It is far less frequent in the 

Books, magazines and newspapers sector (36.4%) and the Cosmetics and 

healthcare products sector (47.0%). This is possibly a consequence of the 

differences between the former and the latter sectors in terms of size and cost of 

the products.  

 Paid delivery remains the rule across the EU28 for cross-border purchases. For 

83.0% of products a cost needs to be paid for cross-border delivery. The North 

region distinguishes itself in this regard – websites from this region charge cross-

border delivery costs considerably less often, though still in a majority of cases 

(66.3%). 

 The average delivery cost per product has decreased since 2015 both in absolute 

terms (€ 9.15, a decrease of €1.28), and as a proportion of the product price 

(33.4%, a decrease of 6.7ppts). This decrease is seen across all sectors and retailer 

sizes, and applies to shoppers from all regions, with the exception of shoppers from 

the East region. Shoppers from this region on average pay €2.30 more for cross-

border delivery than in 2015 – although the cost has remained the same as a 

proportion of the average product price. 

 Explicit and easily recognizable information on delivery restrictions is 

lacking in 38.5% of websites, a 2.8ppts increase compared to 2015. When this 

information is given, it is most often shown on the checkout page (36.8%) rather 

than early in the shopping process.  
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2.5 Price differences 

Under the GBR, providing access to goods or services to cross-border consumers under 

the same conditions as to domestic consumers is also understood to include offering 

products at the same net price (excluding VAT). This does not mean, however, that the 

full price to be paid for a certain product, including VAT and/or any applicable fees 

required under national laws applicable to the trader, should also be the same. In other 

words, the full product price to be paid by a cross-border shopper (and excluding any 

differences in costs for delivery of the products, or rounding off due to different 

currencies) could change.  

The present study, as was also the case in 2015, looked at full prices, including VAT. 

Some price differentiation thus could be expected, and the results also show this. 

Moreover, it should be kept in mind that the prices compared do not have the exact 

same basis. Domestic prices were recorded without registration, while the cross-border 

price was considered after registration (if any such registration was necessary). This is 

done under the assumption that domestic shoppers are not subjected to price 

differentiation based on their residence or identity, while this can be the case for cross-

border shoppers – thus allowing comparison between both prices in order to identify 

price differentiation directed at the latter group. Given this, it should be taken care of 

not to interpret any price differentiations discussed in this chapter as automatically 

reflecting price discrimination, and thus neither as an automatic indication of 

geoblocking practices.  

This chapter looks at price differences on two levels. First, it discusses the practice at 

the website level. Specifically, it is looked at in how many websites at least one of the 

two products that were evaluated on that website are priced differently for cross-border 

shoppers compared to domestic shoppers – thus identifying websites that engage in the 

practice of price differentiation depending on the shopper’s location.  

Secondly, price differentiation is looked at the level of products. That is, what 

percentage of products are priced differently for cross-border shoppers compared to 

domestic shoppers. In this section, it is also looked at in more detail whether any such 

price differences constitute a higher price for cross-border shoppers or a lower price. 

This section also shortly discusses the phenomenon of altering differences between 

prices offered before and after registration by cross-border shoppers – i.e., whether 

price differentiation is any more or less common at the beginning or at the end of the 

shopping process.  

Finally, the third section of this chapter looks at the practice of offering price reductions 

to loyal customers, and to what extent the possibility of such benefits is offered to 

domestic shoppers but not to cross-border shoppers. In a one-time evaluation of a 

website it is of course not possible to actually test the application of such benefits. 

Alternatively, restriction benefits to domestic shoppers was assessed by checking 

domestically and cross-border whether any information about reductions in price, 

delivery costs or other benefits related to customer loyalty was given on the payment 

page. Subsequently, it was measured to what extent such information was provided to 

domestic shoppers but not to cross-border shoppers.  
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2.5.1 Price differentiation at website level 

27.2% of websites in the EU28 price their products differently for domestic 

and cross-border shoppers, a decrease of 2.3ppts compared to 2015.32 In the 

EU27 this is 26.2%, a decrease of 2.2ppts from 2015.  

Strongly associated with the likelihood to apply differential pricing to cross-

border shoppers is the website’s location. The practice of pricing differences has 

decreased strongly among websites in the South region: from 44.4% in 2015 to 24.7% 

in 2019, a decrease of 19.7ppts. In other regions it has remained relatively stable, with 

a small decrease among websites from the West Region (0.6ppts), and a minor increase 

among North region websites (+ 0.3ppts) and East region websites (+0.5ppts). As a 

consequence, the South and West regions are now the regions where price 

differentiation occurs the least often (24.7% and 26.7%), whereas it remains more 

common in the North region (38.5%) and especially the East region (51.2%).  

 

Figure 55. Websites with price differences (Website region)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015). 

 
 
 

Regarding website location there is also a difference between websites from Eurozone 

countries compared to those from non-Eurozone countries. 37.4% of websites in 

non-Eurozone countries apply pricing differentiation, which is more often than 

websites in Eurozone countries (24.6%). The practice has also decreased slightly 

within the Eurozone (-2.4 ppts), but not outside of the Eurozone, where it has remained 

at the same level. 

                                                 

32 This price difference is calculated by comparing the price offered to a shopper from a domestic location 

(without registering) to the price offered to a shopper from a cross-border location after registration. The 

percentages shown in this section show the percentage of websites that offered a different price for at least 

one of the 2 evaluated products. 
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Figure 56. Websites with price differences (Eurozone vs. non-Eurozone websites)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015). 

 

When looking at the results from the perspective of the shopper region, it becomes 

further clear that pricing differs depending on the website origin, rather than the 

shopper’s origin. Differences in the frequency of price differentiation depending 

on the shopper’s region are relatively small. Shoppers from the West region are 

the least often confronted with different prices (25.3%, a 3.0ppts decrease from 2015), 

followed by shoppers from the East Region (27.2%, a 0.4ppts decrease). Price 

differentiation increased notably for shoppers from the North region – with 8.2ppts to 

35.1% - making it now the region where cross-border shoppers are most often 

confronted with this practice. 

Figure 57. Websites with price differences (Shopper region)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015).  
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The same pattern can be seen when comparing shoppers from within and outside 

the Eurozone. The differences between shoppers from both regions are minor (28.1% 

vs. 24.7%, respectively), though it can be noted that while price differentiation for 

shoppers from the Eurozone went down (-3.1ppts), it went slightly up for shoppers from 

outside the Eurozone (+0.7ppts). 

Figure 58. Websites with price differences (Eurozone vs. non-Eurozone shoppers)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015) . 

 

Trade direction also plays a role in the occurrence of price differences. Specifically, 

price differences occur less often in trade coming from Eurozone countries – 

either within the Eurozone (25.7%) and from the Eurozone to non-Eurozone countries 

(21.7%) – compared to trade outside of the Eurozone (42.7%) and from outside the 

Eurozone towards the Eurozone (36.1%). This again shows that the origin of the trade 

(i.e., the location of the website) plays a bigger role in the likelihood of price differences 

than the location of the shopper.  
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Figure 59. Websites with price differences (Trade direction)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015).  

 

The observation that pricing differentiation resides mainly in the origin of the websites 

and is not obviously directed at shoppers from specific regions does not entail that there 

are no differences between shoppers depending on their country. Cross-border 

shoppers from Slovakia (46.3%), Malta (45.3%) and Sweden (38.9%) are 

most likely to be confronted with price differences. This is an increase of 5.6ppts, 

4.3ppts and 15.1ppts, respectively. For cross-border shoppers from Hungary 

(16.8%) and Slovenia (19.0%) price differences are least common. This reflects 

a considerably decrease from 2015 in the case of Hungary (-11.3ppts) and Slovenia (-

15.1ppts). Other notable decreases of price differentiation can be seen for shoppers 

from Romania, Germany and the Czech Republic. In contrast, besides Sweden we see 

notable increases in price differences for shoppers from Latvia (11.0pts), Poland 

(12.3ppts) and Lithuania (14.8ppts). 
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Figure 60. Websites with price differences (Shopper country) 

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015). 

 

 

The distance between website and shopper country also impacts the frequency 

of price differences for cross-border shoppers. When the distance is far, price 

differences are more common (33.8%, an increase of 2.5ppts from 2015) compared to 

when the countries are close (26.6%, -3.4ppts) or neighbouring (26.5%, - 2.2ppts). 
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Figure 61. Websites with price differences (Country distance)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015). 

 

 

The bigger the size of retailers, the higher the chance that different prices are 

used for cross-border shoppers. Small retailers are considerably less common to 

apply price differences to cross-border shoppers (19.3%) than medium-size retailers 

(30.4%) or large retailers (34.5%). While this was already seen in 2015, the correlation 

has become stronger because of a notable decrease of price differences among small 

retailers (-6.6ppts), which is not seen in medium retailers (+0.7ppts) and large retailers 

(+0.4ppts). 
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Figure 62. Websites with price differences (Retailer size)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015). 

 

 

Turning to sectors, price differentiation for cross-border shoppers is, by some 

margin, the least common in the Books, magazines & newspaper sector 

(17.5%). This is caused by a decrease of 9.9ppts compared to 2015. In contrast, price 

differentiation for cross-border shoppers is the highest in the Clothes & sports 

goods sector (32.7%) and the Electronic equipment & computer hardware 

sector (32.3%). In 2015, it was most common in the Electrical household appliances 

sector, but this sector has seen a strong decrease since (-12.3ppts). 

Figure 63. Websites with price differences (Sector) 

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 3494 (2019), 3528 (2015). There was no change 

between 2015 and 2019 for the online reservations for offline leisure sector . 
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As for transport modes, the practice of using different prices for cross-border shoppers 

is most common among train websites (32.6%) and airline websites (31.9%). For airline 

websites, this does mean a decrease of 11.6ppts compared to 2015. Price differences 

are least common among ferry websites (18.9%). 

 

Figure 64. Websites with price differences (Transport modes) 

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 320 (2019), 112 (2015). 

 

2.5.2 Price differences at products level 

This section looks in more detail at the differences in pricing observed for individual 

goods and services, as offered to a cross-border shopper versus a domestic shopper. It 

was measured for each evaluated good or service whether the price for cross-border 

shoppers was higher, lower or the same as the price for domestic shoppers. The 

comparison was made for cross-border prices before and after registration.  

In the EU28 in 2019, the price as shown to cross-borders before their 

registration on the website was the same as the price shown to domestic 

shoppers for 86.0% of the products.33 After registration, this drops to 80.3% 

- a 5.7ppt difference. This increase of price differences before and after registration 

by cross-border shoppers was already observed in 2015, and it might be an indication 

that the price differentiation is triggered by the information that the shopper has shared 

about themselves during registration. However, it needs to be emphasized that the 

cross-border prices before and after registration are both compared to domestic prices 

before registration. In other words, it cannot be stated conclusively that domestic 

shoppers are not also confronted with a price increase after registration, or to what 

extent this happens more to cross-border shoppers than to domestic shoppers.  

                                                 

33 Note that this section discusses the percentage of individual products for which a different price is offered. 

This is to be distinguished from the results shown in section 2.5.1 above, which reflect how many websites 

offer a different price for at least one product evaluated on that website (see also footnote 32).  
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Interestingly however, while the percentage of items with the same price for 

cross-border shoppers after registration compared to domestic shoppers 

increased with 1.6ppts (from 78.7% to 80.3%), the percentage of items with 

the same price for cross-border shoppers before registration decreased with 

5.5ppts (from 91.5% to 86.0%). This indicates two things: first, that cross-border 

shoppers in 2019 less often than in 2015 see a price change after they have registered 

compared to the price they are shown before their registration. And second, that a price 

difference for cross-border shoppers compared to domestic shoppers is more often 

applied already earlier in the shopping process (i.e., before registration) than was the 

case in 2015. In the end, of course, it is the price at the end of the shopping process 

that is relevant for the shopper, and the evolution there is a positive one.  

 

Figure 65. Price differences at products level before registration (EU28)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 11381 (2019), 13061 (2015) 
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Figure 66. Price differences at products level after registration (EU28)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 6988 (2019), 7090 (2015) 

 

 

For the remainder of this section, we focus further on price differences for goods or 

services after registration by the cross-border shopper compared to prices shown to 

domestic shoppers.  

The occurrence of price differences differs depending on the trade direction. Cross-

border shoppers from non-Eurozone countries shopping in the Eurozone are 

most often shown the same price for a given good or service as domestic 

shoppers (83.2%), immediately followed by cross-border shoppers from 

within the Eurozone shopping in other Eurozone countries (82.2%). While this 

is an increase for the latter trade direction of 2.7ppts, it is a decrease for non-Eurozone 

shoppers of 2.7ppts. This decrease of same-priced products is in the latter group is due 

mostly to an increase of higher-priced products by 2.1ppts since 2015, up to 9.7% in 

2019. For Eurozone shoppers shopping in other Eurozone countries, the reverse trend 

occurred – a 3.5ppts decrease of higher prices, to 10.5%. 

In contrast to that, in trade originating from non-Eurozone countries, price 

differences occur more often. Shoppers from non-Eurozone countries shopping in 

other non-Eurozone countries get the same price for a given good or service in 69.9% 

of the cases, a decrease of 1.2ppts compared to 2015. When the price differs, however, 

it is a lower price for 16.1% of the products, which is an increase of 5.4ppts compared 

to 2015. In comparison, they are shown a higher price for 14.0% of cases, which is a 

decrease of 4.2ppts. For shoppers from the Eurozone shopping in non-Eurozone 

countries the percentage of products without a price difference increased to 72.1% 

(+1.7ppts), due to a 3ppts decrease of products with a higher price (from 17.3% in 

2015 to 14.3% in 2019) – while in this trade direction there are slightly more products 

(+1.3%, to 13.6%) with a lower price. 

This is in line with our earlier observation that the location of the website is a stronger 

predictor for pricing differences than the location of the shopper.  
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Figure 67. Price differences at products level after registration (Trade direction)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 6988 (2019), 7090 (2015) 

 

In small retailers, the percentage of products for which cross-border shoppers 

pay a higher price has decreased strongly, from 13.4% in 2015 to 5.6% in 2019 (-

7.8ppts). This percentage has remained about the same in products from medium-size 

retailers (-0.8ppts to 12.5%) and has increased among products from large retailers 

(+4.0ppts, to 17.3%). Consequently, products from small retailers now have clearly 

more often the same price for cross-border and domestic shoppers (86.9%) compared 

to large retailers (73.9%), with products from medium-size retailers taking the middle 

position (77.7%).  

Figure 68. Price differences at products level after registration (Retailer size)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 6988 (2019), 7090 (2015) 

 

If the distance between website and cross-border shopper country is far, the 

percentage of products that have the same price for cross-border shoppers compared 

to domestic shoppers is lower (75.5%) than if both countries are close to each other 

(79.8%) or neighbouring (81.6%). There is little change in any of these categories 
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compared to 2015, although the increase is higher as the distance between countries 

grows lower: +0.1ppts, +1.6ppts and + 1.9ppts, respectively.  

 

Figure 69. Price differences at products level after registration (Country distance)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 6988 (2019), 7090 (2015) 

 

Turning to sectors, goods in the Books, magazines and newspapers most often have 

the same prices for cross-border shoppers compared to domestic shoppers – 87.6%. 

This is a clear increase from 78.7% (+8.9ppts) in 2015, primarily due to a decline of 

8ppts in goods with a higher price for cross-border shoppers. A similar trend can be 

seen in the Electrical household appliances sector, where now 82.2% of goods have the 

same price, an increase of 9.8ppts compared to 2015. Here too, the positive trend is 

due mostly to a decrease of goods with a higher price from 19.1% in 2015 to 8.5% in 

2019 (-10.6ppts). Goods with price differences for cross-border shoppers are found 

most often in the Clothes & Sports goods sector. In that sector, 73.9% of goods priced 

the same as for domestic shoppers, a decrease of 3.6ppts, caused mostly by an increase 

of 4.3ppts in goods with a higher price for cross-border shoppers (from 12.2% in 2015 

to 16.5% in 2019).  
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Figure 70. Price differences at products level after registration (Sectors)

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 6988 (2019), 7090 (2015) 

 

Looking at transport modes, there is an increase in airline bookings with the same 

price for cross-border and domestic shoppers, from 72.6% in 2015 to 81.9% in 2019 

(+9.3ppts). This is mostly caused by a decrease in bookings where cross-borders are 

shown a higher price: from 17.2% in 2015 to 9.1% in 2019 (-8.1ppts). Train bookings 

least often have the same price for cross-border and domestic shoppers (76.0%). This 

relatively low percentage is almost entirely due to a high percentage of bookings where 

the cost for cross-border shoppers is lower than for domestic shoppers (23.6%).  
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Figure 71. Price differences at products level after registration (Transport modes) 

 
Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 626 (2019), 221 (2015) 

 

Finally, examining price differences across different product categories, some notable 

differences between different product categories within sectors become clear. Price 

differences are most often seen in the product category ‘Package deal (accommodation 

+ transport)’ in the travel sector. 39.9% of products in this category were offered at 

the same price to domestic shoppers and cross-border shoppers. This is clearly less than 

the other product categories in the travel sector, which range between 78.8% (vacations 

such as ski holidays and cruises) and 83.8% (car rental). Big differences within 

individual sectors can also be seen in the Clothes and sports goods sector, and in the 

Electronic equipment and computer hardware sector. In the Clothes and sports goods 

sector there is a 27.6ppts difference between the product category where most often 

offers the same price is offered (upper garments, 94.6%) and the product category 

where this is least often the case (lower garments, 67.0%). In the Electronic equipment 

and computer hardware sector, the diference between the product category where the 

price is most often the same (photo and video equipment, 99.1%) and the product 

category where this is least often the case (satellite navigation, 73.6%) is 25.5ppts. 

 

 

 

Table 27. Price differences at products level after registration (Product categories) 

Clothes and sports goods 
No price 

difference 
Higher price Lower price 

Upper garments (t-shirts, sweaters) 
94,6% 0,8% 4,6% 
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Outerwear (jackets, coats) 
77,4% 13,7% 8,9% 

Shoes 
76,3% 14,5% 9,2% 

Underwear and accessories 
74,0% 13,9% 12,1% 

Overalls (costumes, dresses) 
73,5% 20,1% 6,4% 

Lower garments (pants, skirts) 
67,0% 23,7% 9,3% 

Electronic equipment and computer hardware No price 
difference 

Higher price Lower price 

Photo and video equipment 99,1% 0,9% 0,0% 

Mobile phones 88,6% 6,5% 4,9% 

Audio equipment 79,4% 19,3% 1,4% 

Office equipment and accessories 75,7% 13,5% 10,8% 

Computer and tablets 73,7% 14,6% 11,7% 

Satellite navigation 73,6% 3,5% 22,9% 

Travel services  No price 
difference 

Higher price Lower price 

Car rental 83,8% 6,5% 9,7% 

Accommodation 83,3% 9,5% 7,1% 

Vacation 78,8% 15,9% 5,2% 

Package deal (accommodation + transport) 39,9% 41,6% 18,5% 
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Cosmetics and healthcare products  No price 
difference 

Higher price Lower price 

Hair products 80,6% 11,2% 8,2% 

Creams, soaps and lotions 80,2% 10,1% 9,7% 

Make-up 76,2% 7,8% 16,0% 

Perfumes 76,2% 6,0% 17,8% 

Electric products and accessories 74,2% 6,9% 18,9% 

Books, magazines and newspapers  No price 
difference 

Higher price Lower price 

Business and finance books 93,4% 5,1% 1,5% 

Children’s books 90,6% 9,0% 0,4% 

Educational books 89,5% 8,0% 2,6% 

Travel and hobby literature (including 
magazines and newspapers) 

85,8% 7,8% 6,3% 

Fiction books 81,3% 13,9% 4,8% 

Electrical household appliances No price 
difference 

Higher price Lower price 

Small household appliances 84,9% 7,2% 7,9% 

Large household appliances 73,2% 10,2% 16,6% 
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Tickets for events No price 
difference 

Higher price Lower price 

Amusement/theme or adventure park tickets 89,2% 6,1% 4,7% 

Music event tickets  82,3% 11,8% 6,0% 

Cultural event tickets 80,0% 13,6% 6,4% 

Other tickets (e.g. special party, event, fashion 
show)Sports event tickets 

79,2% 7,4% 13,4% 

Sports event tickets 77,2% 11,5% 11,3% 

Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘product price’. Base: N = 11381 (2019), 13061 (2015)  

 

2.5.3 Loyalty discounts 

E-commerce websites, like any traders, can offer benefits to loyal customers. In the 

website evaluation, it was assessed how often such benefits are offered to domestic 

shoppers but not to cross-border shoppers. Specifically, it was assessed whether, on 

the payment page, the website made any mention of reductions on the good/service 

and/or delivery price for loyal customers (for instance through participation in a loyalty 

programme, holding a member or savings card, etc.). This was checked from a domestic 

perspective as well as a cross-border perspective.34  

In the EU28, 11.9% of the websites that offer loyalty discounts to domestic 

shoppers do not offer the same discounts to cross-border shoppers. This occurs 

much more often among websites from the North region (21.9%) and the East region 

(17.3%) 

                                                 

34 This assessment was not done in 2015 MSS. 
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Figure 72. Websites with loyalty reductions for domestic shoppers only (Website 

region) 

 
Q8b/9b/17b/Q28b ‘Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or 

delivery price for loyal customers. Base: N = 1425 

 

Regional differences can also be seen when considering trade directions. The practice 

of offering a discount only to domestic and not to cross-border shoppers is the 

most frequent in trade between non-Eurozone countries (19.3%). This does not 

extend fully to trade from non-Eurozone to Eurozone countries. There, the practice is 

less frequent, at 12.4%. The frequency of websites restricting discounts to domestic 

shoppers only is lowest when trade goes from Eurozone countries (10.9% when trade 

goes to other Eurozone countries, and 10.1% when trade goes to a non-Eurozone 

country).    

 

Figure 73. Websites with loyalty reductions for domestic shoppers only (Trade 

direction) 

 
Q8b/9b/17b/Q28b ‘Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or 

delivery price for loyal customers. Base: N = 1425 
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With regards to differences between sectors, the percentage of websites offering 

discounts only to domestic shoppers is, with some margin, the highest in the 

Online reservations of offline leisure sector (22.4%). Differences between other 

sectors are smaller. In the Electrical household appliances sector this practice is the 

least frequent (6.9%).35  

 

Figure 74. Websites with loyalty reductions for domestic shoppers only 

(Sectors) 

 
Q8b/9b/17b/Q28b ‘Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or 

delivery price for loyal customers. Base: N = 1425 

 

 

 

Price differences: conclusions 

 Between 2015 and 2019, there has been a decrease of 2.3ppts in websites in the 

EU28 offering different prices to cross-border shoppers compared to domestic 

shoppers, to 27.2%. In the EU27, this is 26.2%, a decrease of 2.2ppts from 

2015. 

 The size of the decrease differs from region to region, with websites from the 

South region seeing the most notable decrease: 19.7ppts, to 24.7% in 2019.  

 The occurrence of pricing differences depends primarily on the region of the 

website, and does not seem to be directed systematically at specific regions or 

countries. This is indicated by the fact that while there is a clear variance between 

                                                 

35 Because of a too low sample size, no reliable results can be reported about discount restriction in transport 

websites.  
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websites from different regions in how often they apply price differences, this is 

not seen from the perspective of shoppers from different regions. 

 Nevertheless, shoppers from some countries do encounter price differentiation 

considerably more often than others. Shoppers from Slovakia (46.3% of websites 

evaluated) and Malta (45.3% of websites evaluated) most often get different 

prices during cross-border shopping than the domestic shoppers in the country 

where the shopping takes place. For shoppers from two other countries that are 

ranked the lowest– Slovenia and Hungary – price differentiation has seen a big 

decrease (15.1ppts and 11.3ppts, respectively). 

 Price differentiation also varies depending on the retailer size: while only 19.3% 

of small retailers offers different prices to cross-border shoppers, this goes for 

34.5% of large retailers and 30.4% of medium retailers. 

 The Clothes and sports goods sector is the sector where most websites offer 

different prices to cross-border shoppers (32.7%), whereas this occurs the least 

in the Books, magazines and newspapers sector (17.5%). In the latter sector, 

this is a notable decrease of 9.9ppts. The Electrical household appliances sector 

has seen a strong increase in price differentiation (+12.3ppts, to 25.1%). 

 Among the different transport modes price differences are most frequent 

among train websites (32.6% of websites) and least frequent among ferry 

websites (18.9%). The percentage of websites offering airline services with price 

differences decreased with 11.6ppts compared to 2015. 

 Regarding country distance, price differentiation is moderately more frequent 

when the distance between website and shopper country is far (33.8%) 

compared to when the countries are neigbouring (26.5%) or close (26.6%). 

 A comparison between price differentiation at the level of individual products 

before and after registration by the cross-border shopper shows that while the 

frequency of price differentiation after registration (i.e., the price eventually due) 

has gone down (with 1.3ppts, to 80.3%), it has increased from 2015 when 

looking at differences before registration (-5.5ppts, to 86.0%). This indicates 

that the different price for cross-border shoppers is shown now more often at 

the beginning of the shopping process, rather than only at the end – thus giving 

shoppers more often an accurate indication of the price they will have to pay 

from the onset. 

 Only 39.9% of products in the product category ‘Package deal 

(accommodation + transport)’ were offered at the same price to domestic 

shoppers and cross-border shoppers. This is clearly less than the other product 

categories in the travel sector, which range between 78.8% (vacations such as 

ski holidays and cruises) and 83.8% (car rental). 

 11.9% of websites that offer loyalty discounts to domestic shoppers do not 

offer the same discounts to cross-border shoppers. This occurs most often among 

websites from the North region (21.9%) and the East region (17.3%). It is also 

most frequent among websites in the Online reservations of offline leisure sector 

(22.4%), while it occurs least frequently in the Electrical household appliances 

sector (6.9%). 
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2.6 Payment 

Payment is the very last stage in the consumer journey for a cross-border shopper. At 

this stage, shoppers choose their preferred payment method and enter their payment 

details to complete a purchase. Under the GBR, traders are not allowed to restrict the 

use of payment methods accepted in their online store on the basis of the “nationality”36 

of the specific payment means used, provided it concerns electronic payment means, 

the currency is accepted by the trader and the applicable authentication requirements 

are met. Such practices would prevent cross-border shoppers from using payment 

means that are available to them, such as credit or debit cards of international circuits 

accepted in general by the trader but issued in the country of the cross-border shopper. 

In addition, charges linked to accepted payment methods issued in or performed from 

other countries should not be set higher than charges linked to payment methods issued 

or performed domestically.  

This chapter explores consistency with these requirements linked to the payment stage, 

as well as more broadly the accessibility of payment methods also available to cross-

border customers. It focuses on the current level of payment restrictions compared to 

the period before the implementation of the GBR. It is divided in several subsections. 

First, it focuses on the overall level of restrictions linked to the payment stage that 

cross-border shoppers continue to face. Second, it explores in more detail the types of 

payment methods available to cross-border shoppers. Third, it explores the rate of 

success when attempting to enter cross-border shoppers’ payment details to complete 

an online purchase. Lastly, a brief analysis of credit worthiness checks performed for 

cross-border shoppers is presented that estimates to what extent delivery and payment 

acceptance depend on such checks. 

 

2.6.1 Overall payment restrictions  

In this section we present the overall restrictions cross-border consumers face at the 

payment stage of the shopping process. Within the limits and scope of the exercise 

carried out in this survey37, geo-blocking restrictions are defined to be present under 

one of three conditions: 

 If, within the range of payment means and brands generally accepted by the 

trader, only payment means issued in domestic countries/originating from 

national banks are accepted  

 If entering payment details of a foreign issued card is not possible even if 

international payment methods (such as credit cards of international circuits like 

Visa and Mastercard) are accepted  

 If the charge for using a national payment method is lower than the charge for 

using their international alternatives 

Cross-border shoppers in the EU28 face restrictions to purchasing goods or 

services during the payment stage for 10.4% of the evaluated websites. This 

                                                 

36 I.e. in view of the customer’s nationality, place of residence or place of establishment, but also of the location 

of the payment account, the place of establishment of the payment service provider or the place of issue 

of the payment instrument within the Union. 

37 The survey did not check whether direct debit or credit transfers from foreign bank account could be 

processed, hence only explicit limitations in this regard could be surveyed.  
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figure represents a slight increase (+1.8ppts) since 2015 and is indicative of overall 

higher restrictions during this last phase of the consumer journey. Considering the 

EU27, this increase is slightly higher (+2.3ppts). Thus, restrictions imposed on cross-

border shoppers during the payment phase have slightly increased since 2015.  

Figure 75. Payment restrictions overall38 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without  confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

One of the key explanatory factors for this increase appears to be the different practices 

adopted by providers based on the region where they are located. In 2015, large 

differences were observed across the four regions with the South (7.3%) and West 

(8.4%) regions having less restrictions than the North (17.2%) and East (22.4%) 

regions. Since then, these gaps have almost disappeared with traders in the North 

(10.6%) and East (7.7%) showing less restrictions for foreign payment means, while 

those in the South (12.1%) and West (10.2%) showing more frequent restrictions. 

These differences are consistent irrespective of trade direction and distance between 

countries. Differences per country are not reported due to insufficient sample sizes 

obtained at this stage (based on restrictions faced in previous stages) in some countries. 

 

                                                 

38 The figures across this section are based on a composite indicator, which reflects payment restrictions overall 

based on the three defining statements presented at the beginning of this section. Conversely, figures 

presented in section 2.6.3 are based on individual questions answered during the mystery shopping 

exercise. 
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Figure 76. Payment restrictions (website region) 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

Looking at the more general figures by region, the restrictions on cross-border payment 

at this stage has increased by 3.8ppts for providers located in the Eurozone (currently 

12.2%), while the reverse is observed for providers in the Non-Eurozone, where 

restrictions are seen in 3.5% of websites (a decrease of 5.6ppts).  

 

Figure 77. Payment restrictions (Eurozone vs. non-Eurozone websites) 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 
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The region where shoppers are located also plays a role, with shoppers based in non-

eurozone countries being more likely to face restrictions (13.1%) compared to shoppers 

from the Eurozone (9.3%). While this difference was already observed in 2015, the 

increase in restrictions for shoppers based in the non-Eurozone is 3.5ppts compared to 

an increase of 1.0ppt for Eurozone shoppers. 

 

Figure 78. Payment restrictions (Eurozone vs. non-Eurozone shoppers) 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

 

Retailer size is also a key explanatory variable for the increase in the frequency of 

restrictions during the payment stage. While restrictions seen in small retailers 

decreased slightly since 2015 (-2.8ppts), they increased in medium and large retailers 

(+4.4ppts and +3.8ppts, respectively). Based on these changes, the current frequency 

of restrictions at the payment stage is highest for medium retailers (11.1%) and lowest 

for small retailers (9.5%) although the observed differences are small.  

8,3%
9,3%9,6%

13,1%

2015201920152019

EurozoneNon-Eurozone



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  130/190 
 

Figure 79. Payment restrictions (retailer size) 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

Considering variations in restrictions at the payment stage per sector, we observe a 

similar trend as that for retailer size with more homogeneity in acceptance across 

sectors compared to 2015. The lowest frequency of restrictions is recorded for the 

Books, magazines & newspapers sector (8.1%), which also represents the largest 

decrease of restrictions since 2015 (-11.8ppts). The highest frequency of restrictions is 

once more observed for the Electrical household appliances sector (17.9%), despite a 

slight decrease since 2015 (-3.2ppts). Interestingly, the highest increase in restrictions 

is observed for the Electronic equipment & computer hardware sector (+10.7ppts), 

which was the sector with the lowest level of restrictions in 2015. 
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Figure 80. Payment restrictions (sectors) 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) Differences with 2015 are presented 

in brackets 

 

Restrictions in the transport sector when it comes to the payment stage are lower 

compared to the other sectors surveyed. They occur almost never for bus (0.3%) and 

Airlines (1.1%) transport modes. For the latter mode, a decrease of restrictions of 

7.2ppts has been recorded since 2015. The ferry (5.7%) and train (4.9%) have higher 

restrictions that the other two transport modes but remain lower than in non-transport 

sectors. Payment restrictions, overall, do not appear to pose a serious issue to cross-

border shoppers when it comes to the transport sector. 
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Figure 81. Payment restrictions (transport modes) 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 291 (2019), 115 (2015) 

 

2.6.2 Payment means available  

The proportion of websites where specific payment means were available to cross-

border shoppers were recorded for a wide variety of payment methods, both domestic 

and international in nature. The figure below presents an overview of the results, 

compared to 2015. The three types of payment means most widely available to 

cross-border shoppers are Credit/charge cards (international) (88%), Online 

payment systems (52.4%) and Bank/credit transfer (24.3%).  The three most 

notable increases in the availability of payment methods since 2015 can be noted for 

Credit/charge cards (international, +5ppts), Credit/charge cards (domestic scope only, 

+4.7ppts) and Other payment means (+1.7ppts). The most notable decreases in 

availability since 2015 are for Bank/credit transfer (-7.7ppts), Debit card (international, 

-5.6ppts) and Cheque (-3.0ppts). These results suggest a slight positive trend towards 

international credit cards (e.g. Visa, Mastercard) as compared to international debit 

cards (e.g. Maestro). Interestingly, the availability of methods with domestic scope 

methods, both credit and debit cards, is also on the rise.  
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Figure 82. Payment means available to cross-border shoppers 
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Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Base: N = 3691(2019), 3639(2015) 

In addition to the general availability of payment methods, the study also explored 

whether it appeared in fact possible for the shoppers to pay for a product, taking into 

account the payment means that the shoppers used during the evaluation (which was 

for all shoppers an internationally valid MasterCard). This indicator differs from the 

previous one (payment means available to cross-border shoppers) in that it reflects the 

shoppers’ assessment of the practical possibility for the shoppers to pay with their 

specific credit card. This does not necessarily coincide with the apparent offering of a 

certain means of payment by the website, as indicated by the website. For instance, 

while the indicator above measured whether websites offered (or stated to offer) credit 

cards from international circuits such as Visa or MasterCard, the shoppers only had 

MasterCard at their disposal to pay for products. As a consequence, while 88.0% of 

evaluated websites offered some credit/charge cards as a payment means, shoppers 

found that payment with the international credit card used in the survey 

(MasterCard) was in fact not offered or accepted in 17.6% of EU28 websites, 

which is an increase of 4.3% compared to 2015. This result therefore encompasses 

situations where credit cards facilities are not offered at all but also where the specific 

credit card used did not work, although the specific reasons (limitation of brands 

accepted or limitations due to place of issuance of the card) cannot be distinguished. It 

is therefore, in the broad sense, a reflection of the practical possibility for shoppers in 

this study to continue with the payment using a  specific credit card brand.  

 

2.6.3 Payment issues encountered  

In addition to the overall restrictions experienced by cross-border shoppers and 

payment means available during the payment stage, we focus our analysis in this 

chapter on one additional indicator: 
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 The rate of failure of actually entering the payment details to complete a 

purchase39 

For cases where the payment method was accepted and it appeared possible to pay 

using international credit cards, issues related to actually entering payment details to 

complete a purchase were encountered in 10.8% of the cases, representing a slight 

decrease (-1.7ppts) compared to 2015.  

Figure 83. Payment issues encountered overall 

 
Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able 

to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

Consolidating differences across regions are observed for issues encountered while 

entering one’s payment details, where the highest proportion of issues experienced is 

in the South (13.1%), while the lowest is in the North (7.4%). Again, for this indicator 

the highest improvement is observed in the East with a decrease in issues encountered 

of -21.9ppts. Differences observed based on the trade direction and the Eurozone vs. 

Non-eurozone are consistent with the ones presented here and smaller in magnitude.  

 

                                                 

39 This indicator reflects issues shoppers encountered when entering their payment details. It should be noted 

that credit cards used by the mystery shoppers were a valid means of payment but contained insufficient 

funds to make a purchase. As errors encountered are not always consistent and evident to interpret, it is 

not easy to conclude whether all issues can be attributed to the payment means not being accepted (because 

of the cross-border context of the purchase) or whether they are due to the insufficient funds on the card. 

Therefore, results reported on this indicator should be interpreted with extra caution.  

12,5%

10,8%

2015

2019

Not able to enter the payment card details



 Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  135/190 
 

Figure 84. Payment issues encountered (website region)

 
Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able 

to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

Considering retailer size when it comes to issues related to entering one’s payment 

details, these were rather stable across all retailer sizes (from 10.2% for large retailers 

to 11.1% for small retailers). This represents a positive change since 2015 when issues 

with small retailers were more likely (a decrease of -7.1ppts).  
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Figure 85. Payment issues encountered (retailer size)

 
Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able 

to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

When it comes to variations across sectors linked to issues encountered while entering 

one’s payment details, these are smaller compared to 2015, with the highest proportion 

of issues observed for Electrical household appliances (17.4%) and the lowest for 

Clothes & sports goods (8.8%). The largest decrease in issues encountered is recorded 

for Books magazines & newspapers (-15.5ppts), which in 2015 was the sector with the 

highest proportion of issues  (24.7%). 
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Figure 86. Payment issues encountered (sectors) 

 
Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able 

to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (2019), 3110 (2015) 

 

Issues experienced in the transport sector are overall considerably lower than those 

experienced in the remaining sectors surveyed. Specifically, issues encountered while 

entering one’s payment details range between 0.3% for Bus and 5.7% for Ferry, all 

below the figures for the other sectors. In the airlines sector, there is an overall decrease 

in issues related to entering payment details (-5.1ppts) compared to 2015.  

Figure 87. Payment issues encountered (transport modes) 

 
Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able 

to do it?; Base: N = 291 (2019), 106 (2015) 
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2.6.4 Creditworthiness check  

It was also monitored during the study whether a credit check was performed for cross-

border but not for domestic shoppers, considering two indicators whether: 

1) acceptance of delivery or  

2) acceptance of payment method  

are explicitly dependent on the check. Looking at the overall level, in most of cases 

no credit worthiness check was explicitly required (99.7%), with only 0.2% of 

the cases requiring a check for payment acceptance and 0.1% for delivery 

acceptance. The visuals below presents the most notable differences per country based 

on this indicator, only focusing on countries where a difference between domestic and 

cross-border shoppers for these checks was encountered. When it comes to delivery, 

Poland stands out with 9.3% of the cases where a credit worthiness check was required 

for cross-border shoppers but not for domestic shoppers, followed by Romania (4.2%) 

and Malta (1.7%). For checks linked to payment acceptance, minor issues were recorded 

only for Belgium (1.4%) and Germany (0.5%).   

 

Figure 88. Creditworthiness check related to delivery (website country)

 
Q10b/Q23b ‘Is it mentioned for any of the payment methods that delivery and/or payment options depend on 

the ability of the seller to verify the creditworthiness of the buyer or the successful execution of payment?’. 

Base: N = 4059 
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Figure 89. Creditworthiness check related to payment (website country) 

 
Q10b/Q23b ‘Is it mentioned for any of the payment methods that delivery and/or payment options depend on 

the ability of the seller to verify the creditworthiness of the buyer or the successful execution of payment?’. 

Base: N = 4059 
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Payment phase: conclusions  

 

 Overall, restrictions imposed on cross-border shoppers during the payment 

phase have slightly increased since 2015. In 10.4% of evaluated websites 

cross-border shoppers face restrictions, while this was 8.6% in 2015 

(+1.8ppts). In the EU27, restrictions are found in 11.3% of websites, an 

increase of 2.3ppts.  

 This increase in restrictions appears to be linked to the closing gap in 

acceptance across the four regions with traders in the North and East 

increasing acceptance of foreign EU payment means, while those in the South 

and West (larger regions) decreasing. These differences are consistent 

regardless of the trade direction or distance between countries. Considering 

differences per sector, more homogeneity in acceptance of foreign EU 

payment means across sectors is observed compared to 2015. The frequency 

of restrictions in the transport sector is lower compared to all other sectors 

surveyed when it comes to the payment stage. In the Electronic equipment 

and computer hardware sector (12.9%) and in the Electrical household 

appliances sector (17.9%), restrictions are most frequent. In the former 

sector, this means a strong decline of 10.7ppts. 

 The three types of payment means most accessible to cross-border 

shoppers online are Credit/charge cards (international) (88.2%), Online 

payment systems such as Paypal (52.4%) and Bank/credit transfer (24.3%).  

The figures suggest a slight positive trend towards the use of international 

credit cards (e.g. Visa, Mastercard). 

 Payment issues related to entering payment details to complete a 

purchase with a credit card from international circuits apparently generally 

accepted by the trader were observed in 10.8% of the cases, representing a 

slight decrease (-1.7ppts). Issues experienced in the transport sector are 

considerably lower than those experienced in the remaining sectors 

surveyed. 

 In most of cases no credit worthiness check was explicitly mentioned by 

the trader (99.7%) for payment acceptance or for delivery acceptance with 

some exceptions by country observed mainly when it comes to delivery 

acceptance. 
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2.7 Success of purchase 

The previous sections have presented geoblocking and sales-limiting practices in the 

different phases of the cross-border shopping process. Throughout this process, there 

are several possible instances at which a cross-border shopper is unable to proceed in 

the same way as a domestic shopper would do – in other words, where a cross-border 

shopper cannot buy the same product as a domestic shopper, and in addition get 

delivered it to his own location (in case of goods). In the course of the website evaluation 

used for this study, shoppers were allowed to continue the shopping process under the 

following circumstances: 

 Possible to access the same website 

 Find at least one the two products selected in the domestic shopping session also 

as a cross-border shopper 

 Able to register (where registration was necessary) 

 Have the product delivered to the shopper’s home country 

 Be able to enter their credit card payment details 

Only if all of these steps could be completed, the total shopping attempt was considered 

a success – that is, it was taken as proof that the cross-border shopper can acquire 

products on the website in the same way as a domestic shopper can, and in addition it 

can get it delivered at his own location. This section discusses how often this was the 

case, and also details in which phases shoppers were most often hindered from 

continuing.  

It is important to keep in mind when interpreting these results that the ‘obstacles’ 

percentages shown here are not equivalent to the geoblocking and sales-limiting 

practices discussed in the previous practices in previous chapters. Specifically, the 

calculation of the percentages in this chapter has been done according to the following 

rules: 

 The indicator measures how blockings or a successful purchase are distributed 

over the whole sample – in other words, in how many websites the shopping 

process was stopped at which point, or eventually successful. In contrast, the 

individual geoblocking and sales-limiting indicators presented in the previous 

chapters were measured per shopping stage based on the sample where the 

shopper was able to get to that stage. For instance, the payment indicators were 

based on the websites where the shopper was able to reach the payment stage. 

 In order to calculate in how many websites shoppers had to stop the shopping 

process at which stage, each website had to be assigned to one category (either 

a phase where shopping was stopped, or a successful shopping attempt). This 

particularly impacts the way in which blocking in the ‘delivery’ phase is presented 

here. As discussed in the respective sections on registration and delivery, the 

distinction between the registration phase and the delivery phase is in reality 

often hard to make, while at the same time it is relevant for the objectives of 

this study to separate them analytically. To measure delivery restrictions in the 

most accurate way in section 2.4, delivery restrictions in both the registration 

phase and the delivery phase were grouped. However, in order to be able to 

calculate the success indicator presented here each website had to be assigned 

to a restriction in only one phase. This means that the ‘delivery failure’ figures 

shown in this section show the percentage of websites where delivery to the 
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shopper country was not possible and where the shopper was not already 

blocked due to delivery address issues in the registration phase.40  

 

In the EU28, cross-border shoppers are able to successfully buy products in 

the same way a domestic shopper can in 35.6% of the evaluated websites. This 

is a very slight increase compared to 2015 (+0.5ppts). In the EU27, the percentage of 

successful purchases is 33.9%, an increase of 1.6ppts.  

As already clear in the previous sections, only rarely the shopping attempt had to be 

stopped because of website access failure or product availability failure – in 1.3% 

and 3.0% of websites, respectively. This means a slight decrease from 2015 for both 

website access failure (-0.9ppts), and for product availability failure (-0.3%).  

 

Figure 90. Failure and success rate per shopping stage (as percentage of the full 

sample) (EU28) 

 
Q11 (access), Q13/Q15(product availability, Q19(registration), Q20 (delivery), Q26 (payment), Q27 

(success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 
 

The biggest shift between 2015 and 2019 is seen in the registration and delivery 

phases. In 2019, in 12.2% of the evaluated websites the shopping attempt had to be 

stopped in the registration phase, compared to 25.4% in 2015 – a decrease of 13.2ppts. 

On the other hand, 35.8% of shopping attempts had to be stopped in the delivery phase, 

compared to 21.5% in 2015 (-14.3ppts). This might appear counterintuitive with the 

results presented in sections 2.3 and 2.4. However, it is in fact consistent with the fact 

that on the one hand registration failure has decreased considerably between 2015 and 

2019 (26.9 to 14.0%, see figure 32 in 2.3.3), while the impossibility to have a product 

delivered to the shopper’s home country has remained stable (53.1% in 2019 vs. 51.8% 

in 2015 – see section 2.4.1) – keeping in mind that the latter indicator includes delivery 

restrictions as encountered both in the registration phase and after that phase. When 

separating the registration and delivery phases, it does become clear, however, that the 

                                                 

40 In other words, in calculating the success indicator delivery address rejections combined with a failure in the 

registration phase are only included in the registration phase, to avoid double counting.  
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(lack of) possibility to deliver to the shopper’s home country is less often established in 

the registration phase, or that in any case a rejection of the delivery address is less 

often a reason to block registration. In practice, with the eventual goal of the shopper 

in mind to actually buy a product, this mainly means a shift of the determination of 

delivery possibility (and thus possible blocking to complete the shopping process) from 

the registration phase to a later stage.  

This becomes more obvious also when we consider the failure rate in each separate 

shopping stage as a percentage of the percentage of shoppers who failed to continue 

beyond that stage (i.e., not as a percentage of the full failure rate on the total sample), 

as shown in figure 91 below. When doing this, we indeed see that the percentage of 

shoppers stopped from continuing in the (post-registration) delivery phase has indeed 

increased with 5.2ppts (37.8% to 43.0%). 

 

Figure 91. Failure rate per shopping stage (percentage of failure within each stage) 

(EU28) 

 

 

Again, however, as we have seen in section 2.4.1, the total rate of delivery restrictions 

has remained stable, so the significant improvements in registration do result in a much 

more modest increase in successful cross-border shopping attempts delivered at home 

(only 1.3ppt, from 51.8% to 53.1% - see section 2.4.1). The lower registration failure 

may improve more the possibility for shoppers to register and subsequently have 

products delivered to a different country than their own – although the extent of this 

possibility was not verified in the assessment.  
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Finally, the percentage of websites where the cross-border shopping attempt had to be 

stopped because payment was not possible decreased slightly from 12.5% in 2015 to 

12.0% in 2019 (-0.5ppts) (see again figure 90 above). 41   

Looking at shopper origin regions, shoppers from the East region are least successful 

in completing a cross-border shopping attempt. East region shoppers are able to do this 

in 29.0% of the websites. At the same time, this is the biggest increase in successful 

attempts, with 3.7ppts (from 25.3% in 2015). For shoppers from the South and North 

regions, there is also an increase in successful shopping attempts: with 2.0ppts to 

38.1% and with 1.2ppts to 34.9%, respectively. This makes shoppers from the South 

region the most likely to be able to complete a cross-border shopping attempt. Only for 

shoppers the West region the percentage of successful cross-border shopping attempts 

has decreased – with 1.1ppts to 36.3%.  

Other notable changes are: 

 The decrease in shopping attempts abandoned in the registration stage, which 

occurs for shoppers from all regions but is strongest for shoppers from the North 

region: from 27.0% to 8.8%, a 18.2ppts decrease.  

 A 4.0ppts increase of shopping attempts abandoned because none of the 

products could be found for shoppers from the North region, from 1.5% in 

2015 to 5.5% in 2019. A smaller increase is seen for shoppers from the South 

region (+1.3ppts, to 3.4%). In contrast, shoppers in the West region (-1.4ppts 

to 2.4%) and the East region (-1.9ppts to 3.3%) less often had to abandon the 

shopping attempt because none of the products could be found. 

 The percentage of shopping attempts abandoned because payment could not 

be completed decreased for shoppers from the East region with 4.0ppts, from 

14.7% in 2015 to 10.7% in 2019. A smaller decrease is seen for shoppers from 

the South region (-1.5ppts, to 10.5%).  

 

                                                 

41 This is not to be confused with payment restrictions as calculated in section 2.6.1. The figures presented 

there are calculated based on the definition that payment is restricted if: i) within the range of payment 

means and brands generally accepted by the trader, only payment means issued in domestic 

countries/originating from national banks are accepted; OR ii) entering payment details of a foreign issued 

card is not possible even if international payment methods (such as credit cards of international circuits 

like Visa and Mastercard) are accepted, OR iii) the charge for using a national payment method is lower 

than the charge for using their international alternatives. In this chapter, payment failure reflects the 

percentage of shoppers (on the whole sample) that could reach the payment stage, but could not complete 

it.  
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Figure 92. Failure and success rate per shopping stage (as percentage of the full 

sample) (Shopper region) 

 
Q11 (access), Q13/Q15(product availability, Q19(registration), Q20 (delivery), Q26 (payment), Q27 

(success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 

 

At the level of individual shopper countries, the success rate ranges between 48.2% 

in Cyprus and 23.8% in Hungary. The success rate is also above 40% in Portugal 

(45.6%) and Belgium (44.1%). Besides Hungary, the top 3 of countries from which 

shoppers are least often successful in buying a product cross-border are Slovakia 

(24.8%) and Czech Republic (25.5%). The biggest increase in successful shopping 

attempts since 2015 has occurred for shoppers from Malta (+20.1ppts), Cyprus 

(+14.3ppts) and Bulgaria (+11.6pps), whereas the biggest decreases have occurred for 

shoppers from Austria (-12.1ppts), the UK (-7.3ppts) and Sweden (-4.5ppts).  
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Q27 (success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 

 

 

Looking from the perspective of the websites’ countries of origin, there is more 

variation between countries.42 For example, among websites from Lithuania, the success 

                                                 

42 Note that this is also associated with the fact that for some countries the sample size of websites per country 

was rather small (i.e., around 60 websites), meaning that individual websites have a larger impact on the 

results. This is the case for countries that are only included as a website country in the analysis for one 

Figure 93. Succcess of purchase (per shopper country) 
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rate is particularly low at 1.6%, a further decrease of 3.4ppts compared to 2015. This 

very low success rate is mostly explained by high failure rates for delivery (48.4%) and 

in the payment phase (32.8%). The countries where cross-border shoppers have the 

highest chance of successfully purchasing products are Luxemboug (58.1%), Greece 

(46.1%) and the Netherlands (44.6%). For Luxembourg, this reflects an increase of 

26.7p 

Figure 94. Succcess of purchase (per website country) 

 

Q27 (success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 

With regards to the direction of the trade, shopping attempts are most often 

successful when trade goes from outside the Eurozone to the Eurozone: in 40.8% of 

non-Eurozone websites a Eurozone shopper could successfully buy products, which is a 

small increase of 0.6ppts compared to 2015. In other trade directions, the success rate 

is clearly lower: 35.5% for trade within the Eurozone (+1.5ppts), 33.3% for trade 

                                                 

country pair (see section 1.2.1.1). From the perspective of the shopper, the sample was more equally spread 

over the different countries.  
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outside of the Eurozone (+4.7ppts), and 32.9% for trade from the Eurozone to non-

Eurozone countries (-2.8ppts, the only decrease seen among trade directions).  

 

Figure 95. Failure and success rate per shopping stage (as percentage of the full 

sample) (Trade direction) 

 
Q11 (access), Q13/Q15(product availability, Q19(registration), Q20 (delivery), Q26 (payment), Q27 

(success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 

The relative distribution of abandonments of the shopping attempt in the different 

stages discussed at the EU28 level are seen in all trade directions as well, with most of 

the abandonments occurring in the registration and the delivery stages, and a decrease 

of registration failures that is balanced out by an increase of delivery restrictions post-

registration. The decrease of shopping attempt stops in the registration phase is the 

strongest for trade outside of the Eurozone, from 27.2% in 2015 to 7.1% in 2019 (-

20.1ppts). On the other hand, the decrease is least strong for trade from Eurozone 

websites to non-Eurozone shoppers: -8.6ppts, to 17.0%.  

Abandoned shopping attempts because of website access failure is rare in all trade 

directions but has particularly decreased notably for trade from non-Eurozone countries 

to Eurozone shoppers: from 5.6% in 2015 to 1.7% in 2019 (-3.9ppts). 
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When it comes to cross-border shopping attempts that need to be stopped because none 

of the products can be found, the percentage is the highest in trade coming from non-

Eurozone countries: 5.6% for trade from non-Eurozone countries to the Eurozone 

(+3.4ppts) and 5.7% for trade between non-Eurozone countries (+2.7ppts). This 

increase compared to 2015 is in contrast to trade coming from the Eurozone, where 

shopping attempts are less often unsuccessful because the products could not be found: 

1.4% for trade from the Eurozone to non-Eurozone countries, and 2.7% for trade within 

the Eurozone. This is for both trade directions a decrease compared to 2015: -2.0ppts 

and -0.8ppts, respectively. 

Shoppers most often have to abandon their cross-border shopping attempt because of 

payment failure in trade coming from Eurozone websites: in 13.7% of websites when 

trade direction is within the Eurozone (-1.0ppts), and in 12.0% of websites when trade 

direction is from Eurozone websites to non-Eurozone shoppers (+2.0%). When the trade 

direction is from non-Eurozone countries, the failure rate is lower.  

 

Figure 96. Failure and success rate per shopping stage (as percentage of the full 

sample) (Retailer size) 

 
Q11 (access), Q13/Q15(product availability, Q19(registration), Q20 (delivery), Q26 (payment), Q27 

(success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 

 

Cross-border shoppers have the highest chance of successfully buying a product in 

medium-size retailers (40.4%) – which is however a decrease of 2.5ppts compared to 
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2015. In small retailers, the success rate is 36.6% (+1.8ppts). The success rate in large 

retailers is clearly lower (29.2%, +1ppts). Again, this is related primarily to the fact that 

large retailers less often allow delivery to the shopper’s home country. It is furthermore 

noteworthy that payment failure is less often an obstacle to complete a purchase in 

small retailers compared to 2015 (14.1%, a decrease of 4.3ppts). 

Looking at differences in the success rate per sector, we see that it is much higher in 

the Online reservations for offline leisure sector (67.5%) and the Travel services sector 

(60.9%). In comparison, the product sector with the highest success rate is the Books, 

magazines and newspapers sector, with 38.0% - a difference of 22.9ppts compared to 

the Travel services sector. This reflects the important role of delivery restrictions (which 

do not apply to service reservations) in the possibility to purchase a product successfully 

as a cross-border shopper. This impact of delivery restrictions is also relevant to 

interpret differences between product sectors. With some margin, the Electronic 

equipment and computer hardware sector (21.3%) and the Electrical household 

appliances sector (15.5%) are the sectors where cross-border shoppers are least often 

successful in buying a product. These are also the two sectors where delivery to the 

shopper country is most often impossible (see section 2.4.1).  

 

Figure 97. Failure and success rate per shopping stage (as percentage of the full 

sample) (Sectors) 

 
Q11 (access), Q13/Q15(product availability, Q19(registration), Q20 (delivery), Q26 (payment), Q27 

(success). Base: 7995 (2019), 8604 (2015) 
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The strongest positive changes in the success rate are seen in the Online reservations 

for offline leisure sector (+5.2ppts), and in the Cosmetics and healthcare products 

sector (+4.5ppts). In the Online reservations for offline leisure sector this is mostly due 

to a decrease in registration failures. However, at the same time there is an increase in 

payment failure (+3.7ppts) in this sector. In the Cosmetics and healthcare products 

sector the positive trend can also be related to a decrease in registration failure, but 

improved website access and better product availability also play a role.  

The strongest negative trend is seen in the Travel services sector, where there is a 

decrease in the success rate of 4.2ppts. This is mostly due to an increase of payment 

failures (+ 3.9ppts).  

When finally comparing transport modes, the success rate for airline websites (82.4%) 

and bus websites (75.2%) is clearly higher than that of ferry websites (54.5%) and train 

websites (46.3%). For airline websites, this is an increase of 14ppts since 2015, mostly 

due to a decrease in registration failures. Such failures are almost fully absent in 2019 

for airlines websites (0.6%). The lower success rate for ferry and train websites is due 

to the fact that in these websites, cross-border shoppers have a high likelihood of not 

being able to access the exact website (16.9% and 12.0% of websites, respectively), a 

higher likelihood that the shopping attempt needs to be abandoned in the registration 

phase (18.5% and 19.0%, respectively), and in the case of train websites also a high 

percentage of websites where none of the services selected as a domestic shopper could 

be found from a cross-border location (18.4%).  
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Figure 98. Failure and success rate per shopping stage (as percentage of the full 

sample) (Transport modes) 

 
Q11 (access), Q13/Q15(product availability, Q19(registration), Q20 (delivery), Q26 (payment), Q27 

(success). Base: 395 (2019), 163 (airlines 2015) 

 

Success of purchase: conclusions 

 In 35.6% of the evaluated websites in the EU28 the cross-border shopping 

attempt could successfully be completed – meaning that at least one of the 

selected products could be paid for (and, where applicable, delivered to the 

shopper’s home country). This is a very slight increase of 0.5ppts compared to 

2015. In the EU27, the success rate is 33.9%, an increase of 1.6ppts. 

 The largest contributor to a failure to complete the cross-border 

shopping attempt is the impossibility to deliver the product to the 

shopper’s country. In 35.8% of websites where the shopping attempt could 

not be completed, this is the reason for the failure of the attempt. Registration 

failure (12.2%) and payment failure (12.0%) less often cause failure of the 

shopping attempt. Website access (1.3%) and product availability (3.0%) only 

rarely cause failure of the shopping attempt.  

 While the overall success indicator only slightly evolved, the variation of failure 

rate at different stages of the shopping experience shows on the other hand 

some significant changes between 2015 and 2019.  Compared to 2015, failure 

of the cross-border shopping attempt in the registration phase decreased 

considerably (-13.2ppts), while it occurs considerably more often in the delivery 

phase (+14.3ppts). This indicates that a rejection of the shopper’s delivery 

address in the registration phase (causing a failure to register) is now less 

common, but limitations to cross-border purchases now more often occur 
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afterwards, when trying to seek delivery of the purchase at the shopper’s location 

across the border. This is due to the fact that the total percentage of websites 

that does not allow delivery to the shopper’s home country remains stable (see 

section 2.4.1)  

 Shoppers from the East region are least often successful in completing a cross-

border shopping attempt (29.0%, an increase of 3.7ppts compared to 2015). 

Shoppers from the South region are most likely to be able to complete a cross-

border shopping attempt (38.1%, + 2ppts). Only for shoppers from the West 

region did the success rate decrease slightly since 2015 (-1.1ppts, to 36.3%).  

 The success rate per individual shopper country varies. Shoppers from Cyprus 

are most likely to be able to complete a cross-border shopping attempt (48.2%), 

while shoppers from Hungary are least likely (23.8%).  There is also large 

variance between individual website origin countries when it comes to the 

success rate of cross-border shopping attempts, which may indicate that 

restrictions are more dependent on the website origin country and generally not 

directed to specific shopper countries – although the small sample sizes for some 

website countries and large differences in sample sizes between website 

countries also influence this large variance. 

 With regards to the direction of the trade, shopping attempts are most often 

successful when trade goes from outside the Eurozone to the Eurozone: in 40.8% 

of non-Eurozone websites a Eurozone shopper could successfully buy products 

(+0.6ppts). In other trade directions, the success rate is clearly lower: 35.5% 

for trade within the Eurozone (+1.5ppts), 33.3% for trade outside of the 

Eurozone (+4.7ppts), and 32.9% for trade from the Eurozone to non-Eurozone 

countries (-2.8ppts). 

 Looking at retailer size, cross-border shoppers have the highest chance of 

successfully buying a product in medium-size retailers (40.4%, - 2.5ppts from 

2015). In small retailers, the success rate is 36.6% (+1.8ppts). The success rate 

in large retailers is clearly lower (29.2%, +1ppts). This is related primarily to the 

fact that large retailers less often allow delivery to the shopper’s home country. 

Payment failure is also less often an obstacle to complete a purchase in small 

retailers compared to 2015 (14.1%, a decrease of 4.3ppts). 

 Regarding differences in the success rate per sector, we see that it is highest in 

the Online reservations for offline leisure sector (67.5%) and the Travel services 

sector (60.9%). In comparison, the product sector with the highest success rate 

is the Books, magazines and newspapers sector, with 38.0% - a difference of 

22.9ppts compared to the Travel services sector. This reflects the important role 

of delivery restrictions (which do not apply to service reservations) in the 

possibility to purchase a product successfully as a cross-border shopper. 

 Among transport sector websites, airline websites (82.4%) and bus websites 

(75.2%) have a much higher success rate than ferry websites (54.5%) and train 

websites (46.3%). For airline websites, this is an increase of 14ppts since 2015, 

mostly due to a decrease in registration failures. The lower success rate for ferry 

and train websites is due to less website access (16.9% and 12.0% of websites, 

respectively), more registration failure (18.5% and 19.0%, respectively), and in 

the case of train websites also a high percentage of websites where none of the 

services selected as a domestic shopper could be found from a cross-border 

location (18.4%). 

 



Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market  
 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  154/190 
 

 

3 National websites of multi-national traders 

 

This chapter discusses the cross-border sales limitations found in the multi-national 

website analysis.43 This analysis adds to the general one as it looks specifically at 

national versions of websites of traders operating in at least 2 different EU countries. 

This additional analysis is conceptually different from the general one and is based on a 

number of additional mystery shopping exercises conducted on the same sample of 

multinational traders. Rather than comparing one website from two locations (domestic 

and cross-border location), these results reflect shopping attempts from one country to 

two national websites of the same trader. The first national website corresponded to the 

shopper location, reflecting a domestic shopper experience (e.g. zalando.de for a 

shopper based in Germany), while the second national website did not correspond to 

the shopper location (e.g. zalando.nl for a shopper based in Germany), reflecting a 

cross-border shopper experience. The fact that the shopper location was not altered 

but rather two different national versions of the same trader’s website were used makes 

this sample interesting to explore as it presents a different approach to monitoring 

limitations to cross-border buying by these multinational traders. In essence, these 

results demonstrate differences in how multi-national traders vary their offers (including 

delivery options) across different national markets and how these practices can pose 

limitations on cross-border purchasing. 

It is important to note that the differentiation of offers across different versions of a 

multinational trader’s websites is legitimate and can be expected. However, the absolute 

impossibility for consumers to access these different offers may be problematic from 

the point of view of ensuring full cross-border access. As such, it is important to consider 

accessibility of different offers, especially taking also into account that multinational 

traders as surveyed here are also active in the Member State of the shopper.  

All results presented in this chapter are at the level of the full multi-national website 

sample and we draw comparisons to the general analysis. Any differences are linked 

first and foremost to the different approach and context in which the data was obtained 

and do not reflect practices that are only observed for multi-national retailers, as these 

also represent a proportion of the traders included in the general analysis. Furthermore, 

as this approach was not applied in 2015, no comparison is possible and only data from 

2019 is presented. The chapter closely follows the consumer journey from website 

access to the payment stage of the shopping process. 

 

3.1 Website access 

After accessing a national version of a website that matched their country, shoppers 

attempted to access a different national version from the same trader, while their 

country remained fixed. When seeking access to the cross-border version of the website, 

only 87.3% of shoppers were able to access that target website. This figure is 

substantially lower than the 97.3% success rate in accessing the same website from a 

different country observed in the general analysis. In the most cases the reason for not 

being able to access the target website was that of being sent to the same domain with 

a different country extension (5%). For 1.6% of the shoppers, access to the website 

from a cross-border perspective was blocked, while another 0.7% were redirected to an 

entirely different website. Overall, the differences compared to the main analysis 

indicate that multi-national traders are more likely than the average trader to redirect 

                                                 

43 Individual websites of multinational traders are also included in the sample used for the general analysis. 
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cross-border shoppers to other national versions of their website or to outright block 

access. 

It should be noted that a substantial proportion of the shoppers who did not immediately 

gain access to the target website were offered an option to choose another version of 

the website or to access their preferred version, which is in line with the GBR. Still the 

amount of automatic rerouting and/or geo-blocked access is higher than in the general 

sample. 

 

Figure 99. Website access 

 

Q11 ‘Please RIGHT CLICK on the website and open it in a new INCOGNITO tab’, N= 576 (Multi-national), 

N=7995 (general average) 

 

3.2 Product availability 

Differences in product availability across different national versions of websites operated 

by multi-national traders are also interesting to explore as a potential limitation to cross-

border purchasing. Shoppers indicated whether they managed to find the exact same 

products on the cross-border national version of the website (different from the 
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shopper’s country) compared to the domestic national version (same as the shopper 

country).44,45 As the figure below shows, shoppers were able to find the exact same 

version of a given product in less than two thirds of the cases (58.2%), while this was 

true for the majority of cases in the general sample (95.9%). These differences are not 

surprising, but also not directly comparable, given that in the general analysis shoppers 

accessed the exact same website from a domestic and a cross-border perspective, while 

here two different websites are compared. Unsurprisingly multi-national traders are 

likely to vary their active offering and catalogues in different countries, likely based on 

variability in demand in the national markets they target. This practice, however, may 

also result in limitations to cross-border purchasing to the extent to which shoppers are 

not allowed to access different national websites of specific traders, as presented in the 

previous section. Furthermore, differences in product availability combined with 

limitations of delivery options available for each website can pose a practical limitation 

to cross-border shoppers’ access to the full offering of specific traders.  

 

Figure 100. Product availability46 

 

Q13/Q15 ‘Please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product that 

you found before’; N= 576 (Multi-national), N=7995 (general average) 

 

 

                                                 

44 As shoppers searched for two products on each website, the results presented in this section are analysed at 

product level.  

45 When it comes to product availability price differences were not considered, these were considered 

separately. 

46 The large differences observed are first and foremost associated with the different approach and context in 

which the data was obtained (see the Introduction to this chapter for more details). As such, they do not 

reflect practices that are only observed for multi-national retailers, as these also represent a proportion of 

the main sample. 
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3.3 Price Differences 

In the context of multi-national traders, varying the prices of specific goods to optimally 

match demand across different national markets by using the different versions of their 

websites is expectedly quite common. For the multi-national sample, at product level, 

less than half of the goods screened (45.3%) could be matched in price between two 

national websites of the same trader. As can be expected due to the different approach 

to measuring price differences, this figure is lower than in the general analysis, where 

80.3% of the screened goods matched in price when compared from a domestic and 

cross-border perspective (on the same website).  

The direction of the price differences was also recorded. In 31.0% of the products, 

shoppers reported a lower cross-border price, while a higher price was reported in 

23.7% of products.  These results could indicate that lower prices for the same products 

are available to cross-border shoppers on alternative national websites from the same 

trader. However, whether shoppers can benefit from this extra value depends first and 

foremost on the other limitations they face throughout the consumer online shopping 

journey after gaining access to the website, during the registration, delivery and 

payment stages. These limitations are explored further in the remaining three sections 

of this chapter. 

 

Figure 101. Price differences47 

 

Q8/Q9/Q17/Q22/Q28/Q31 ‘Product price’; N = 274 (Multi-national), N=6988 (general average) 

 

                                                 

47 The large differences observed are first and foremost to the different approach and context in which the data 

was obtained (see the Introduction to this chapter for more details). As such, they do not reflect practices 

that are only observed for multi-national retailers, as these also represent a proportion of the main sample. 
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3.4 Registration issues 

After accessing the target national website from a cross-border country, shoppers 

recorded the types of issues they faced during the registration stage. Overall, in 46.8% 

of the cases no issues were encountered, which is a lower figure compared to the general 

analysis (56.4%). This is a first indication that registration issues are more common for 

multi-national traders when national versions of their websites are accessed cross-

border. However, this difference largely accounted for by the variation in the proportion 

of issues encountered where registration was still possible. For the multi-national 

sample 36.5% of the shoppers experienced issues but succeeded in registering, while 

this was the case for only 29.5% of the shoppers in the general sample. Most of the 

issues experienced were linked to the shopper’s address details not being accepted. 

Restrictions to cross-border shopping in the form of failure to register on the website 

(due to any type of issue) were only slightly higher for the multi-national (16.7%) 

compared to the general sample (14.0%).  

In conclusion, multi-national traders appear to be stricter when it comes to cross-border 

shoppers accessing national versions of their websites, although not always preventing 

registration. As more issues are experienced during registration for multinational 

traders, this still translates in a slightly higher overall failure rate, compared to the 

overall failure rate reported in the general analysis.   

 

Figure 102. Registration issues 

 

Q19 ‘Did you encounter problems during registration? Please mark all that apply’; N = 395 (Multi-national), 

N=6914 (general average) 
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3.5 Delivery48 

Delivery is another key stage of the consumer journey, which is key to consider when 

studying the practices of multi-national providers in relation to cross-border shoppers’ 

access to different national versions of their websites. We explore the extent to which 

delivery restrictions are imposed on cross-border shoppers during this stage and the 

rate at which they can find information about such restrictions during the shopping 

process. 

 

3.5.1 Delivery restrictions 

After successfully accessing and registering on the website, shoppers attempted to 

request cross-border delivery to their country. Delivery to the shopper country was not 

possible for national versions of multi-national traders’ websites in 58.4% of the cases. 

This proportion is somewhat higher compared to delivery restrictions observed for the 

general sample (53.1%). These figures suggest that cross-border shoppers are 

somewhat more likely to encounter delivery restrictions if they choose to shop on a 

national version of a multi-national trader’s website that is not meant for their country 

of residence. While such differences in terms and conditions applicable to different 

websites are not in principle excluded by the GBR49, absolute lack of delivery options 

may prevent shoppers from having full access to the catalogue offered by traders that 

are in any case active in their territory. Actually, the possible impact on catalogue 

variety accessible to cross-border shoppers may be quite relevant, taking also into 

account the very large difference of catalogue cross-border availability reported in the 

multinational analysis compared to the general analysis50  

                                                 

48 As is the case for the main analysis, the travel sector and online reservations for offline leisure sector and the 

transport sector were not included here. 

49 See Recital 27 GBR and Q&A document, question 2.3.8. 

50 As regards price differences, also showing higher variation in the multinational analysis, it can be noted that 

these may also be due to different VAT rates being applicable and/or can actually be more or less beneficial 

for the shopper (the domestic version showing lower prices in the majority of cases). Limitations in 

accessibility of catalogues, on the other hand, always entail  a restriction of choices for the buyer.   
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Figure 103. Delivery restrictions 

 

Q19. ‘Did you encounter problems during registration?’ / Q20.’ To which EU countries would it be possible 

to deliver the product, in addition to the website country? N = 382 (Multi-national), N=5472 (Main) 

 

3.5.2 Information about delivery restrictions 

When it comes to being informed about delivery restrictions, some clear differences can 

be observed between multi-national traders and the general sample, in particular with 

the former being moderately more likely overall (42.9% vs. 38.5%) to not display any 

information about delivery restrictions. These figures suggest that multinational traders 

appear to be less clear to cross-border shoppers about the delivery restrictions they 

impose.When such information is available, shoppers are more likely to come across it 

earlier in the shopping process – on the product page (15.1% multi-national vs. 9.1% 

general sample) compared to after the checkout page (3.3% multi-national vs 13.0% 

general sample).  
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Figure 104. Information about delivery restrictions 

 
Source: Q36 ‘Does the website that you have navigated clearly provide the information about delivery 

restrictions, directly displayed on the page or through a prominent and easy to notice link?’; N = 567 (Multi -

national), N=7995 (Main) 

 

3.6 Payment restrictions 

In this section, we briefly discuss the last stage of the shopping process and to what 

extent the payment means offered to shoppers by multi-national traders are the same 

in the domestic version compared to the cross-border version of the website, as well as 

the overall level of payment restrictions at this stage. 

3.6.1 Payment restrictions 

Payment restrictions for cross-border shoppers among national websites from multi-

national traders are very slightly lower than the general average. While 10.4% of the 

general sample websites does apply restrictions (see 2.6.1 for the definition of payment 

restrictions), this goes for 9.0% of multi-national trader websites.  
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Figure 105. Payment restrictions 

 
Q23: Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their 

respective costs; Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the 

order. Are you able to do it?; Base: N = 3090 (general average), 145 (multi-national) 

 

 

3.6.2 Payment means available 

Payment means offered by multi-national traders to cross-border shoppers are largely 

consistent with the general sample of traders.51 The most common payment means 

accepted are Credit/charge card (95%), followed by Online payment systems (49.1%) 

and Debit card of international circuits (13.8%). 

                                                 

51 Due to the limited sample of multi-national traders (N=159) for which we have data on payment means, it is 

not possible to draw meaningful comparison across the two samples. 
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Figure 106.  Payment means available 

 

Q23 ‘Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase’; N = 159 

(Multi-national), N=3691 (Main) 
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3.6.3 Payment issues 

Payment issues in general, which deter cross-border shoppers from getting through the 

last stage of the shopping process, are observed in 10.3% of the cases, consistent with 

the 10.8% for the general sample, indicating no significant differences between the two. 

Figure 107.  Payment issues encountered 

 
Q25: Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able 

to do it?; N=145 (Multi-national), N=3428 (Main) 

 

Multi-national traders – conclusions 

 When it comes to accessing a version of a multi-national trader’s website 

cross-border, multi-national traders are more likely than the average trader to 

redirect cross-border shoppers to other national versions of their website (5% 

vs. 0.8% in the overall average) or to outright block access (1.6% vs. 0.2% in 

the overall average). Still some shoppers are provided with a choice at this stage 

(3.6% vs. 1.3% in the overall average).  

 The availability of the same goods in different national websites of the same 

multi-national trader is much lower (58.2%) compared to the general sample 

(95.5%). The same can be concluded regarding the setting of the same price for 

the same goods across different national versions of the same website (45.3% 

vs. 80.2% in the overall average).  

 Registration issues are more common among multi-national traders, also 

resulting in a higher level of registration failure (16.7%) compared to the overall 

average (14.6%).  

 When it comes to the delivery stage a higher proportion of restrictions to deliver 

to the shopper’s country is observed (58.4%) in different versions of websites, 

compared to the overall average (53.1%).  

 At the payment stage, conversely, a slightly lower percentage of multi-national 

trader websites imposes payment restrictions compared to the overall average 

(restrictions in 9.0% websites vs 10.4% in the overall average). 
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4 Geoblocking and cross-border sales limitations by third-
country traders 

The main part of this study focusses on traders that have a presence in the EU – i.e. 

through a legal entity in the EU (regardless of the nationality of the parent company 

and/or shareholders). There are, however, also traders with no such presence in the 

EU, but which nevertheless have online stores that offer products to EU residents and 

even tailor their website towards EU customers in one or more ways (e.g., offering the 

website in a European language, providing prices in EUR, and of course offering delivery 

to one or more European countries). By offering sales in the EU, such traders are 

subjected to the GBR, regardless of whether they have a legal entity in the EU, or 

whether they have a website with an EU Member State country extension.  

Initial research showed that such traders offering goods or services in the EU through 

their own websites but unrelated to any entity established in the EU are, however, quite 

rare. This is why this study only allows for an explorative qualitative inquiry into third-

country trader websites – that is, defined as websites that actively pursue sales in the 

EU and attract consumers from the EU as a non-marginal part of their total website 

traffic (> 5%), but have no legal entity in the EU. For this explorative inquiry, 10 

websites from 2 third-country traders were evaluated in the same way as the websites 

in the main analysis (with both of these traders represented by multiple EU websites). 

These websites are both marketplaces, thus covering multiple sectors, but with a focus 

on computer hardware and electronic equipment.52 

Overall, the exploration of third-country trader websites does not indicate that 

geoblocking in these websites would be more common than among EU traders.  

Regarding access to these websites, all websites could be accessed exactly as 

envisaged, without changes to their appearance, language or content. 

Product availability was not an issue in any of the evaluated websites. All products 

that were selected during the domestic visit (that is, the website visited from the same 

country as the website’s country domain – e.g., Germany for a .de websites) could also 

be found and selected for purchase during the cross-border visit. In one site, an offered 

discount that was observed in the domestic visit was also offered in the subsequent 

cross-border visit. This also extends to the price, which was the same in all cases except 

for one website where the price for one of the products was slightly lower in the cross-

border visit than during the domestic visit.  

Regarding registration, the picture is more nuanced. One of the observed traders with 

multiple EU sites requires an address during registration, but only allows registration 

with a billing address from the website’s country and a few neighbouring countries. This 

indicates that these websites are designed to specifically serve a set of national markets, 

and only these markets, rather than the whole of the EU. When cross-border consumers 

access one of these websites while the trader has a domestic alternative for them, they 

are asked – though not forced to move to the domestic website for their country. But 

even when access is possible, these consumers can only order from their domestic 

website, not from the cross-border website.  

This model is of course also reflected in the delivery options. The evaluated websites 

apply clear restrictions and offer delivery only to the website’s country or possibly some 

neighbouring countries: only 2 of the evaluated websites offer delivery to the 

cross-border shopper, and in both cases this was when the cross-border 

                                                 

52 None of these cross-border visits was done from the UK. 
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shopper came from a country neighbouring the website country. It should also 

be noted that these restrictions only become apparent when arriving at the registration 

or delivery stage. These registration and delivery limitations are reflective of a business 

model whereby national websites within the EU are specifically dedicated to pursue sales 

in individual countries. The alternative is the absence of such national websites, which 

coincides with a wider opening of sales towards all EU countries.  

Finally, regarding payment, in the two website evaluations where it was possible to go 

beyond the delivery phase, there were no issues in entering payment details, and the 

shopping attempt was thus successful.  

 

 



Mystery Shopping Survey on territorial restrictions and geo-blocking in the European 

Digital Single Market  
 

 

Mystery Shopping Survey on Territorial Restrictions and Geoblocking 2019 – Final Report  167/190 
 

 

Annex 1: Final master assessment sheet 

 

 

Base: all respondents  

Intro. [Info] 

Dear mystery shopper, 

Before starting your first assessment, please first read the briefing instructions document and install the VPN 
tool on your computer. Please keep the briefing instructions close at hand in case anything is unclear. If you 
have any issues regarding the survey, please contact your project coordinator. 
 

Base: all respondents  

Q1 [Q] 

Please enter your unique ID to begin the survey. 

 
 
A VISITING THE WEBSITE FROM THE SELLER’S COUNTRY OF ORIGIN: DOMESTIC SHOPPING  

 

Base: all respondents  

Info1. [Info] 

Please set your VPN to [Scripter: insert WOcountry],CLICK “Incognito Mode Reset Button” and click 

FORWARD. 

Base: all respondents 

Q2 [S] 

Please RIGHT CLICK on the website link [Scripter: insert WEBSITE_A] and open it in a new INCOGNITO tab. If 

you are not sure how to open an incognito tab, please refer to the briefing instructions. When you clicked on 

this link, were you sent to [Scripter: insert WEBSITE_A]? 

Respondent instruction: Please make sure you provide the URL if necessary by using the copy/paste command. 

1. Yes, I was sent to the exact website. 

2. The website I was sent to has the same domain name but it has a different country extension. 
(Please provide URL) [O] 

3. I was sent to a website with a completely different domain name. (Please provide URL) [O] 

4. Access to the website is blocked. 

5. Other (Please explain and provide URL) [O] 

SCRIPTER: [WEBSITE] has to be a hyperlink every time it appears. 
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SCRIPTER: Q2=2, 3, 4 or 5 --> END SURVEY 

 

Base: all respondents 

Q3 [S] 

What language is the website displayed in? 

1. In [Scripter: insert WOlanguage] 

2. In another language 

3. I was asked to select a preferred language before the website content was displayed 

Base: IF Q3=2 

Q3a  [S] 

What language? 

1. English 

2. German 

3. French 

4. Spanish 

5. Italian 

6. Polish 

7. Portuguese 

8. Bulgarian 

9. Croatian 

10. Czech 

11. Danish 

12. Dutch 

13. Estonian 

14. Finnish 

15. Greek 

16. Hungarian 

17. Latvian 

18. Lithuanian 

19. Luxembourgish 

F20. Romanian 
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21. Slovakian 

22. Slovenian 

23. Swedish 

24. Other (Please specify) [O] 

 

Base: all respondents 

Q4 [M] 

Are there different language versions available on the website?  

1. No, the website is only available in [Scripter: insert WOlanguage] [S] [SCRIPTER: show only if Q3=1] 

2. Yes, the website is also available in English. [SCRIPTER: Do not show if WOlanguage=English] 

3. Yes, there are multiple languages available. 

 

Base: IF Q4=3 

Q5 [M] 

Please select the specific languages that the website is available in? 

1. English 

2. German 

3. French 

4. Spanish 

5. Italian 

6. Polish 

7. Portuguese 

8. Bulgarian 

9. Croatian 

10. Czech 

11. Danish 

12. Dutch 

13. Estonian 

14. Finnish 

15. Greek 

16. Hungarian 

17. Latvian 
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18. Lithuanian 

19. Luxembourgish 

20. Romanian 

21. Slovakian 

22. Slovenian 

23. Swedish 

24. Other (Please specify) [O] 

Base: IF Q3=2 OR 3 

Info2. [Info] 

Please select [Scripter: insert WOlanguage] as language of the website and click FORWARD. 

Base: all respondents 

Info3 [Info] 

Name: [Scripter: INSERT name] 

Telephone: [Scripter: INSERT phone]  

Email: [Scripter: INSERT email]  

Email Password: [Scripter: INSERT password]  

Credit card name: [Scripter: INSERT CCname] 

Credit card number: [Scripter: INSERT CCnumber]  

CVS number: [Scripter: INSERT CVSnumber]  

Expiration date: [Scripter: INSERT expdate] 

Company name: [Scripter: INSERT Companyname] Scripter: show only if sample = Sample_B2B 

VAT number: [Scripter: INSERT VATnumber] Scripter: show only if sample = Sample_B2B 

 

SCRIPTER: Show Info3 AND Q6 to Q10b on one page  

SCRIPTER: The personal details under Info3 should be displayed at the top LEFT of the page 

 

Base: all respondents 

Q6 [M] (randomize products) 

Please go back to the website and search for all products listed below. Select all the products you managed 

to find and are available to purchase. If you don’t manage to find at least two products from the list, look for 

1 or 2 alternatives and specify them in the space provided below. A minimum of two products (including 

alternatives if necessary) are needed to continue. 

1. Product 1 (Scripter: INSERT product_1) 
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2. Product 2 (Scripter: INSERT product_2) 

3. Product 3 (Scripter: INSERT product_3) 

4. Product 4 (Scripter: INSERT product_4) 

5. Product 5 (Scripter: INSERT product_5) 

6. Product 6 (Scripter: INSERT product_6) 

7. I had to find (an) alternative similar product/s (Please specify below) (fixed)  

a. Alternative 1 [O]  

b. Alternative 2 [O] 

8. I was not able to find any suggested or alternative products (Please explain) [S] [O] (fixed) 

SCRIPTER: A minimum of two products (including alternatives if necessary) are needed to continue. 

The two answers/labels from Q6 should be assigned as [Product A] and [Product B] in subsequent questions. 

If more than two items are selected, assign two items as [Product A] and [Product B]. Give preference to items 

that have a lower frequency in the total sample = use least fill method per sector 

Scripter: if Q6=8: end interview and count as completed interview 

Base: if Q6=1-7 

Q7 [S]  

Is there a button that says “add product to my cart”, “order” or “buy now” or similar? If you don’t see a 

dedicated button, please go to the product page if needed. 

1. Yes. 

2. No, it is not possible (Please explain) [O] 

Scripter: if Q7=2: end interview and count as completed interview 

 

Base: if Q7=1 

Q8 

Please place [Product A] in your basket (or use the alternative button available). Without registering on the 

website, please try to provide the URL, CURRENCY, PRICE and DELIVERY COSTS below.  

Please keep in mind the price of the product you are attempting to buy when estimating delivery costs based 

on general information that is available on the website. 

1. Default currency [S] 

1. EUR 

2. GBP 

3. PLN 

4. HRK 

5. CZK 

6. DKK 

7. HUF 

8. SEK 
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9. RON 

10. BGN 

11. CHF 
 

2. Paste URL here [O] 

3. Price (including VAT) [Q]  Scripter: show only if sample = NOT Sample_B2B 

6.    Scripter: show if sample = SAMPLE_B2B Price (excluding VAT) [Q] 

 

4. VAT [S] 

a. Percentage [Q, range: min=10 and max=30] 

b. Exact amount [Q, must be smaller than amount in option 3 or 6(price) ] 

c. Not specified  

5. Delivery costs: [S] 

a. Cost [Q]   

b. No information on delivery costs was available without registration 

Scripter: create hidden variable ‘Price (excluding VAT)’: Calculate by subtracting the amount in 4b from the 

amount in 3. If there is a value in 4a or 4c, this hidden variable Price will be empty 

Base: if Q7=1 

Q8b [S] 

Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or delivery price for 

loyal customers (for instance if you participate in a loyalty programme, hold a member or savings card, etc.) 

1. Loyalty discounts are mentioned 

2. No loyalty discounts are mentioned 

 

Base: if Q7=1 

Q9  

Please place [Product B] in your basket (or use the alternative button available). Without registering on the 

website, please try to provide the URL, CURRENCY, PRICE, VAT and DELIVERY COSTS below.  

Please keep in mind the price of the product you are attempting to buy if you have to estimate delivery costs 

based on general information that is available on the website. 

 

1. Paste URL here [O] 

2. Price (including VAT) [Q] Scripter: show only if sample = NOT Sample_B2B 

6.    Scripter: show if sample = SAMPLE_B2B Price (excluding VAT) [Q] 
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3. VAT [S] 

a. Percentage [Q, range: min=10 and max=30] 

b. Exact amount [Q, Must be smaller than amount in option 2 or 6(price)] 

c. Not specified  

4. Delivery costs: [S] 

a. Cost [Q]   

b. No information on delivery costs was available without registration 

 

 

Base: if Q7=1 

Q9b [S] 

Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or delivery price for 

loyal customers (for instance if you participate in a loyalty programme, hold a member or savings card, etc.) 

1. Loyalty discounts are mentioned 

2. No loyalty discounts are mentioned 

 

Base: if Q8_5b=1 OR  Q9_4b=1 

Q9c [M]  

If the delivery costs are not immediately available without registration, please navigate the website and try 
to find additional information regarding DOMESTIC and/or INTERNATIONAL delivery costs.  

1. I could not find any information about delivery costs [S] 

2. I found general information about domestic delivery costs 

a. Please specify delivery costs for [Product A]: [Q] 

b. Please specify delivery costs for [Product B]: [Q]  

3. I found general information about international delivery costs 

SCRIPTER: Present options 2a and 2b if option 2 is selected.   

Base: if Q7=1 

Q10 [M]  

Please list which of the following means of payment are available when ordering domestically and their 

respective added costs on top of the standard product/service price and delivery costs (if any). If the payment 

options are not available without registration, please navigate the website and try to find additional 

information regarding payment options. 

Payment Methods 

1. Credit/charge card (e.g. Visa, Mastercard) (Please add the cost) [Q]  
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2. Debit card (Please add the cost) [Q]  

3. Bank/credit transfer (Please add the cost) [Q] 

4. Direct debit (from bank account) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

5. Cash on delivery (Please add the cost) [Q] 

6. Online payment systems such as PayPal, Smart2Pay, Webmoney, Giropay, iDEAL (Please add the 

cost) [Q] 

7. Payment by mobile phone (e.g. PayMo) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

8. Virtual currency (e.g. Bitcoin) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

9. Cheque (Please add the cost) [Q] 

10. Gift card or voucher (Please add the cost) [Q] 

11. Other (Please specify) (Please add the cost) [O]  

12. I cannot find information about payment methods [S] 

Scripter: Show label “Insert cost” in all boxes 

Scripter: filling in [Q] boxes is optional. If option 1-11 is checked and respective [Q] box is left empty, code 
quantity of that [Q] box as 0.  

Base: if Q7=1 

Q10b [S]  

Is it mentioned  for any of the payment methods that delivery and/or payment options depend on the ability 
of the seller to verify the creditworthiness of the buyer or the successful execution of payment? 

1. it is mentioned for at least one payment method that if the seller cannot verify the 
creditworthiness of the buyer or execution of payment, goods/services will not be provided 
until the seller has received payment   

2. it is mentioned for at least one payment method that if the seller cannot verify the 
creditworthiness of the buyer or execution of payment, that payment method is not available 
to the client 

3. I cannot find information about specific conditions that depend on creditworthiness or 
payment execution checks for any of the payment methods 
 

B VISITING THE WEBSITE FROM THE SHOPPER’S COUNTRY OF ORIGIN: CROSS-BORDER SHOPPING 

 

Base: if Q7=1 AND IF SAMPLE2 = NOT Sample_National 

Info4 [Info] 

Please close the website you were reviewing and set your VPN to [SHOcountry] and CLICK “Incognito Mode 

Reset Button” before you continue. 

Base: if Q7=1 AND IF SAMPLE2 = Sample_National 

Info5 [Info] 
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Please close the website you were reviewing and CLICK “Incognito Mode Reset Button” but do not 

change the location of your VPN!  

Base: if Q7=1 

Q11 [S] 

Please RIGHT CLICK on the website link53 [Scripter: insert WEBSITE_B] and open it in a new INCOGNITO tab. 

If you are not sure how to open an incognito tab, please refer to the briefing instructions. When you clicked 

on this link, were you sent to [Scripter: insert WEBSITE_B]? 

Respondent instruction: Please make sure you provide the URL if necessary by using the copy/paste command. 

1. Yes, I was sent to the exact website 

6. I was asked whether I want to go to another version of the website to match my location, but I 

also had a choice to stay on the website I tried to access. (please provide URL of website that is 

proposed to you) [O] Respondent instruction: If this is the case, go to the website version that 

you tried to access, do not go to the local version! 

2. I was automatically sent to a website with the same domain name but with a different country 

extension (Please provide URL) [O] 

3. I was sent to a website with a different domain name (Please provide URL) [O] 

4. Access to the website is blocked  

5. Other (Please explain and provide URL) [O] 

SCRIPTER: IF Q11=4: SKIP TO Q36 

Base: if Q11=1,2,3, 5 or 6 

Q12 [S] 

What language is the website displayed in? 

1. In [Scripter: insert WOlanguage] 

2. In another language  

3. I was asked to select a preferred language before the website content was displayed 

Base: IF Q12=2 

Q12a  [S] 

What language? 

1. English 

2. German 
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3. French 

4. Spanish 

5. Italian 

6. Polish 

7. Portuguese 

8. Bulgarian 

9. Croatian 

10. Czech 

11. Danish 

12. Dutch 

13. Estonian 

14. Finnish 

15. Greek 

16. Hungarian 

17. Latvian 

18. Lithuanian 

19. Luxembourgish 

20. Romanian 

21. Slovakian 

22. Slovenian 

23. Swedish 

24. Other (Please specify) [O] 

 

Base: if Q11=1,2,3, 5 or 6 AND if sample2 = NOT Sample_National 

Q12b [M] 

Compared to the first time you opened the website, do you see any noticeable differences in the way its 

content is displayed? 

1. No visible differences: the website content and language appear to be the same [S] 

2. The language is different 

3. The content appears to be different 

4. Special conditions regarding delivery or sales restrictions are displayed 

5. Other (Please explain and provide URL) [O] 
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Base: if Q11=1,2,3, 5 or 6 

Q13 [S] 

Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product that you 

found before (including specific size and colour if applicable): 

[Product A]  

1. I found the exact same product (Please provide the product page URL) [O] 

2. I found the same product in a slightly different version 

a. Please describe the differences [O] 

b. Please provide the product page URL [O] 

3. I did not find it at all  

Scripter: Options 2a and 2b are both mandatory to fill in if option 2 is selected. 

Base: if Q13=1 OR 2 

Q14 [info] 

Please take a screenshot of the product page and save it in a separate folder. Click FORWARD to continue. 

Please make sure you select the website your are visiting and check if the title tab in chrome includes the 

website address. Press Alt+ PrtScn to take a screenshot. 

If the website address is in the chrome tab select the second option “save directly”  and  Click FORWARD to 

continue. 

If the website address is not in the chrome tab select the first option “save as” and add the website address 

manually but leave date and time. After that Click FORWARD to continue. 

 

Base: if Q11=1,2,3 OR 5 

Q15 [S] 

Now, please search for the following product on the website, trying to find the exact same product that you 

found before (including specific size and colour if applicable): 

[Product B]  

1. I found the exact same product (Please provide the product page URL) [O] 

2. I found the same product in a slightly different version 

a. Please describe the differences [O] 

b. Please provide the product page URL [O] 

3. I did not find it at all 

Scripter: Options 2a and 2b are both mandatory to fill in if option 2 is selected. 

Base: if Q15=1 OR 2 
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Q16 [info] 

Please take a screenshot of the product page and save it in a separate folder. Click FORWARD to continue. 

Please make sure you select the website your are visiting and check if the title tab in chrome includes the 

website address. Press Alt+ PrtScn to take a screenshot. 

If the website address is in the chrome tab select the second option “save directly”  and  Click FORWARD to 

continue. 

If the website address is not in the chrome tab select the first option “save as” and add the website address 

manually but leave date and time. After that Click FORWARD to continue. 

 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q17  

Please place [Scripter: show Product A if Q13=1, show Product B if Q13 is NOT equal to 1] in your basket (or 

use the alternative button available). Without registering on the websites, please try to provide the URL, 

CURRENCY, PRICE, VAT and DELIVERY COSTS below.  

1. Default currency [S] 

1. EUR 

2. GBP 

3. PLN 

4. HRK 

5. CZK 

6. DKK 

7. HUF 

8. SEK 

9. RON 

10. BGN 
11. CHF 

 

2. Paste URL here [O] 

3. Scripter: show if sample = NOT SAMPLE_B2B Price (including VAT) [Q]  

6. Scripter: show if sample = SAMPLE_B2B Price (excluding VAT) [Q] 

4. Delivery costs: [S] 

a. Cost [Q]   

b. No information on delivery costs was available without registration 

Scripter: Options 1,2, 4 and (3 or 6) are obligatory. 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q17b [S] 

Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or delivery price for 

loyal customers (for instance if you participate in a loyalty programme, hold a member or savings card, etc.) 

1. Loyalty discounts are mentioned 
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2. No loyalty discounts are mentioned 

3. Loyalty discounts are mentioned, but it is stated that they cannot be used in my country, or outside of the 

website’s country.  

 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Info6 [Info] 

Name: [Scripter: INSERT name] 

Address: [Scripter: INSERT address]  

Telephone: [Scripter: INSERT phone]  

Email: [Scripter: INSERT email]  

Email Password: [Scripter: INSERT password] 

Credit card name: [Scripter: INSERT CCname] 

Credit card number: [Scripter: INSERT CCnumber] 

CVS number: [Scripter: INSERT CVSnumber]  

Expiration date:[ Scripter: INSERT expdate] 

Company name: [Scripter: INSERT Companyname] Scripter: show only if sample = Sample_B2B 

VAT number: [Scripter: INSERT VATnumber] Scripter: show only if sample = Sample_B2B 

 

Please read the following instructions CAREFULLY: 

Now you should attempt to order this product from the website. The following questions are all related to 

your attempt to purchase this product. Please make sure that you read all questions in the briefing 

document so that you know what information you will need to provide.  Different websites have a different 

flow in how an online purchase takes place, so you might have to go back and forth through the pages of the 

website to find the information. Please answer all questions as truthfully as possible.  

Please use the registration (name, address, e-mail) details provided at the top of this page. Some websites 

allow purchases to be made without creating an account (e.g. as guest). Please use the fastest type of 

registration available. At this stage you shouldn’t have to enter any payment details. However, if prompted, 

please enter the credit card details provided. 

SCRIPTER: Show Info6 on the screens of Q18 to Q28b 

SCRIPTER: The personal details under Info6 should be displayed at the top LEFT of the page 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q18 [M] 

Do you need to register with the website before you can make a purchase? 

1. I need to register and activate my account via e-mail in order to continue 

2. I need to provide a physical address (delivery, billing etc.) in order to continue  
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3. I need to provide an e-mail before I continue 

4. I need to provide a telephone number in order to continue  

5. I need to provide a means of payment (e.g. Payment card, paypal etc.) before I continue 

6. I need to provide proof of my national identity (e.g., a copy/scan off passport, my passport number, 

online verification) before I continue 

7. Other (Please specify) [O] 

8. No, I don’t need to register with the website [S] 

 

Base: if (Q13=1 OR Q15=1) AND IF Q18 < 7 

Q19 [M] 

Did you encounter problems during registration? Please mark all that apply.  

1. The foreign delivery address was not accepted (Please provide the error message) [O] 

2. The foreign billing address was not accepted (Please provide the error message) [O] 

3. The foreign telephone number was not accepted (Please provide the error message) [O] 

4. The postal code was not accepted (Please provide the error message) [O] 

5. The e-mail address was not accepted (Please provide the error message) [O] 

6. The payment details were not accepted (only applicable if requested at this stage) (Please 

provide the error message) [O] 

10.  Scripter: show only if sample = SAMPLE_B2B The VAT number  was not accepted (Please provide 

the error message) [O] 

7. When attempting to register I was redirected to another website where I had to start over the 
process. (Please provide the URL) [O] 

11. I couldn’t register because I had to provide physical proof of my national identity 

8. I did not encounter any problems during registration. [S] 

9. I could not register on the website [S] 

Scripter: This is a multiple choice questions with boxes  after each option. Boxes are obligatory IF an option is 
selected. 

Note for Scripter: keep numbering in list above as is to ensure consistency with existing dataset 

Scripter: IF Q19_9 = 1 SKIP TO Q36 

Scripter: if Q18=8 autofill Q19 with code 11 

 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q20 [S] 

To which EU countries would it be possible to deliver the product, in addition to [Scripter: insert WOcountry]?   

1. Only delivery to [Scripter: insert WOcountry] is possible   
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2. Delivery to [SHOcountry] is also possible 

3. Delivery to several other EU28 countries, including [SHO country], is possible.  

4. Delivery to all EU28 countries is possible   

5. Delivery to several other EU28 countries is possible but not to [SHOcountry].  

Scripter: IF Q20= 5: SKIP TO Q36 

 

 

 

Base: if Q20=2 

Q20a [M] 

Please specify the countries to which delivery is possible: 

1. Austria 
2. Belgium 
3. Bulgaria 
4. Croatia 
5. Cyprus 
6. Czech Republic 
7. Denmark 
8. Estonia 
9. Finland 
10. France 
11. Germany 
12. Greece 
13. Hungary 
14. Ireland 
15. Italy 
16. Latvia 
17. Lithuania 
18. Luxembourg 
19. Malta 
20. Netherlands 
21. Poland 
22. Portugal 
23. Romania 
24. Slovakia 
25. Slovenia 
26. Spain 
27. Sweden 
28. UK 

 

 

Base: if Q20=4 

Q20b [M] 
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Please specify the countries to which delivery is possible: 

SCRIPTER: show same list as in Q20a 

Scripter: IF Q20=4, SKIP TO Q36 

 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q21 [S] 

Does the website display the cost of product delivery? If there are multiple delivery options, please select the 

‘basic’ delivery option provided by the website (i.e. lowest cost). 

1. Yes – I am required to pay additional delivery cost on top of the price of the product  

2. The basic delivery cost is free for this product 

3. No – information on delivery costs is not provided at this stage 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q22 

Please fill in the details below, based on the information available to you after registration regarding the cost 

of delivery 

1. Product price [Q]  

2. VAT [S] 

a. Percentage [Q] 

b. Exact amount [Q, must be smaller than amount in option 1 (price) ] 

c. Not specified  

3. Cost of standard delivery to home address [Q]  

4. Cost of delivery for pickup in a store (if available) [Q]  

5. Cost of delivery to post office (if available) [Q]  

6. Additional costs 

a. Insurance [Q] Optional  

b. Handling fees[Q] Optional  

c. Specifiy [O] Optional  

Scripter: Option 1 and 3 are both obligatory, at least one suboption in option 2 is obligatory. Options 4,5 and 

6 are NOT obligatory.  

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q23 [M] 

Please list which of the following means of payment were possible during the purchase and their respective 

costs: 

Payment Methods 
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1. Credit/charge card (e.g. Visa, Mastercard) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

2. Credit/charge card of [Scripter: insert WOcountry] only  (Please add the cost) [Q] 

3. Debit card of international circuits (e.g. Maestro) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

4. Debit card of [Scripter: insert WOcountry] (Please add the cost) [Q] 

5. Bank/credit transfer  (Please add the cost) [Q]  

6. Direct debit (from bank account) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

7. Direct debit (from bank account of [Scripter: insert WOcountry] only) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

8. Cash on delivery (Please add the cost) [Q]  

9. Online payment systems such as PayPal, Smart2Pay, Webmoney, Giropay, iDEAL  (Please add the 

cost) [Q] 

10. Payment by mobile phone (e.g. PayMo) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

11. Virtual currency (e.g. Bitcoin) (Please add the cost) [Q] 

12. Cheque  (Please add the cost) [Q] 

13. Gift card or voucher  (Please add the cost) [Q] 

14. Other (Specify) [O] (Please add the cost) [Q] 

15. I cannot find information about payment methods [S] 

Scripter: Show label “Insert cost” in all boxes 

Scripter: filling in [Q] boxes is optional. If option 1-14 is checked and respective [Q] box is left empty, code 
quantity of that [Q] box as 0.  

 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q23b [S]  

Is it mentioned  for any of the payment methods that delivery and/or payment options depend on the ability 
of the seller to verify the creditworthiness of the buyer or the successful execution of payment? 

1. it is mentioned for at least one payment method that if the seller cannot verify the 
creditworthiness of the buyer or execution of payment, goods/services will not be provided 
until the seller has received payment   

2. it is mentioned for at least one payment method that if the seller cannot verify the 
creditworthiness of the buyer or execution of payment, that payment method is not available 
to the client 

3. I cannot find information about specific conditions that depend on creditworthiness or 
payment execution checks for any of the payment methods 

Base: if Q13=1 OR Q15=1 

Q24 [S] 

Does it appear possible for you to pay for this product on the website? 

1. Yes it appears possible 
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2. No, because my means of payment is not accepted/offered.  

Base: if Q24=1 

Q25 [S] 

Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able to do 

it?    

1. I succeeded in entering the payment card details 

2. I was not able to enter the payment card details (Please provide the error or other message 

displayed) [O] 

 

Base: if Q25=1 

Q26 [O] 

What is the final product price displayed after entering the payment details (based on the default currency)? 

Final price: [Q] 

 

Base: if Q25=1 

Q27 [S] 

Please confirm the order and provide the error message in the field below 

1. Insufficient funds on the card  

2. Other (Please provide the error message here) [O] 

Base: if Q15=1 AND Q13=1 

Q28 [M] 

Please place [Product B] in your basket (or use the alternative button available) and please try to provide the 

URL, CURRENCY, PRICE, VAT and DELIVERY COSTS below.  

1. Default currency [S] 

1. EUR 

2. GBP 

3. PLN 

4. HRK 

5. CZK 

6. DKK 

7. HUF 

8. SEK 

9. RON 

10. BGN 
11. CHF 

 

2. Paste URL here  [O] 

3. Scripter: show if sample = NOT SAMPLE_B2B Price (including VAT) [Q]  
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6. Scripter: show if sample = SAMPLE_B2B Price (excluding VAT) [Q] 

4 Delivery costs: [S] 

a. Cost [Q]   

b. No information on delivery costs was available without registration or signing in 

Scripter: Options 1,2 4 and (3 OR 6) are obligatory. Option 4a OR 4b is obligatory. 

Base: if Q15=1 AND Q13=1 

Q28b [S] 

Please check if the payment page mentions any reductions on the product/service and/or delivery price for 

loyal customers (for instance if you participate in a loyalty programme, hold a member or savings card, etc.) 

1. Loyalty discounts are mentioned 

2. No loyalty discounts are mentioned 

3. Loyalty discounts are mentioned, but it is stated that they cannot be used in my country, or outside of the 

website’s country.  

 

Base: if Q15=1 AND Q13=1 

Info7 [Info] 

 

Name: [Scripter: INSERT name] 

Address: [Scripter: INSERT address]  

Telephone: [Scripter: INSERT phone]  

Email: [Scripter: INSERT email]  

Email Password: [Scripter: INSERT password] 

Credit card name: [Scripter: INSERT CCname] 

Credit card number: [Scripter: INSERT CCnumber]  

CVS number: [Scripter: INSERT CVSnumber]  

Expiration date:[ Scripter: INSERT expdate] 

Company name: Scripter: INSERT [Companyname] Scripter: show only if sample = Sample_B2B 

VAT number: [Scripter: INSERT VATnumber] Scripter: show only if sample = Sample_B2B 

 

Now, please attempt to order this product from the website by following the same procedure as before. 

Before you continue, please remove all products from your basket (if any). 

Please follow the same guidelines as for the previous product. If necessary, enter the address/name/e-

mail/phone details provided at the top of the page before answering the following questions. Alternatively, 

sign in with the details you are registered with. 
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SCRIPTER: Show Info7 on every screen of questions Q29 to Q35  

Base: if Q13=1 AND Q15=1 

Q29 [S] 

To which EU countries would it be possible to deliver the product, in addition to [Scripter: insert WOcountry]?   

1. Only delivery to [Scripter: insert WOcountry] is possible   

2. Delivery to [SHOcountry] is also possible 

3. Delivery to several other EU28 countries, including [SHO country], is possible.  

4. Delivery to all EU28 countries is possible   

5. Delivery to several other EU28 countries is possible but not to [SHOcountry].  

Scripter: IF Q29= 5: SKIP TO Q36 

 

Base: if Q29=2 

Q29a [M] 

Please specify the countries to which delivery is possible: 

SCRIPTER: show same list as in Q20a 

 

Base: if Q29=4 

Q29b [M] 

Please specify the countries to which delivery is possible: 

SCRIPTER: show same list as in Q20a 

Scripter: IF Q29= 4: SKIP TO Q36 

Base: if Q13=1 AND Q15=1 

Q30 [S] 

Does the website display the cost of product delivery? If there are multiple delivery options, please select the 

‘basic’ delivery option provided by the website (i.e. lowest cost). 

1. Yes – I am required to pay additional delivery cost on top of the price of the product  

2. The basic delivery cost is free for this product 

3. No – information on delivery costs is not provided at this stage 

Base: if Q13=1 AND Q15=1 

Q31  

Please fill in the details below, based on the information available to you on after registration regarding the 

cost of delivery 
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1. Product price [Q]  

2. VAT [S] 

a. Percentage [Q] 

b. Exact amount [Q, must be smaller than amount in option 1 (price) ] 

c. Not specified  

3. Cost of standard delivery to home address [Q]  

4. Cost of delivery for pickup in a store (if available) [Q]  

5. Cost of delivery to post office (if available) [Q]  

6. Additional costs 

a. Insurance [Q] Optional  

b. Handling fees[Q] Optional  

c. Specifiy [O] Optional 

Scripter: Option 1 and 3 are both obligatory, at least one suboption in option 2 is obligatory. Options 4, 5 and 

6 are NOT obligatory.  

Base: if Q13=1 AND Q15=1 

Q32 [S] 

Does it appear possible for you to pay for this product on the website? 

1. Yes it appears possible 

2. No, because my means of payment is not accepted/offered.  

Base: if Q32=1 

Q33 [S] 

Now, please try to enter the payment card details provided without confirming the order. Are you able to do 

it and if so?   

1. I succeeded in entering the payment card details 

2. I was not able to enter the payment card details (Please provide the error or other message 

displayed) [O] 

Base: if Q33=1 

Q34 [O] 

What is the final product price displayed after entering the payment details (based on the default currency)? 

Final price: [Q]  

Base: if Q33=1 

Q35 [S] 
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Please confirm the order and provide the error message in the field below 

1. Insufficient funds on the card  

2. Other (Please provide the error message here) [O] 

 

Base: IF Q7=1 

Q36 [M] (New page) 

Does the website that you have navigated clearly provide the information about delivery restrictions, directly 

displayed on the page or through a prominent and easy to notice link? 

1. Yes – the information was clearly displayed on the starting homepage of the shop 

2. Yes – the information was clearly displayed on the products page  

3. Yes – the information was clearly displayed after I placed the product in my cart 

4. Yes – the information was clearly displayed on the checkout page 

5. Yes – the information was clearly displayed after the checkout page 

6. No – no information on delivery restrictions was clearly displayed on the starting page or during 

the ordering process [S] 

 

VII.  STANDARD SCREENED OUT TEXT FOR PANEL SAMPLE: 

 

The questionnaire is now finished. Thank you very much for your participation. 

 

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU  

In person  

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. You can find the 

address of the centre nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en  

On the phone or by email  

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact this 

service:  

– by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),  

– at the following standard number: +32 22999696, or  

– by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU 

Online  

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa 

website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en  

EU publications  

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from: https://op.europa.eu/en/publications. 
Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local information 

centre (see https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en).  

EU law and related documents  

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all the official language 

versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu  

Open data from the EU  

The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets from the EU. Data 
can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and noncommercial purposes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
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