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PREFACE •••

I am pleased to publish the 2006 Monitoring Report of the European 
Forum for Responsible Drinking (EFRD).

Advertising monitoring represents a key element in EFRD’s work 
program on Responsible Marketing. With the 2006 Report, we continue 
our efforts to promote the highest standard amongst our membership. 
More generally, overall industry compliance for the content of 
advertisement is again at a very high level (96 %), almost the same 
number as for ‘05 (96.4 %). These encouraging results, from two 
consecutive reviews illustrate that industry takes its obligations on 
social responsibility very seriously indeed.

We have already communicated the 2005 Report throughout the beverage alcohol industry, 
providing marketers the feedback from the self-regulatory organizations (SROs). We have 
also used the Report as a means of improving understanding and application of the 
provisions of the EFRD Common Standards amongst SROs themselves. In some instances, 
the Monitoring review has highlighted occasions where an advertiser has disagreed with an 
SROs finding as a matter of fact, (as opposed to differences of the interpretation of Code 
provisions) e.g., the execution has already been revised, or is not an execution developed 
by or with the permission of the advertiser. For statistical purposes, we nonetheless treat all 
such executions as non-compliant.

The 2006 Report looks for the first time at the inclusion of Responsible Drinking Messages in 
countries where they are mandatory. The review shows a compliance rate in this category of 
88.8 %. Industry is committed to increasing the use of print and TV advertising to promote 
responsible drinking. The 2006 Report sets the benchmark for future reviews and EFRD 
will undertake, through its membership to improve compliance and to explore with sector 
organizations how to expand their take-up and application.

For 2007 the advertising monitoring will be expanded to cover 15 Member States and we 
will expand our Independent Review Panel to three. We are also working with the European 
Advertising Standards Alliance (EASA) on a pilot study for a number of EU countries to 
explore how to monitor brand websites.

I would like to thank both of the Independent Reviewers, Lucien Bouis and Jack Law for 
their time and effort in this regard, their involvement and perspective has provided further 
impetus to our efforts on responsible marketing. We will seek to take on board their advice 
and comments and will strive to reflect them in the next Monitoring Report.

Alan BUTLER,
Chairman of the Board of 
the European Forum for Responsible Drinking (EFRD)
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FOREWORD •••
At the request of the European Forum for Responsible Drinking (EFRD) and the Brewers of Europe 
(BoE), I have agreed to act as independent reviewer of the monitoring exercise, conducted by EASA, of 
alcoholic drinks advertisements, collected by Xtreme and analyzed by the self-regulatory organizations 
(SROs).

This review covered 4,799 ads – TV, daily newspapers and mass-circulation magazines – all of them 
broadcast or published for the fi rst time between 1 January and 31 December 2005 in 13 countries of 
the European Union.

By random selection, I was able to check the monitoring process to ensure that the work was done in 
accordance with the pre-defi ned methodology. This meant that each SRO assessed the advertisement 
content (both audio and visual) for compliance with the self-regulatory rules in place in the country 

concerned, as well as with the rules 
laid down by the EFRD.

EASA provided the answers to any 
specifi c questions I had, as well as 
any additional explanations I asked 
for, thus enabling me to evaluate the 
complete results sent to the EFRD.

I noted the speed with which 
complaints were handled and the low 
level of complaints received by the 
SROs (1.2% of all ads monitored were 
the object of a complaint).

I had complete access to all relevant 
information about the decisions taken 
by the SROs, including whether copy 
advice had been given (in countries 
providing this service), and whether 
the SRO had ordered the removal of 
non-compliant ads.

I have established that the report 
provided by EASA corresponds to what 
was requested by the EFRD and that 
it includes information that would 
enable the advertising professionals 
concerned, if they think it appropriate, 
to put in place rules based on self-
regulatory practices developed by 
the SROs.

In my view, monitoring and analysis 
of advertising for this sector, on the 
same “snapshot” basis and using the 
same methodology for the purposes of 
comparison should be carried out on 
an annual basis.

Evidently, my brief was limited to 
reviewing the work carried by the 
SROs and EASA in accordance with 
the methodology agreed with the 
EFRD and the WFA. I remain available 
to carry out any review which may 
be required prior to any proposed 
presentation or publication of the 
results.

I am happy to have been able to take 
part in this monitoring project, which 
benefi ts self-regulation put in place 
by advertising professionals in the 
general public interest.

Lucien BOUIS 
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FOREWORD •••

Mr Alan Butler
Chairman of the Board
EFRD European Forum for Responsible Drinking
Place Stephanie 6
1050 Brussels

2 March 2007

Dear Alan,

Many thanks for offering Alcohol Focus Scotland once again the opportunity to comment 
on the advertising monitoring process.

It would appear that the process is working well in many respects, and this is to be 
welcomed. However, there remain some points which I feel are important to highlight. 
These are;

1) We note the high volume of advertising in UK and Germany in comparison to the other 
participating countries, and would be interested to know why would this be so?

2) While providing the ads per sector information is useful, it would be more helpful to 
have more information about the frequency of advertising, the different use of types of 
media by product, and the duration of advertising campaigns.

3) The overall high level of compliance with the standards is good, but it would be useful 
to know exactly what is meant by a ‘responsible drinking message’ by, providing 
examples. If this is solely reference to a website, then it could be arguable whether this 
on its own constitutes a responsible drinking message.

4) It is worrying that there is a high level of non compliance around social/sexual issues. 
Alcohol Focus Scotland would suggest that this merits some further exploration to fi nd 
out if this is a general issue, or perhaps more typical of some products than others.

5) The statistics on copy advice requests raise some interesting questions. For example, 
is there a relationship between non-compliance and seeking copy advice? If there is an 
adverse relationship, what does the industry propose to do to address this matter?

I trust you will fi nd these comments useful, and look forward to seeing your explanations 
and responses with the upcoming report for 2007.

Yours sincerely

Jack Law
Chief Executive
Alcohol Focus Scotland
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY •••

•  4,799 ads from 13 EU markets have been reviewed by the Self Regulatory 
Organizations (SROs) in those countries.

•  While the total number of ads is almost identical with the previous year shifts have 
been observed for size of the different sectors: the largest advertiser remains the 
beer sector (44 %) followed by the spirits sector (27 %); wine ads represent 24 % of 
the total against almost 18 % in the previous year, premixes (4 %) and cider (1 %).

•  Only 58 ads in total received a complaint of which 4 have been upheld, the latter 
number representing a significant improvement against the previous year (19).

•  192 ads were found non-compliant by the SROs, four of them being complaints that 
had been upheld while all other ads deemed as non-compliant were not subjected to 
such a procedure.

•  Of the 192 ads that were deemed to be non-compliant 84 are falling under the rule 
of sexual and/or social success and 44 under the provision for minors; all other 
infringements were falling under a number of different clauses, including a section 
under which national code specifics have been summarized.

•  The inclusion of Responsible Drinking Messages (RDMs) has been evaluated for the 
first time in those markets where they are either mandatory by law, by an agreement 
between government and industry or had been set as mandatory by a voluntary 
industry agreement. The compliance rate for those markets is at 88.8 % setting the 
benchmark for future reviews.

BACKGROUND •••

The European Forum for Responsible Drinking (EFRD) has continued in 2006 with the 
commitment to regularly monitor the advertising executions for print and TV ads of its 
members and the alcohol beverage industry.
As in the years before, the actual review of the ads has been done by the national 
Self-Regulatory Organizations (SROs) which delivered their results to a consultancy, 
The Communications Network (TCN), to compile the results for EFRD and its members and for 
the membership of the Brewers of Europe (BoE) and the European Spirits Organization (CEPS).
For the 2006 review another independent reviewer, Lucien Bouis, former Chairman of the 
French SRO Bureau de Verification de Publicité (BVP) and Member of the European Economic 
and Social Committee (EESC), had been approached to further underline EFRD’s commitment 
for a maximum of transparency but also for making the monitoring a credible undertaking.
The review included in 2006 for the first time a check on the inclusion of Responsible 
Drinking Messages (RDMs) in markets where this is mandatory by law or by the self-
regulatory codes. It is obvious that comparisons with earlier reviews for this specific element 
are not available but this year’s review will set the benchmark on this subject for the 
advertising reviews that EFRD is committed to undertake in future. It is obvious that as the 
provisions for RDMs were new and in some countries introduced during the year monitored, 
a more precise appreciation will be made in the next years exercise.”

MONITORING OBJECTIVES •••

With the monitoring project EFRD is pursuing the following objectives:

•  EFRD members want to measure their adherence to their Code of Commercial 
Communications Conduct – the ‘Common Standards’ – that were established back 
in 1994, and subsequently revised in 2001 and in 2005. The most recent addition to 
the EFRD Common Standards includes guidance on sponsorship adopted by the EFRD 
Board in November 2006 and coming into force by 31 March 2007.

•  The monitoring exercise provides EFRD members but also the alcohol beverage 
industry at large with an overview of their compliance with the rules of the applicable 
codes of conduct such as the EFRD Common Standards that they had voluntarily 
subscribed to underlining their belief that abiding to voluntary rules is as important 
as abiding to government laws and regulations.
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•  The efficiency of self-regulation of alcohol industry advertising is continuously 
questioned by a number of different stakeholders in alcohol policy. Hence EFRD 
believes that compliance monitoring is one way to demonstrate that self-regulation is 
an efficient means to show industry compliance with the rules and to improve where 
and when necessary.

•  The EFRD exercise in conjunction with the SROs reviews compliance beyond the 
number of complaints about company advertisements. The review reports on both, 
i.e. ads that received a complaint and those ads that are deemed by SROs in the 
monitoring review as non-compliant with either national self-regulatory or sector 
codes or the EFRD Common Standards, as applicable. The review includes print 
and TV executions from January 2005 through December 2005 from 13 EU Member 
States.

•  The monitoring project informs EFRD members, their agencies, Social Aspects 
Organizations1 (SAOs) involved in self-regulation and SROs about specific areas 
of sensitivity that might exist; for example specific clauses in the EFRD Common 
Standards, national or sector codes needing particular attention in training 
sessions or in support materials like the EFRD Common Standards Manual for the 
interpretation of these standards.

MONITORING PROCESS •••

1.  The 2006 monitoring project was initiated by EFRD in cooperation with the Brewers 
of Europe (BoE) and coordinated with the European Advertising Standards Alliance 
(EASA).

2.  The actual review of the ads was carried out by the national SROs, with EASA 
playing a coordinating role towards its participating members:

a.  Step one: EASA informs its members that the exercise will be launched and 
invites the SROs in the countries selected to participate;

b.  Step two: these SROs receive a Users Guide on how the review should be 
conducted with regard to content, benchmarks (EFRD Common Standards, 
national sector and SRO codes, as applicable), method of reporting (including 
a template to fill in), technical information concerning how to use the online 
database of the database supplier where the ads technically reside and 
timelines for their response;

c.  Step three: the SROs receive a password lo log on to the database allowing 
them doing the review online;

d.  Step four: the SROs review the ads; usually this is done by the person(s) in 
the SRO having the most expertise in administering complaints, providing 
copy advice or signing off ads; in some countries the complaints committee 
has been consulted on the judgments offered by the SRO-internal expert(s) 
before sending the review off;

e.  Step five: the results of the SROs’ review(s) are returned to the database 
that fills these results into an Excel template offering the title of the ad, 
a description of the visuals and slogans or the TV spot, the name of the 
publication or the TV station, the print publication date; for TV the date the 
spot was on air, comment(s) if applicable, if an advertisement had been 
subject to a complaints procedure, information whether the complaint had 
been upheld or not and a summary of the ruling if the complaint had been 
upheld; in the cases in which an ad has been found in breach of either the 
EFRD Common Standards or the local code(s) the reviewer(s) must specify 
what provision/s is/are involved;

f.  Step six: the Excel sheets with all the SRO results are sent to EASA and TCN;

h.  Step seven: compilation of facts and statistical data, facts and figures by TCN 
based on the Excel sheets with the SROs review results, as laid out in step 
four and five above.

1  Social Aspects Organizations – SAOs – have been set up by the drinks industry in many European countries to fight alcohol related harm. 
Some of the SAOs are involved in self regulation in their country.
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Parallel to this process with the SROs two independent reviewers (please see their comments 
at the beginning of this document) have been invited to oversee the project to ensure that 
the monitoring process is governed by sound procedures and principles.

MONITORING PROCESS

DATA COMPILATION •••

The statistical data compilation includes information on the following points/numbers that will 
be explained in more detail on the following pages:

• Monitoring details: countries, ads, time period
• Key performance indicators: codes, complaints, copy advice
• Share per country
• Share per sector
• Details on complaints, copy advice, compliance / non compliance
• Provisions involved
• Media split

MONITORING 
PROCESS

Users Guide and passwords 
released sent to SRO

EASA coordinates with SROs to 
undertake monitoring

SROs inform EASA of results

Results logged in spreadsheet and 
checked by EASA for consistency 

and completeness

TCN to create Top-Line, Sector and 
Company Reports

Presentation of Top line results at 
EU level to BoE, CEPS, EFRD, CEEV

European workshop meeting with 
SROs Feb 2007

National level meetings with SROs, 
Social Aspects Organisations 
(SAOs) and companies (tbc)

Stage 1
Mid Sept

Stage 2

Stage 3
Mid Oct

Stage 4

Stage 5 
Nov/Dec

INDEPENDENT  
REVIEW PROCESS

Check 1

Check 2

Check 3

Auditors sign-off 
Formal letter/statement
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MONITORING DETAILS •••

Countries:

•  The 2006 project involved 4,799 ads in total for all sectors from 2005 that ran 
in 13 countries: Austria, Belgium, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain and the UK.2

Ads:

•  Print included ads from dailies, magazines , and, for some countries, also the trade 
press;

•  Each print ad with a different visual or execution was considered as one single ad, 
regardless of how often the ad had actually been published;

•  TV spots of the same theme / subject but in different length (e.g. one version of 
30 seconds and a second of 15 seconds) were each considered separately as one 
visual/ execution as in the case of print ads, again regardless of how often the spot 
has been on air.

Time period:

•  The 2006 exercise included print and TV ads printed/aired/broadcasted in 2005.

KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS •••

The monitoring project looked at three elements as key performance indicators:

1.  Complaints: ads that had received a complaint in their market; when a complaint 
was upheld against the ad, it was included under the category of non-compliant 
ads;

2.  Non-compliant ads also included those ads that had been deemed by the SRO as 
breaching the EFRD Common Standards, national sector codes and/or a national 
SRO codes, as applicable, but that had not received a complaint;

3.  Copy advice requests: copy advice is promoted as an element of self-regulation 
with the aim of helping to avoid non-compliant ads appearing on the market; while 
it is not offered in all markets it is nevertheless important to get an understanding 
of how this voluntary, confidential and non-binding service provided by SROs is 
received by industry and in which markets.

SPLIT PER COUNTRIES AND SECTORS •••

The 2006 monitoring project included 4,799 ads in 13 markets. The split across the 
13 countries is similar to the year before concerning the ranking of the countries but has 
seen some increases at country level compared to the previous report. The UK is by far the 
largest advertising market with 1,483 (1,562) ads followed by Germany with 1,030 (1,041) 
and Spain with 597 (442) executions. A set of medium range countries in terms of the 
number of advertisements includes Italy with 410 (317) ads, Greece with 242 (229) and 
Ireland with 219 (145). In Belgium the number has gone back from 395 ads in the ‘05 report 
to 190 in ‘06 while in all other smaller to medium size markets this number has gone up or 
– like in Austria – remained stable. Looking at the split per sector there are some significant 
shifts to observe. While the relative share of beer ads has gone back by 5 % to 44 % and the 
share of spirits ads has gone back by more than 19 %, the share of ads for wine has gone up 
by 38 % to 1,138 representing 24 % of all ads reviewed. The share of ads for premixes has 
gone up by 24.5 % to 173 however representing just 4 % of all ads monitored.

Looking at country level it becomes obvious that there are significant differences how the 
different sectors are advertising: for beer the top three countries from a relative view are 
Poland, Hungary and Germany where the share of beer ads is significantly above 50 % of 
all ads, while this share is in Italy and Greece below 20 %. For spirits the most important 
advertising markets are Greece, Slovakia (low absolute figures) and Spain, whereas in all 
other markets this share is below 30 % – partly a reflection of the fact that advertising for 
spirits is more regulated than advertising for other alcohol beverages in some countries.

2  The Czech Republic included in the 2005 Monitoring Report had to be left out following advice from EASA as resource issues had occurred, 
that could not be solved in time for the monitoring. Slovakia had been included instead.
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SPLIT PER SECTOR

Beer 2,131
= 44%

Spirits 1,274
= 27%

Wine 1,138
= 24%

Premixes 173
= 4%

Cider 62
= 1%

Beer 2,131
= 44%

Spirits 1,274
= 27%

Wine 1,138
= 24%

= 4%

Beer
= 47.3%

Spirits
= 30.8%

Wine
= 17.3%

Premixes
= 2.9%

Cider
= 1.7%

SPLIT 2005: 

SPLIT PER
COUNTRY

UK
1,483
1,562

DE
1,030
1,041

ESP
597
442

P
183
106

NL
146
133

B
190
395

PL
112
128

A

I
410
317

GR
242 
229

SK
42

IRL
2006 number of ads – 219
2005 number of ads – 145

51
54

H 98
87
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COMPLIANCE •••

Out of the 4,799 ads from 13 countries, 68 (1.4 %) have received a complaint (Belgium, 
Germany, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain and the UK) of which 4 (0.2 %) have been 
upheld. This result represents an improvement for the number of complaints upheld  which 
has gone back significantly from 19 in 2005 to 4 in 2006. This is also in line with data from 
EASA showing that the number of complaints for alcoholic drinks – versus ads for other 
products – is low in absolute and relative terms across a large number of EU Member States.

192 (4 %) of the 4,799 ads were found not to be in compliance with the EFRD Common 
Standards, the national SRO and/or the code for spirits or beer that may be applicable 
at country level concerning their content, resulting in a compliance rate of 96 % with the 
comparative figure for the 2005 project at 96.4 %. There is no country where compliance is 
at 100 % but there are countries at very high levels of compliance like Germany (98.5 %), 
Greece (99.2 %), Ireland (99.5 %), the Netherlands (99.3 %) and Portugal (99.5 %). 
In Austria, Belgium, Hungary, Italy and Spain this figure is at or above 95 %, in the UK 
at almost 93 % and very slightly below 90 % in Poland (89.3 %) and in Slovakia (88.1 %). 
For both of the latter markets it needs to be noted however that the absolute numbers are 
comparatively low, secondly it needs to be added that Slovakia has been part of the project 
for the first time. The UK rules for alcohol were tightened considerably in October 2005. 
It was not always possible to tell from the database whether the ad appeared under the 
old rules (where it might have been acceptable) or the new rules (where it might not have 
been acceptable), therefore it is possible that some ads were considered ‘breaches’ when 
they should not have been. Furthermore, three campaigns accounted for nearly 50% of the 
non-compliant ads, discounting those ads brings compliance back to the level seen before in 
the UK.

CONTENT COMPLIANCE PER COUNTRY 2006, 2005

Total Compliant 
absolute

Compliant 
%

Non-
compliant 
absolute

Non-
compliant 

2006 
%

Non-
compliant 

2005 
%

Austria 51 49 96.1 2 3.9 3.7

Belgium3 190 182 95.8 8 4.2 11.1

Germany 1,030 1,015 98.5 15 1.5 1.3

Greece 242 240 99.2 2 0.8 0.0

Hungary 98 93 94.9 5 5.1 4.6

Ireland 215 214 99.5 1 0.5 2.8

Italy 410 399 97.3 11 2.7 4.7

Netherlands 146 145 99.3 1 0.7 4.5

Poland4 112 100 89.3 12 10.7 0.8

Portugal 183 182 99.5 1 0.5 0.9

Slovakia5 42 37 88.1 5 11.9 NA

Spain 597 577 96.6 20 3.3 10.8

UK6 1,483 1,374 92.6 109 7.4 1.3

TOTAL 4,799 4,607 96.0 192 4.0 3.66

3  The overall compliance in Belgium has improved as a significant number of infringements in 2005 were – according to the Belgian SRO – related to 
technical breaches, i.e. issues around the inclusion of RDMs.

4  The Polish SRO had been encouraged by industry for interpretation of the code along both, the letter and the spirit of the code.
5  Slovakia had been included for the first time instead of the Czech Republic where resource issues did not allow to do the review.
6  The 2005 monitoring included 4,751 print and TV ads of which 173 had been deemed by SROs as non-compliant.
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The 2006 Monitoring Report looked for the first time at compliance concerning the inclusion 
of Responsible Drinking Messages (RDMs) in countries where they are either mandatory by 
law, by an agreement between government and industry or had been set as mandatory by 
a voluntary industry agreement. Countries where RDMs are mandatory on either basis are: 
Belgium, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain. The compliance rate related 
to the inclusion of RDMs is at 88.8 % for the countries mentioned. It should be noted that in 
Belgium RDMs were first introduced during the 2005 monitoring period covered by this report 
(May ‘05) for part of the alcohol beverage industry and, therefore, higher compliance rates 
can be expected in the following year.

As the evaluation of RDMs has been done for the first time there are no comparative 
numbers available for previous years. With regards to those ads deemed non-compliant with 
RDM requirements, in the majority of the 177 ads under this category the RDM was missing, 
only in a minor number of cases non-compliance is related to wrong positioning, bad legibility 
or too small character size of the message.

COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBLE DRINKING MESSAGES (RDM)

Country Total
Non-compliant: 

RDM missing and/
or technical issues

Non compliance  
%

BE 190 77 40.5

GR 242 0 0

IRL 215 0 0

NL 146 0 0

PT 183 26 14.2

SP 597 74 12.4

Total 1,573 177 11.2

One of the purposes of the monitoring exercise is to find out whether there are specific 
areas of sensitivity. The results from the SRO review seem to indicate that infringements 
have shifted between the different provisions. The highest number of infringements for all 
countries included appears under the header of sexual and/or social success with 84 out 
of the 192 ads in total deemed to be breaching the benchmark codes. A further analysis 
revealed that ads under the header of sexual success (22) were significantly less than those 
under the header of social success (64) with two categorized under both. Ads under the 
provisions for minors (44), excessive consumption (26) and basic principles (14) are the next 
largest categories while all others represent less than 10 % of all non-compliant ads. Specific 
clauses in national codes count for 16 cases where SROs particularly in Germany and Spain 
deemed ads not in line with those rules.
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NON-COMPLIANCE: THE PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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A 51 2 1 1

BE 190 8 2 2 2 1 1

GE 1,030 15 6 9

GR 242 2 1 1

HU 98 5 4 1

IRL 215 1 1

IT 410 11 1 4 1 4 1

NL 146 1 1

PL 112 12 10 1 1

PT 183 1 1

SK 42 5 4 1 1

SP 597 20 5 2 3 3 5 10 5

UK 1,483 109 4 57 39 3 9 3 1 4

Total 4,799 192 14 84 44 9 26 4 5 11 4 16

The outcome in this section has been discussed in the EFRD committees and communicated 
with the European Spirits Organization (CEPS) and its members to address these non-
compliance issues. They have also been communicated with the Brewers of Europe (BoE) and 
with the European Wine Industry Association (CEEV) to ensure that information reaches their 
membership locally.

In 2007 EFRD will transform its Manual for the Common Standards into an E-learning tool 
offering interactive advice to efficiently help reduce non-compliance overall and in the areas 
mentioned. EFRD has encouraged its membership to consult with SROs about these issues to 
deepen the understanding for the interpretation of the rules on both ends.

These results will also be addressed by EASA with its members, for example in workshop 
sessions addressing the outcomes of this monitoring project.
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COPY ADVICE •••

“Working on the principle that prevention is better than cure, most national SROs provide 
copy advice, on request, to advertisers and agencies on the acceptability of proposed 
advertising campaigns. It is usually non-binding and in the event of a subsequent complaint, 
the complaints committee is not necessarily bound by advice given previously. Copy advice 
obviously greatly reduces the risk of complaints especially in media like television, where 
making changes to an advertisement is an expensive business”.7 Against this background 
it seemed relevant to see to what degree the spirits industry is making use of this service. 
The overall number of requests has gone up from 450 requests equaling 9.5 % of all ads 
in 2005 to 500 requests in 2006 equaling 10.4 % of all ads monitored across all countries. 
The dominant countries in this category are the UK where every fourth ad (25.6 %) and 
Spain where almost every fifth ad (19.4 %) was subjected to copy advice. Belgium and 
Hungary are the only further countries where copy advice had been requested, however on 
a significantly lower level. The result seems to indicate that the sector trade associations, 
companies and advertising self-regulators need to consider raising the awareness of this 
service among the spirits companies that use print and TV advertising.

MEDIA SPLIT •••

Looking at all ads and their split between print and TV, print media executions are 
significantly ahead of TV executions. Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK are the countries 
where print media are significantly stronger than elsewhere. In Belgium, Ireland and Portugal 
print and TV are at almost the same level, in Hungary, the Netherlands and Poland TV is 
playing a larger role than print. The total number of print ads monitored is significantly 
higher than the TV executions included in the exercise. Not surprisingly is the absolute 
number of infringements in print media higher than in TV; proportionally however they are 
at the almost identical level: press 3.94 % and TV 4.16 %.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS •••

•  The 2006 monitoring showed industry compliance at almost the identical level as 
in the 2005 report, although slightly higher. The number of complaints overall and 
the number of those that had been upheld has been reduced against the previous 
monitoring period. These observations underline that the industry at large abides by 
the rules it had set for itself.

•  Compliance concerning Responsible Drinking Messages is – considering that this had 
been monitored the first time – at a promising level. EFRD companies will undertake 
to introduce RDMs where not yet common and to increase its use in markets where 
they are established but not yet broadly being used by companies. To achieve this, 
EFRD will work closely with CEPS and its membership.

•  Like the previous 2005 exercise, the 2006 project further fosters the position of 
self-regulation as the most efficient way to regulate alcohol advertising. There are 
certainly areas that need further attention such as encouraging greater use of copy 
advice in countries other than the UK and Spain, however benefiting from the vast 
experience gathered in these countries.

7  Advertising Self-Regulation in Europe, European Advertising Standards Alliance 2005
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