






Just six months into 2009, MillerCoors had already spent $700,000 on lobbying with three different 
lobbying firms on issues related to alcohol taxes, state-based regulation and the three-tier system, 
self-regulation, advertising voluntary codes, labor, and antitrust.39 So far, MillerCoors lobbying targets 
include the U.S. House of Representatives, the U.S. Senate, the Department of the Treasury, the 
Department of Justice, the Federal Trade Commission, the Tobacco, Tax and Trade Bureau, and the 
White House.40

In addition to MillerCoors and its parent companies spending an exorbitant amount on lobbying 
expenditures, they made abundant political contributions. From 2004–2008, Molson Coors, Miller 
Brewing Company, and Coors Brewing Company contributed nearly $1.08 million in political donations.41

Shrinking Shareholder Rights

Shareholder rights and activism are particularly important points of leverage in the U.S., helping to 
ensure corporate accountability and affect changes in corporate behavior. Thanks to shareholder 
activism, major corporations have complied with environmental standards, removed dangerous 
chemicals from their products, ended child labor, and improved general labor standards. With ABI and 
MillerCoors’ parent company SABMiller both headquartered outside of the United States, shareholder 
accountability is significantly diminished.

ABI is headquartered in Belgium, even though it generates 40 percent of its revenue from the U.S. 
market.42 American shareholders will have difficulty attending shareholder meetings and generating 
support for proposed shareholder resolutions. 

Similarly, MillerCoors’ parent company SABMiller is headquartered in London, while the company 
controls 18.7 percent of the U.S. beer market. Moreover, as a limited liability corporation, MillerCoors 
has no shareholders to which it is directly accountable.

While shareholder rights are challenging enough to assert here in the U.S., they can be even more 
difficult in Europe. As one experienced shareholder activist (who previously worked on shareholder 
campaigns and with socially responsible investment firms) noted in an email exchange on the issue: “It 
is much, much harder to file shareholder resolutions with European corporations and filing resolutions 
throughout Europe is not just arduous, it is virtually impossible.”

Influencing Global Trade Policy 

Given the global scope of the beer industry, it should come as no surprise that international trade 
policy is high on its political agenda. Among the most audacious demonstrations of the alcohol 
industry’s influence on trade policy occurred in October 2008, when the WTO reversed its previous 
ruling that Indian tariffs on U.S. alcohol imports were not discriminatory. This reversal resulted from 
President George W. Bush’s administration issuing a complaint in 2007 that India imposed “excessive” 
tariffs on imported wine, beer, and spirits.43 

The alcohol industry guides the President’s trade policies by serving in advisory roles to the President’s 
Office of the United States Trade Representative. Some examples include Francis Z. Hellwig, a senior 
associate and general counsel of Anheuser-Busch Companies, who serves on the Industry Trade Advisory 
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Committee (ITAC) on Intellectual Property;44 and Leonard W. Condon, vice president of International 
Business Relations of Altria Corporate Services, who serves on the ITAC on Consumer Goods.45 

In contrast, no public health experts from federal agencies, nongovernmental organizations, or research 
institutions serve in advisory roles to the President’s Office of the U.S. Trade Advisory Committees.

Tax Lobbying Extortion

Low prices are at the heart of the beer industry’s ability to make their products readily available and 
affordable to the masses, thereby enabling the beer giants to reap great profits. Because raising taxes 
can result in higher prices, industry is very aggressive at lobbying against any tax increases. 

With the A-B InBev merger, aggressive lobbying turned into a form of extortion against workers in 
beer factories. InBev included the following clause in the ABI merger agreement:

InBev has made a good faith commitment that it will not close any of Anheuser-Busch’s current 
twelve breweries located in the United States, provided there are no new or increased federal 
or state excise taxes or other unforeseen extraordinary events which may negatively impact 
Anheuser-Busch’s business.46

While on the surface this may sound like a logical business stance, it really amounts to a thinly veiled 
threat aimed at garnering worker and union opposition to tax increases, while giving politicians a 
convenient excuse to oppose tax hikes. In reality, beer taxes are currently so low that relatively minor 
increases would hardly be felt by a conglomerate the size of ABI. 

Nevertheless, the scare tactic already appears to be working. ABI repeatedly announced the possibility 
of brewery closures to quash attempts to increase beer taxes in various states during the 2009 
legislative session. With at least twenty-five bills introduced in eighteen states to raise beer taxes that 
year, ABI had plenty of opportunity to sound its alarmist horn.

For example, in New Hampshire House Bill 166 would have raised the state excise tax on beer from 
thirty to forty cents per gallon. Legislators voted it down. More than one politician commented that they 
were afraid the tax increase would cause an ABI brewery located in their state to close.47 

Same story, different state: In New York, ABI lobbied against a beer tax increase while local ABI 
brewery plant managers, the Teamsters local president, and county and state elected officials were 
quoted in multiple news stories that they feared brewery closures and job losses from a tax hike. The 
local ABI brewery even halted operations for employees to attend a news conference blasting the 
proposed tax increase.48 In the end, the beer tax increase signed by the governor was a paltry three 
cents per gallon, despite the state’s looming budget deficit.

Labor Beware

In addition to their lobbying practices, ABI’s reputation for how it treats its workforce is less than 
stellar. Morningstar analyst Ann Gilpin described InBev in 2003 as “run by a bunch of machete-
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wielding investment bankers who go around and cut costs wherever they can.”49 Below are just a few 
examples of InBev’s questionable business practices:

•	 In 2005, worker strikes and lawsuits ignited against InBev based on allegations of harassing 
employees and hazing “underperforming” workers. The strikes and protests continued in 2006 
after InBev announced a “restructure” of its Belgium operations, complete with layoffs.50 

•	 Union leaders representing InBev workers in Brazil, Canada, and Europe have warned 
Anheuser-Busch employees that the new company will drastically reduce the workforce. Siderlie 
Oliveira, president of Brazil’s massive food union, warned A-B employees that “they should worry, 
because the production is going to be concentrated and the workforce reduced,” citing a reduction 
in the company’s Brazil brewery workers from 23,000 to 13,000 since the 1990s as evidence.51 

•	 Cam Nelson, president of the service employees union at InBev’s Labatt plant, confirmed that 
the relationship with InBev was marked by years of strikes, lockouts, layoffs, and plant closures.52 

•	 Although ABI initially promised it would cut no jobs, just three weeks after the merger approval, 
the company announced plans to cut 1,400 salaried workers in the U.S., eliminate 415 contractor 
positions, and leave 250 U.S. positions vacant.53 Most of the U.S.-based job losses are in St. Louis, 
where A-B and its employees were responsible for $22 million of the city’s operating revenues.54

•	 In an effort to meet its goal to cut at least $1.5 billion annually by 2011,55 ABI recently slowed 
down its payment to suppliers, taking as long as 120 days to pay, four times longer than when A-B 
traditionally paid its suppliers. Suppliers unable to accommodate ABI’s new payment policy were 
forced to sever ties with the company.56

Disappearing Distributors

The 21st Amendment to the U.S. Constitution gives states unique regulatory authority over the sale and 
distribution of alcohol. After the repeal of Prohibition, most states created a three-tier system of alcohol 
sales and distribution to maintain order in the marketplace. This system consists of three distinct tiers: 
alcohol producers (who make the beverages), wholesalers (who distribute the beverages to outlets), 
and retailers (who sell the beverages to the public). The structure helps ensure that the state has 
adequate oversight of alcohol sales, and helps prevent aggressive marketing and sales tactics. 

The distribution tier is a vital component of the three-tier system. Distributors help act as a buffer 
between potentially overzealous producers and retailers. Publicly traded alcohol producers and 
increasingly, big box retailers, care more about turning a profit than placing limits on the sale of a 
potentially dangerous product. 

Moreover, distributors are part of the communities in which they are based and have a vested interest in 
addressing alcohol industry concerns that arise locally. This also means that distributorships are accessible 
to hear concerns from the general public and government entities, unlike the foreign-based beer giants. 

U.S. beer distributors, industry experts, and control advocates are bracing themselves for ABI’s 
attempts to consolidate and circumvent the three-tier system that uniquely defines U.S. alcohol sales. 
Concerns about ABI circumventing the authority and role of distributorships are justified. Prior to 
the AmBev-Interbrew merger in 2005, AmBev CEO Carlos Brito cut costs by increasing the amount 
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of beer shipped directly to retailers, forcing distributors out of business. InBev-owned Brahma 
consolidated 1,500 distributors to fewer than 200 in less than four years.57 The plight of the U.S. 
beer distributors is predicted to worsen as ABI expands its control of the world beer market, while 
tightening its belt to pay down the massive $52 billion InBev borrowed to buy A-B. 

According to one market analyst, ABI will move to consolidate beer wholesalers one by one, working 
in the long-term towards one chief wholesaler for all of their brands in each market.58 Indeed, the new 
ABI is already considering plans to increase the amount of beer it sells directly to retailers through its 
own distributors, from the current 7 percent to at least half. According to an industry analyst, “ABI now 
believes in theory that 50 percent of volumes could ultimately be sold through direct distribution,” as a 
way to save costs and boost profitability.59

Similarly, MillerCoors is also working to bypass the middle-tier distribution mechanism. Since the 
consummation of the MillerCoors joint venture, “MillerCoors has made the consolidation of its 
distributor network one of its highest priorities,”60 according to Tim Owston, a MillerCoors vice president. 

Soon after the joint venture deal was inked, MillerCoors found itself in the midst of several lawsuits 
in Ohio and Colorado because of its attempts to consolidate beer distributorships or to prematurely 
cancel distribution contracts. By fall 2008, MillerCoors had already told more than ten of its beer 
distributors in Ohio that it was ending their franchise relationships.61

Some distributors have retained counsel and filed lawsuits to prevent MillerCoors from breaking their 
franchise agreements. For example, a lawsuit by AFP Distributors Inc. in Ohio contends that “[The 
company has] attempted to use the creation of MillerCoors for the improper and unlawful purpose of 
changing the existing distribution network for the Miller Brands and circumventing franchise protection 
statutes in the United States, including Ohio law.”62

In addition, MillerCoors’ new distribution agreement has come under scrutiny by the California Attorney 
General (AG). In a June 2009 letter to MillerCoors, the AG’s office expressed the following concerns 
regarding contract provisions that aim to give MillerCoors unprecedented control over distributors:

If MillerCoors were to exercise these provisions of the Agreement with respect to any 
distributor entertaining a change in its ownership structure, MillerCoors would have such far-
reaching leverage over the distributor that MillerCoors would effectively control that distributor’s 
business. MillerCoors’ ability to drag out the sales process for six to eight months or more, 
and to impose itself between the distributor and any-third party purchaser, gives MillerCoors 
effective control of the distributor during that process through a variety of mechanisms….

MillerCoors is not licensed as a distributor, and MillerCoors is not permitted to exercise virtually 
unfettered control over who can own a distribution business and how that business is run day-
to-day. The State of California regulates these distributors as licensees, and for MillerCoors 
to control such licensees, who in fact distribute non-MillerCoors products that are in direct 
competition with MillerCoors’ own products, violates California’s alcoholic beverage control laws 
and the spirit of openness that the People of California require of this closely regulated industry.

This office has a particular concern that the coercive effect of this Agreement, which gives 
MillerCoors a high level of control over the distributors’ businesses and operations, could 
ultimately result in a detrimental impact upon competition in this industry, particularly as to 
small and craft breweries, and we intend to monitor that issue closely.63
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The letter also notes similar concerns over the MillerCoors contract that have been expressed, and in 
some cases acted upon, by a number of other states, including Nevada, Michigan, and Virginia. 

This should come as no surprise, as SABMiller has been especially aggressive in its attempts to 
deregulate existing controls of the alcohol industry abroad. It has employed litigation tactics to overturn 
India’s pricing controls and disassemble wholesaler monopolies. If SABMiller’s lawsuit succeeds, the 
company may gain the majority beer market share in India and double its sales.64 

A separate and independent distribution tier is a crucial component of alcohol control in the United 
States. In addition to acting as a buffer between alcohol beverage manufacturers and retailers, 
distributors also serve as a source of accountability within the alcohol industry. Maintaining the 
integrity of the three-tier system is necessary for ensuring the health and safety of the public.

 

The Race to the Bottom

America has the second lowest tax rates in the world, due to Big Alcohol’s political influence on 
lawmakers and regulators. The average cost of a twelve-ounce can of beer in the U.S. is seventy-three 
cents, while some brands are as cheap as forty-five cents per can.

The most worrisome outcome of Big Beer’s industry consolidation is the price of beer, which continues 
to remain dangerously cheap. Low beer prices are an invitation for both underage and adult over-
consumption. From a public health perspective, increasing the price of beer in the U.S. is the most 
cost-effective harm reduction and prevention strategy that could be implemented. 

Meanwhile, the Department of Justice (DOJ) seems to believe that beer is an ordinary product like 
soda or tissues or masking tape. The DOJ’s position of approving industry consolidation as long as the 
price of beer remains low is a woefully misguided standard to apply to the beer industry.

Beer is not harmless. Indeed, beer is the most commonly abused drug in the United States, and the 
most popular drug among youth.65 Beer should be treated as the drug it is, with stringent guidelines 
applied when addressing alcohol industry-related issues such as taxation, trade, distribution, 
production, and corporate structure and industry operations. With respect to merger approvals and 
industry consolidation, the federal government should prevent the Big Beer duopoly from controlling 
close to the entire U.S. beer market.
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Recommendations

In summary, the recent consolidation of the beer industry has resulted in: 

•	 rapid federal government approval for both mergers;

•	 diminished opportunities for shareholders to exercise their rights;

•	 threats to the three-tier alcohol control system in the U.S.;

•	 stepped-up political scare tactics to thwart alcohol tax increases;

•	 millions of dollars spent on lobbying and political donations; and

•	 escalated global production and sale of cheap beer.

Marin Institute recommends that Congress and relevant agencies of the Obama 
Administration re-open and investigate the ABI and MillerCoors mergers approved 
expeditiously during the final year of the previous administration, with specific examination of: 

•	 Potential Sherman Antitrust Act violations;

•	 Diminishment of shareholder rights;

•	 Job losses and other community impacts;

•	 Undue pressure and illegal contract provisions forced on beer distributors.

Congress and the Obama Administration should consider legislation to:

•	 Change the criteria for which alcohol corporations are subject to antitrust review to emphasize 	 	
	 public health and safety over low prices;

•	 Protect and strengthen the distributor tier of the U.S. alcohol regulatory system, emphasizing 	 	
	 state control under the 21st Amendment;

•	 Curb the alcohol industry’s undue political influence by significantly limiting political 	 	 	
	 contributions and monitoring lobbying activities;

•	 Use criteria that includes protection of public health from alcohol-related harm to analyze 	 	
	 policies for the World Trade Organization and other global trade negotiations; 

•	 Exclude alcohol companies from any negotiations related to the World Health Organization’s 	 	
	 global strategy on alcohol;

•	 Raise federal alcohol taxes to mitigate the damage of alcohol to society and to reduce alcohol 	 	
	 consumption and underage drinking.
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Given the authority of states under the 21st Amendment, state-level policymakers and 
regulators bear a special responsibility to guard against further erosion of the state-based 
regulatory system. Marin Institute recommends that states:

•	 Curb the alcohol industry’s undue political influence by significantly limiting political 	 	 	
	 contributions and monitoring lobbying activities;

•	 Maintain the integrity of the three-tier system by rejecting industry-driven attempts to “chip 	 	
	 away” at the distinction between the tiers;

•	 Attorneys general be vigilant in publicly rejecting potentially illegal contract clauses and 		 	
	 end-runs of state franchise laws;

•	 Ensure that public health advocates are present at all times where industry representatives are 	 	
	 being heard on policy matters;

•	 Create more opportunities for public health voices to be heard at state regulator meetings, such 		
	 as those held by the National Conference of State Liquor Administrators and the National 		
	 Alcohol Beverage Control Association.

This report was prepared by Charisse Ma Lebron and Michele Simon, with assistance from Sarah Mart and Bruce Livingston. 

13

MarinInstitute.org 



References

1. Naimi TS, Brewer RD, Miller JW, Okoro C, Mehrotra C. What do binge drinkers drink? Implications for alcohol control policy. Am J Prev 
Med. 2007;33:188-193.

2. Anderson P. The beverage alcohol industry and alcohol policy. Sept. 2006. Available at: http://btg.health.fi/?i=111384&s=5&v=14&na
me=Alcohol_global_perspective_Anderson_Peter-ppt.pdf. 

3. Ibid.

4. Management’s discussion and analysis of operations and financial condition. Anheuser-Busch Website, Available at: http://www.
anheuser-busch.com/Stock/2006AR_MgmntDiscuss.pdf. 

5. About Grupo Modelo page. Grupo Modelo Website. Available at: http://www.gmodelo.com/index-1_en.asp?go=hoy. 

6. A brief history of Anheuser-Busch page. Anheuser-Busch Website. 2007. Available at: http://www.anheuser-busch.com/briefHistory.
html.

7. Anheuser-Busch in China. Anheuser-Busch Website. Aug. 2007. Available at: http://www.abenvironment.com/press/ABchina/Brochure/
China%20brochure%208-8-07.pdf. 

8. Largest-Selling Beers: International Beer Brewing Opportunities. Anheuser-Busch Website. 2006. Available at: http://www.anheuser-
busch.com/Stock/2006AR_InternationalBeer.pdf.

9. InBev Global page. InBev Website. 2007. Available at:http://www.inbev.co.uk/inbev_global.htm. 

10. Dalton M. FOCUS: Beer’s Resilience a comfort to AB-InBev investors. Wall Street Journal Business Online. March 2 2009. Available 
at: http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20090302-710496.html. 

11. InBev and Anheuser-Busch Agree to combine, creating the global leader in beer with Budweiser as its flagship brand. 
Anheuser-Busch InBev Press Release. Ab-Inbev Website. July 13. 2008: pg 2. Available at: http://www.ab-inbev.com/press_
releases/20080714_1_e.pdf. 

12. Stanford DD. Busch family members divided in response to InBev takeover bid. Bloomberg Website. June 23 2008. Available at: 
http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601103&sid=ahAQ9RmdEO3o&refer=us. 

13. U.S. Department of Justice clears InBev merger with Anheuser-Busch. Anheuser-Busch Press Release. Anheuser-Busch Website. 
Nov. 14 2008. Available at: http://www.anheuser-busch.com/Press/2008/Nov/Approval-JD.html. 

14. Anheuser-Busch Proxy Statement. Anheuser-Busch Website. Oct. 6 2008: pg 25. Available at: http://www.anheuser-busch.com/
Press/2008/Oct/new2008proxy_Anheuser.pdf. 

15. A-B Proxy Statement, Oct. 2008. Available at: http://www.anheuser-busch.com/Press/2008/Oct/new2008proxy_Anheuser.pdf.

16. Anheuser-Busch InBev Annual Report. AB-Inbev Website. 2008: pg 43. Available at: http://www.ab-inbev.com/pdf/AR2008_UK_
WEB.pdf. 

17. Laboy C, Bucalo AJ. Will Your Denial Create Value for ABI. Credit Suisse. Austin, TX. March 2009: Slide 7, 9. 

18. Theodore S. Beer has big changes on tap. Beverage Industry Magazine. Sept. 15 2008. Available at: http://www.bevindustry.com/
Articles/Cover_Story/BNP_GUID_9-5-2006_A_10000000000000427113. 

19. Modern Brewery Age. SAB/Miller deal is said to be imminent. June 3 2002. Available at: http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m3469/
is_22_53/ai_87211749/.

20. Heritage – About Us page. SABMiller Website. Available at: http://www.sabmiller.com/index.asp?pageid=27.

21. Mawson N. South Africa: acquires brewery in beer-drinking Chinese province. Business Day. March 16 2009. Available at: http://
allafrica.com/stories/200903160708.html.

22. Heritage – About Us page. SABMiller Website. Available at: http://www.sabmiller.com/index.asp?pageid=27.

23. Seshan G, Ray SG. Beer War Heats Up in India. Rediff India Abroad Business. Dec. 4 2007. Available at: http://www.rediff.com/
money/2007/dec/04bspec.htm.

24. Where We Operate page. SABMiller Website. Available at: http://www.sabmiller.com/index.asp?pageid=106. 

14

MarinInstitute.org 



25. About Us – Molson Coors Fact Sheet. Molson Coors Website. Available at: http://www.molsoncoors.com/about-us/company/molson-
coors.

26. The Hobbs Group, LLC Lobbying Report 2008; Q3: pg 2. Available at: http://soprweb.senate.gov/index.cfm?event=getFilingDetails&fi
lingID=275CBE4C-56CC-4E43-9DF3-57D1CCEB1524.

27. Anheuser-Busch Lobbying Activities for 2008. impluCorporation Website. Available at: http://www.implu.com/lobby/309259. 

28. Statement of the Department of Justice antitrust division on its decision to close its investigation of the joint venture between 
SABMiller PLC and Molson Coors Brewing Company. Department of Justice. June. 5 2008. Available at: http://www.usdoj.gov/atr/public/
press_releases/2008/233845.pdf. 

29. MillerCoors LLC Lobbying Profile 2008. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/lobby/
client_reports.php?year=2008&lname=MillerCoors+LLC&id= .

30. SABMiller Lobbying Profile 2008. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/lobby/client_
reports.php?lname=SABMiller&year=2008.

31. Molson Coors Lobbying Profile 2008. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/lobby/client_
reports.php?lname=Molson+Coors+Brewing&year=2008. 

32. Pioneers and Rangers at a Glance. Texans for Public Justice. 2004. Available at: http://info.tpj.org/docs/pioneers/pioneers_table.jsp. 

33. Anheuser-Busch 2006 PAC Summary Data. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/pacs/
lookup2.php?strID=C00034488&cycle=2006. 

34. Anheuser-Busch 2008 PAC Summary Data. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/pacs/
lookup2.php?strID=C00034488&cycle=2008. 

35. Anheuser-Busch Lobbying Client Profile 2008. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/
lobby/clientsum.php?year=2008&lname=Anheuser-Busch&id=. 

36. Anheuser-Busch Lobbying Profile 2008: Agencies Lobbied. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.
opensecrets.org/lobby/clientagns.php?lname=Anheuser-Busch&year=2008.

37. Ibid.

38. SABMiller Lobbying Profile 2008. Agencies Lobbied. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.
org/lobby/clientagns.php?lname=SABMiller&year=2008. 

39. MillerCoors LLC Lobbying Profile 2009. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/lobby/
client_reports.php?year=2009&lname=MillerCoors+LLC&id. 

40. MillerCoors LLC Lobbying Profile 2009. Agencies Lobbied. Center for Responsive Politics Website. Available at: http://www.
opensecrets.org/lobby/clientagns.php?lname=MillerCoors+LLC&year=2009. 

41. Beer, Wine, & Liquor: Top Contributors to Federal Candidates and Parties 2004, 2006, 2008. Center for Responsive Politics Website. 
Available at: http://www.opensecrets.org/industries/contrib.php?ind=N02&cycle=2004.

42. Reinhardt E. Anheuser-Busch to consider acquisition by InBev. The Business Journal. Central New York: Oct. 10 2008. 

43. WTO Reverses Decision on Indian Tariffs. Wine & Spirits Daily. Oct. 31 2008. Available at: http://www.winespiritsdaily.com/2008/10/
wto-reverses-decision-on-indian-tariffs.html. 

44. Office of the United States Trade Representative. Available at: http://www.ita.doc.gov/itac/committees/ipr.asp.

45. Office of the United States Trade Representative. Available at: http://www.ita.doc.gov/itac/committees/consum.asp.

46. A-B Proxy Statement, Oct. 2008. Available at: A-B Proxy Statement, Oct. 2008. Available at: http://www.anheuser-busch.com/
Press/2008/Oct/new2008proxy_Anheuser.pdf.

47. States serving up budgets to patch services, pay for treatment. Join Together Online. April 1 2009. Available at: http://www.
jointogether.org/news/features/2009/states-serving-up-alcohol.html. Accessed April 17, 2009.

48. Anheuser-Busch workers blast Paterson’s plan to hike excise tax. Syracuse Website, March 17 2009. Available at: http://www.
syracuse.com/business/index.ssf?/base/business-14/123728013843510.xml&coll=1.

15

MarinInstitute.org 



49. Spain W. Limited options for Anheuser in buyout drama. Market Watch. May 30 2003: Chicago, IL. Available at: http://www.
marketwatch.com/News/Story/Story.aspx?guid={5CFE1F56-3EF7-475F-AF2F-8A1A11F5B6AD.

50. Moffett M. If takeover happens, A-B faces big changes. The Wall Street Journal. May 28 2008. 

51. Dine P. Unions Offer Grim Report on InBev. Post-Dispatch. June 22 2008: Washington, DC. 

52. Ibid.

53. Anheuser-Busch InBev announces workforce reductions in the U.S. Anheuser-Busch InBev Press Release. Anheuser-Busch Website. 
Dec. 8 2008: pg 1. Available at: http://www.anheuser-busch.com/PDF/ABInBevpressrelease8Dec2008a.pdf. 

54. Blunt, Bond seek FTB intervention in InBev’s proposed deal for A-B. St. Louis Business Journal. June16 2008. Available at: http://
www.bizjournals.com/stlouis/stories/2008/06/16/daily11.html?jst=b_ln_hl.

55. InBev and Anheuser-Busch Agree to Combine, Creating the Global Leader in Beer with Budweiser as its Flagship Brand. Anheuser-
Busch InBev Press Release. AB Inbev Website. July 13 2008: 4. http://www.ab-inbev.com/press_releases/20080714_1_e.pdf.

56. The New A-B. St. Louis Post-Dispatch. March 9 2009. Available at: http://www.beverageworld.com/content/view/35946/173/.

57. Laboy C, Bucalo AJ. Will Your Denial Create Value for ABI. Credit Suisse. Austin, TX. March 2009: Slide 21.

58. Gerson Lehrman Group. Available at http://www.glgroup.com/News/InBevs-offer-to-buy-Anheuser-Busch-A-Wholesalers-Perspective. 
Accessed April 14, 2009.

59. Analyst: Anheuser-Busch InBev Considers Distributor Consolidation. St. Louis Business Journal. June 25 2009. Available at: http://
stlouis.bizjournals.com/stlouis/stories/2009/06/22/daily46.html. 

60. Kemper K. Miller distributors sue over bid by brewer to cancel contracts. Business First of Columbus. Sept. 5 2008. Available at: 
http://www.bizjournals.com/columbus/stories/2008/09/08/story9.html. 

61. Fillion R. Ousted distributors fight MillerCoors. Rocky Mountain News. Sept. 4 2008. Available at: http://www.rockymountainnews.
com/news/2008/sep/04/millercoors-faces-court-battle-ohio-distributors. 

62. Business Courier of Cincinnati. MillerCoors sued by Ohio beer distributors. Business Courier. Sept. 5 2008. Available at: http://
cincinnati.bizjournals.com/cincinnati/stories/2008/09/01/daily33.html. 

63. Letter from California Special Assistant Attorney General, Jacob A. Applesmith to MillerCoors, June 4, 2008, on file with Marin 
Institute. 

64. Cleary A. SABMiller fights India’s beer rules in court to double profits. Bloomberg. London, England. Dec.16 2008.

65. Pemberton, Michael R., Colliver, James D., Robbins, Tania M., Gfroerer, Joseph C. Underage Alcohol Use: Findings from the 2002-
2006 National Surveys on Drug Use and Health, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES - Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration Office of Applied Studies. June 2008: 1, available at: http://oas.samhsa.gov/underage2k8/toc.htm.

16

MarinInstitute.org | (415) 456-5692 
Marin Institute



Marin Institute fights to protect the public from the 
impact of the alcohol industry’s negative practices. 
We monitor and expose the alcohol industry’s harmful 
actions related to products, promotions and social 
influence, and support communities in their efforts to 
reject these damaging activities.

Board Members

Annan Paterson
   President

Capt. Jennifer Tejada
   Vice-President

John Hanley
   Secretary

Larry Meredith
   Treasurer

Anthony Ramirez
   Program Chair

Linda Barry Dunn
Catherine Condon
Ericka Erickson
David Escobar
John Hanley
Steve Heilig
Kim-Shree Maufas
Julio Rodriguez

Bruce Lee Livingston, MPP
   Executive Director

To download this report, or for more information, please 
visit MarinInstitute.org

Copyright © Marin Institute 2009

Marin Institute



24 Belvedere Street
San Rafael, California 94901

415.456.5692

MarinInstitute.org

Marin Institute


