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High rates of sugary drink intake among children
and teens, including youth of color, continue to
raise public health concerns. Despite beverage
companies' pledges to reduce beverage calories,
the findings in this report demonstrate that
advertising of sugary drinks and energy drinks
has increased, including ads targeted to teens
and Hispanic and Black youth.

Sugary drink consumption by children and teens remains a
significant public health concern. More than one-half of youth
consume at least one sugary drink on a given day.' Sugary
drinks contribute approximately one-half of added sugars in
young people’s diets,? with teens and young adults consuming
more sugary drinks than other age groups.® Consumption is
also higher among low-income youth and non-Hispanic Black
and Mexican-American children and teens.*® Disproportionate
sugary drink consumption raises additional concerns about
health disparities affecting low-income youth and communities
of color.”® While youth consumption of regular soda and fruit
drinks has recently declined,'® youth consumption of sports
drinks and energy drinks has increased."" '

Recognizing the role beverage companies may play in
unhealthy rates of sugary drink consumption, industry groups
have launched voluntary initiatives to advertise only healthier
beverages to children under age 12 '* and to increase
consumer demand for lower-calorie choices.' However, any
promises by beverage companies to reduce advertising or
other forms of marketing for sugary drinks to children age
12 and older or to youth in communities of color have been
notably absent. Therefore, independent research is necessary
to continue to monitor beverage company advertising of
sugary drinks.

This report assesses nutrition content and 2018 advertising
spending, TV advertising exposure, and targeted advertising
for sugary drinks, excluding children’s drinks that were
previously reported in Children’s Drink FACTS."®

Methods and scope

Using Nielsen data, we identified brands in the soda, sports
drink, energy drink, iced tea, fruit drink, and flavored water
categories that spent at least $100,000 in advertising and that
contained added sugar, excluding children’s drinks previously
reported. We also report on diet soda and diet drinks in the
same categories for comparison. All energy drinks and shots,
including drinks without added sugar, are included in total
sugary drink numbers.

Advertising spending in all media (including TV, magazines,
and digital) and TV exposure data were licensed from Nielsen.
Utilizing the same methods as previous FACTS reports, we
collected data on the nutrition content and advertising of
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sugary drinks and energy drinks by category, company, and
brand in 2018. We assessed changes in advertising from
2010 and 2013 when possible. We also identified categories,
companies, and brands with TV advertising targeted to teens,
Hispanic youth, and/or Black youth.

Analyses include:

= Nutrition content and ingredients in advertised sugary
drinks and energy drinks for package types and sizes listed
on brand websites (Dec 2019 - Feb 2020).

m Advertising spending for sugary drinks and diet drinks
(2018).

= Exposure to TV advertising by preschoolers (2-5 years),
children (6-11 years), and teens (12-17 years), including
targeted ratios of ads viewed by teens versus adults (2018).

= TV advertising targeted to Black and Hispanic consumers,
including ads on Spanish-language TV and targeted ratios
of ads viewed by Black youth versus White youth (2018).

= Changes in advertising spending and TV ad exposure from
2010 and 2013 (reported in Sugary Drink FACTS 2014').

Results

A total of 48 brands (89 sub-brands) of sugary drinks and
energy drinks from 24 different companies each spent at
least $100,000 in total advertising in 2018. They included 18
regular soda, 11 energy drink, eight iced tea, six fruit drink,
four sports drink, and one flavored water brand.

What is the nutrition content of advertised
sugary drinks?

Median serving sizes of products ranged from 12 ounces for
regular soda, fruit drinks, and sports drinks, to 16 ounces for
energy drinks, 16.9 ounces for iced tea, and 20 ounces for
flavored water. Median sugar content and other ingredients
varied by category.

m Sugar-sweetened energy drinks and regular soda had the
highest median sugar content in our analysis at 44 grams
and 37 grams, respectively. One regular soda product had
the highest calories and sugar of any product analyzed: 310
calories and 81 grams of sugar in a 20-ounce container.

= Products in other categories had somewhat less sugar, with
a median sugar content of 27 grams for flavored water, 25.5
grams for iced tea, 23 grams for fruit drinks, and 21 grams
for sports drinks.

= A number of brands offered products that contained zero-
calorie sweeteners in addition to added sugar, including
88% of sugar-sweetened energy drinks, 40% of iced tea,
and approximately 30% of fruit drink, sports drink, and
regular soda sub-brands.
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= The median caffeine content in energy drinks (including
sugar-sweetened and zero-sugar products) was 160
milligrams. One product had 350 milligrams in a 16-ounce
non-resealable can.

How has sugary drink advertising spending
changed?

In 2018, beverage companies spent $1.04 billion to advertise
sugary drinks and energy drinks — in addition to the $21
million spent to advertise sweetened children’s drinks —a 26%
increase from 2013. However, changes in ad spending varied
by category.

= More than one-half of these ad expenditures ($586 million)
promoted regular soda and soda brands (ads that promoted
the brand and did not specify a regular or diet product), an
increase of 41% versus 2013.

® Sports drink advertising increased by 24%, totaling $159
million in 2018; advertising for iced tea almost tripled, from
$38 million in 2013 to $111 million in 2018.

= Advertising for energy drinks declined by 34%, but energy
drinks still ranked third in total advertising spending ($115
million) in 2018.

= Ad spending declined by 5% for fruit drinks and flavored
water (combined), totaling $28 million in 2018.

= Companies allocated 84% of total advertising spending to
TV advertising in 2018, a similar proportion to 2013 (85%).
Digital, magazine, outdoor, and radio advertising each
represented 3 to 4% of total ad spending in 2018.

Most brands that offered lower-calorie and/or diet varieties, in
addition to high-sugar products, allocated the majority of ad
expenditures to high-sugar varieties.

m Advertising spending for diet and unsweetened drink
categories (including plain water and 100% juice) totaled
$573 million in 2018 - less than the amount spent to
advertise regular soda and soda brands alone.

® Regular soda varieties outspent diet soda by 78% ($525
vs. $296 million), while sugar-sweetened sports drinks, iced
tea, fruit drinks, and flavored water outspent diet varieties
(i.e., products with no added sugar) of these categories by
more than five times ($298 vs. $58 million).

= Three Coca-Cola brands were the only brands to allocate
more than 50% of their advertising spending to low-calorie
and/or diet versions: Coke devoted 55% to diet varieties
(Coke Zero and Diet Coke); Simply devoted 71% to
Simply Light low-calorie and diet fruit drinks; and Glaceau
Vitaminwater allocated 90% to Vitaminwater Zero.
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Are preschoolers, children, and teens seeing less TV
advertising for sugary drinks?

Changes in young people’s exposure to TV advertising must
be evaluated in the context of substantial declines in the
amount of time they spend watching TV. From 2013 to 2018,
average TV viewing times declined by 35% for preschoolers
(2-5 years), by 42% for children (6-11 years), and by 52% for
teens (12-17 years).

= Still, preschoolers saw 26% more TV ads for sugary drinks
in 2018 than in 2013, and children’s exposure increased
by 8%. Preschoolers and children viewed on average 139
and 135 TV ads, respectively, for sugary drinks and energy
drinks in 2018. By comparison, preschoolers and children
saw 38 and 45 TV ads for sweetened children’s drinks.®

= From 2013 to 2018, teens’ exposure to sugary drink TV ads
declined by 35% to 169 ads, but this decline was less than
expected given the 52% decline in TV viewing time.

= Regular soda/soda brand ads viewed increased for all age
groups: by 78% for preschoolers, 55% for children, and 1%
for teens (72, 69, and 87 ads viewed in 2018, respectively).

® Exposure to TV ads for iced tea increased by more than
two-and-a-half times for preschoolers and children (25
ads viewed in 2018 each) and by 68% for teens (29 ads
viewed).

= Sports drink ads viewed increased for preschoolers (+11%),
while declines for children (-13%) and teens (-38%) were
less than expected given reductions in TV viewing times
(16, 15, and 21 ads viewed in 2018).

® Preschoolers, children, and teens saw less than one-half
the number of energy drink ads in 2018 compared to 2013.
However, energy drinks continued to rank third in number of
ads viewed by all age groups in 2018 (behind regular soda/
soda brands and iced tea) (17 ads viewed by preschoolers
and children and 23 ads viewed by teens).

Furthermore, some categories appeared to target TV
advertising to teens, as evidenced by disproportionately
high ratios of ads viewed by teens versus adults (i.e., teen-
targeted ratios).

® Energy drinks and sports drinks had higher-than-average
teen-targeted ratios (0.53 and 0.52, respectively). Flavored
water had the highest teen-targeted ratio (0.60) but the
number of ads viewed was low.

® Teen-targeted ratios for regular soda/soda brand ads (0.49)
and iced tea ads (0.48) were comparable to differences in
TV viewing times for teens versus adults. Teen-targeted
ratios for all other categories (fruit drinks, drink brands, and
diet drinks) were lower than expected (0.44 or less) given
differences in TV viewing times.
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How has targeting of sugary drinks to Hispanic
and Black youth changed?

Regular soda/soda brands, sports drinks, and energy drinks
spent $84 million on Spanish-language TV advertising in
2018, increases of 8% compared to 2013 and 80% compared
to 2010.

® Regular soda/soda brands represented 61% of sugary
drink advertising spending on Spanish-language TV in
2018 ($51 million), and sports drinks represented 33% ($27
million). Energy drinks represented 5% ($4 million). There
was no fruit drink or flavored water advertising on Spanish-
language TV (excluding children’s drinks) in 2018.

= On average, companies allocated 10% of their total TV
advertising budgets to Spanish-language TV, but sports
drinks devoted 21%, the highest of any category.

= The amount of time that Hispanic preschoolers and
children spent watching Spanish-language TV declined
by more than 40% from 2013 to 2018. However, Hispanic
preschoolers viewed 13% more Spanish-language TV ads
for regular soda/soda brands in 2018 than in 2013 (38 vs.
33 ads viewed), and Hispanic children viewed 25% more
ads (32 vs. 26).

® Exposure to Spanish-language ads for sports drinks
increased more than 10-fold, reaching 9 ads viewed by
Hispanic preschoolers and 8.5 ads viewed by Hispanic
children in 2018.

= From 2013 to 2018, Hispanic teens’ exposure to sports drink
ads increased 10-fold to 7 ads viewed in 2018, while their
exposure to ads for regular soda/soda brands declined
slightly (-7%, 24 ads viewed), despite a 56% decline in time
spent watching Spanish-language TV.

= |n contrast, exposure to ads for energy drinks on Spanish-
language TV declined by more than 90% for Hispanic
preschoolers, children, and teens (approximately one ad
viewed by all age groups in 2018).

Black preschoolers, children, and teens continued to view
more than twice the number of TV ads for sugary drinks and
energy drinks compared to White youth in the same age
groups, totaling 256 ads viewed by Black preschoolers and
children and 331 ads viewed by Black teens in 2018.

= These differences can be explained only partially by
differences in TV viewing times as Black youth spent on
average 39% to 78% more time watching TV in 2018 than
their White peers.

= Black teens saw nearly three times as many ads for sports
drinks (47 ads), and more than double the number of ads
for regular soda/soda brands (171 ads) and energy drinks
(46 ads) compared to White teens.
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= From 2013 to 2018, exposure to regular soda/soda brand
ads increased by 17% for Black teens. In contrast, exposure
to these ads remained the same for White teens.

= Similarly, sports drink ads viewed increased by 16% for
Black preschoolers and children but declined by 4% for
White preschoolers and children.

What companies and brands were responsible for
sugary drink advertising?

In 2018, six companies were responsible for 98% of
sugary drink and energy drink advertising spending and
approximately 96% of TV ads viewed by preschoolers,
children, and teens.

® PepsiCo was responsible for 38% of all sugary drink
advertising spending and sugary drink TV ads viewed by
children, as well as 41% of TV ads viewed by teens in 2018.

m Coca-Cola was responsible for 31% of sugary drink
advertising spending, 23% of TV ads viewed by teens, and
21% of TV ads viewed by children.

® Dr Pepper Snapple Group ranked third, with 13% of ad
spending and 15% of ads viewed by children and teens.

= Red Bull, Pepsi Lipton, and Innovation Ventures together
represented 16% of ad spending and 21 to 22% of TV ads
viewed by children and teens.

® Eighteen additional companies advertised sugary drinks
in 2018, but together they accounted for just 2% of all
advertising spending and approximately 4% of TV ads
viewed by youth.

= Among individual brands, Pepsi, Gatorade, and Mtn Dew
(PepsiCo brands) and Coke each spent more than $100
million to advertise sugar-sweetened varieties in 2018,
while Dr Pepper, 5-hour Energy, and Red Bull each spent
more than $47 million.

Increases in total sugary drink advertising from 2013 to 2018
were primarily driven by PepsiCo and Coca-Cola brands.

= During this time, Coca-Cola advertising spending increased
by 81% and PepsiCo spending increased by 28%. Pepsi
Lipton ad spending tripled, but the company contributed
just 5% of total sugary drink ad spending.

= Children viewed more than twice as many ads for Coca-
Cola sugary drinks in 2018 than in 2013 and 34% more ads
for PepsiCo sugary drinks. Children’s exposure to ads for
Pepsi Lipton sugary drinks and Red Bull also increased.

® Teens viewed 84% more ads for Pepsi Lipton iced tea
brands from 2013 to 2018, and their exposure to some
regular soda brands — Mtn Dew, Sprite, Coke, and Fanta —
increased by 20% or more.

Sugary Drink FACTS g



= The substantial decline in energy drink advertising during this
time was due to the discontinuation of one energy shot brand
that was highly advertised in 2013 (SK Energy) and a 39%
reduction in advertising spending by Innovation Ventures (5-
hour Energy). Advertising for the other major energy drink
brand (Red Bull) did not change from 2013 to 2018.

Which companies and brands targeted their
advertising to teens and Hispanic and Black youth?

Five beverage companies were responsible for all brands that
disproportionately targeted their advertising to teens.

® Sprite, Fanta, and Honest Tea (Coca-Cola); Gatorade
and Mtn Dew Kickstart (PepsiCo); Snapple and Cherry Dr
Pepper (Dr Pepper Snapple Group); Red Bull; and 5-hour
Energy (Innovation Ventures) all purchased TV advertising
during programming that was disproportionately viewed by
teens compared to adults as evidenced by teen-targeted
ratios of 0.52 or higher.

On Spanish-language TV, four companies — PepsiCo, Coca-
Cola, Dr Pepper Snapple Group, and Innovation Ventures —
were responsible for 98% of sugary drink and energy drink
ad spending.

= Spanish-language advertising promoted six brands: Coke,
Gatorade, Pepsi, Powerade, Dr Pepper, and 5-hour Energy.
Powerade dedicated 32% of its total TV ad dollars to
Spanish-language TV, a higher percentage than any other
brand.

= From 2013 to 2018, PepsiCo more than doubled its
Spanish-language ad spending for sugary drinks, and
Coca-Cola increased its spending by 66%. From 2010 to
2018, PepsiCo increased its spending from $0.4 million to
$17 million.

= Dr Pepper Snapple Group was the only company to spend
less to advertise sugary drinks on Spanish-language TV in
2018 than in 2013 (-57%).

The top-six companies were also responsible for 10 of the 11
brands with advertising targeted to Black teens, as evidenced
by Black teen-targeted ratios higher than 2.1.

® Glaceau Vitaminwater, Sprite, and Fanta (Coca-Cola);
Gatorade and Mtn Dew (PepsiCo); and Lipton lced Tea
(Pepsi Lipton) had the highest Black teen-targeted ratios,
ranging from 2.66 to 4.82.

= At the company level, PepsiCo, Pepsi Lipton, Red Bull,
Innovation Ventures, and Coca-Cola had disproportionately
high Black teen-targeted ratios, with Black teens seeing 2.2
to 2.3 times as many ads for sugary drink and energy drink
brands from these companies compared to White teens.
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These analyses of the nutrition content and advertising of
sugary drinks and energy drinks demonstrate that beverage
company advertising of sugary drinks to young people has
worsened in recent years despite public health concerns.

Discussion

= The American Heart Association (AHA) recommends children
and teens consume no more than 25 grams of added sugar
daily.™ However, the median sugar content in a single-serve
container of advertised products in all categories of sugary
drinks exceeded or approached this level.

® Despite major beverage companies’ pledges to increase
marketing of lower-calorie drinks, sugary drinks continue
to represent the vast majority of brands’ advertising
expenditures.

Furthermore, most major beverage companies substantially
increased their advertising of sugary drinks from 2013 to
2018.

= Advertising spending for regular soda/soda brands, iced
tea, and sports drinks all increased, and youth exposure
to these ads increased accordingly. It appears companies
have attempted to offset the substantial declines in amount
of time young people spend watching TV by placing more
ads during programming that preschoolers, children, and
teens view.?°

= Given declines in regular soda sales and consumption,
beverage companies may be using advertising to attempt to
counteract changing consumer preferences and increased
awareness of the health consequences associated with
consuming these products.

= The increase in advertising for sports drinks could
be a contributing factor in increasing consumption of
sports drinks. This advertising capitalizes on consumer
perceptions that sports drinks are healthier than regular
soda.

= Although studies have examined changes in consumption
of sugary drinks by category, they have not documented
sugar-sweetened iced tea consumption separately.
Substantial increases in advertising for brands in this
category indicate that companies view this relatively small
category as an opportunity for future sales growth.

® Energy drinks was the only major category with a decline
in advertising from 2013 to 2018. However, two large
energy drink companies (Innovation Ventures and Red Bull)
continued to rank among the top-six advertisers in 2018.

Continued advertising of sugary drinks and energy drinks
targeted to teens also raises concerns due to the unique
developmental vulnerabilities of this age group.

= Unhealthy food and drink advertising targeted to teens
(including sugary drinks) takes advantage of their

Sugory Drink FACTS 9



vulnerabilities as teens tend to focus more on immediate
rewards and have fewer concerns about the long-term
consequences of their behaviors.2" They also present
enormous potential as long-term loyal customers.

Energy drinks had higher than average teen-targeted ratios,
yet the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) recommends
against any energy drink consumption by youth under age 18
due to health risks from intake of high levels of caffeine and
other stimulants in these drinks.?? Energy drink marketing,
in particular, may have greater appeal to teens as it often
portrays these products as cool and a bit risky.?

The AAP also recommends children and teens should

Executie Summar

Current industry self-regulatory initiatives — including the
American Beverage Association’s Guidelines on Marketing
to Children and the Children’s Food and Beverage
Advertising Initiative (CFBAI) — should expand their pledges
to restrict sugary drink advertising to children up to at least
age 14.

Energy drink companies must discontinue marketing
and sales to children under 18 due to the dangers these
products pose to young people’s health and wellbeing.?*

Companies participating in the Balance Calories Initiative®
must devote the majority of their advertising expenditures to
healthier beverages.

not consume sports drinks due to their sugar content, but
sports drink brands continue to target their advertising to
teens and to Hispanic and Black youth.

® |ndustry commitments to increase sales and marketing of
healthier products should address marketing of sugary
drinks in Black- and Hispanic-targeted media and in
Sugary drink advertising targeted to Hispanic and Black communities of color.
youth contributes to health disparities affecting communities
of color, and it appears that some companies have increased

their investments in targeted advertising.

= Media companies that own programming with large

audiences of teens, including Black and/or Hispanic youth,

should reduce sugary drink advertising during targeted
= Ad spending on Spanish-language TV for sugary drinks programming.
increased from 2010 to 2013 and again from 2013 to
2018. Sports drink brands increased their investment in
advertising to Hispanic consumers, while regular soda/soda
brands represented the majority of sugary drink advertising

on Spanish-language TV.

= All corporate responsibility initiatives to promote nutrition
and/or health and wellness should also address targeted
marketing of sugary drinks to communities of color.
These initiatives are even more urgent now given the
disproportionate effects of COVID-19 on Black and Latino
® Relative to Hispanic children and teens, Hispanic communities.
preschoolers continued to view more sugary drink ads on

Spanish-language TV in 2018 than older children or teens. Federal, state, and local policy actions are necessary to

further reduce sugary drink consumption by children and
= Disparities between Black and White youth exposure to teens and counteract excessive sugary drink advertising:
sugary drink and energy drink ads persist. In 2018, Black
youth viewed more than twice the number of sugary drink
ads than White youth viewed, although they watched just

40% to 80% more TV than their White peers.

® States and localities should enact excise taxes on sugary
drinks and invest the resulting revenue in community-
defined programs and services to reduce health and
socioeconomic disparities.

= Apparent increases in targeted advertising for regular
soda/soda brands and sports drinks raise concerns due
to disproportionately high consumption of sugary drinks
overall and sports drinks in particular by Hispanic and
Black youth. = The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) should

establish regulations to address unclear labeling practices,

such as requiring disclosures of added sugars, zero-calorie

sweeteners, juice, and caffeine content on the front of

product packages.

= State and local governments should enact further limits on
sugary drink marketing in schools and other youth-oriented
settings.?

Recommendations

This report highlights potential actions key stakeholders —
including indus.try leaders, policymakers, advocatleS, and  w States and local municipalities should prohibit the sales
healthcare providers — should take to support public health of energy drinks and shots to children under age 18 and

efforts to reduce consumption of sugary drinks, especially require they be placed in low-visibility locations (such as
among youth and in communities of color. behind counters).

Beverage manufacturers, retailers, and media companies must  w Health warnings on sugary drink products would also
reduce marketing of sugary drinks and support public health
efforts to make healthier choices the easiest, most affordable,
and most socially acceptable options for young people:

increase consumer awareness and understanding about
the health consequences of consuming added sugars and
help address misperceptions about the healthfulness of
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some sugary drink categories (e.g., sports drinks, flavored
water).

= The U.S. federal government should eliminate unhealthy
food and beverage marketing to children as a tax-deductible
corporate expense.

® Public health campaigns to reduce sugary drink
consumption should highlight that sports drinks, iced tea,
flavored water, and fruit drinks are also sugary drinks, and
that these products can contain as much or more sugar
than soda. Campaigns should also inform youth and
parents about the dangers of consuming energy drinks.

Public health advocates and health practitioners also play an
important role:

® Grassroots and other advocacy groups should develop
campaigns to highlight excessive advertising of sugary
drinks, especially advertising that disproportionately
targets teens and communities of color. Advocates should
also work with young people to create counter-marketing
campaigns to expose predatory sugary drink marketing
practices.

® Healthcare professional organizations should develop
campaigns aimed at children and teens to raise awareness
about these harms, especially for sugary drinks that are

Additional resources
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perceived to be healthier than soda (e.g., sports drinks,
iced tea, and flavored water) and energy drinks.

m Pediatricians, dentists, registered dietitians, and other
healthcare professionals should assess sugary drink and
energy drink consumption by their patients and counsel
them about the harmful effects of consuming these products.

Conclusions

Reducing sugary drink consumption is a key public health
strategy to address the epidemic of diet-related diseases
that threaten young people’s health and contribute to health
disparities in communities of color. However, beverage
companies have substantially increased their advertising
of sugary drinks, primarily full-calorie regular soda, sports
drinks, iced tea, and energy drinks — exceeding $1 billion
in advertising in 2018. Furthermore, companies continue to
target much of this advertising to teens and Hispanic and
Black youth. Sugary drink advertising continues to undermine
public health. To demonstrate that they are committed to
addressing the negative impact of sugary drink consumption,
beverage companies must do more than market low-calorie
drinks. They must discontinue extensive marketing of sugary
drinks that encourages consumption by children and teens
and contributes to long-term negative impacts on their health.

m Nutrition and ingredient information about specific varieties and sizes of sugary drinks, energy drinks, and children's drinks are available

here.

®m Examples of social media campaigns sponsored by sugary drink brands using common techniques that appeal to youth are available here.
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Recent reductions in sugary drink consumption in
the United States are promising, but sugary drink
intake among children and teens, including youth
of color, remains high. Beverage companies have
pledged to increase demand for lower-calorie
options, but research is needed to determine
whether they have reduced advertising of high-
sugar drinks to children and teens.

Recent evaluations of National Health and Nutrition
Examination Survey [NHANES] data demonstrate that young
people are consuming less sugar in the form of sugary drinks.
From 2003-04 to 2015-16, calories consumed from sugary
drinks declined by 55% for youth (2-19 years), while the
proportion of youth who consumed a sugary drink on a given
day declined from 77% to 54%." In 2015-16, sugary drinks
contributed 94 calories-per-day per capita to children’s and
teens’ diets, down from 210 calories-per-day in 2003-2004.

However, sugary drink consumption by children and teens
remains a significant public health concern. More than one-
half of youth continue to consume sugary drinks on a given
day,? and sugary drinks contribute approximately one-half
of added sugars in young people’s diets.® Long-term health
risks from consuming sugary drinks include cardiovascular
disease, type 2 diabetes, hypertension, dental decay, and
all-cause mortality.*  Further reductions in sugary drink
consumption are needed.

In 2019, the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) and
American Heart Association (AHA) recommended broad
policy solutions to reduce the harm from sugary drinks on
the health of children and teens.® Noting continued extensive
marketing of sugary drinks to youth and its negative impact
on consumption, the AAP and AHA called for—among other
policies—federal and state government support to reduce
sugary drink marketing to children and teens. Marketing of
these products often disproportionately targets Black and
Hispanic youth,® contributing to diet-related health disparities
affecting their communities.” Policy makers and public health
experts have launched numerous initiatives to reduce sugary
drink consumption, including sugary drink taxes, public health
communication campaigns, and individual interventions with
parents and children.® However, reductions in marketing of
sugary drinks to children and teens are also necessary for
such initiatives to effectively reduce consumption.

In 2019, the Rudd Center published Children’s Drink FACTS.®
That report documented how beverage companies continue
to extensively advertise sugary children’s drinks (including
fruit drinks and flavored water) directly to children and their
parents. But other types of sugary drinks are also highly
marketed to children and teens. In this report, we document
advertising of other sugary drink categories, including regular
soda, sports drinks, energy drinks, and iced tea, as well as
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fruit drinks and flavored water not directly targeted to children
under age 12 (i.e., not children’s drinks).

Continued concerns about sugary drink
consumption by children and teens

Despite overall reductions in sugary drink consumption, the
latest NHANES data demonstrate disproportionately high
consumption by some youth, including teens, minority, and
low-income youth.”®™" Increased intake of some categories of
sugary drinks also raises concerns.

Teens (12-19 years) consume more sugary drinks than other
age groups, contributing 5.9% of their total calories compared
to 4.5% for adults (20+ years).”” The median calorie intake
from sugary drinks was 150 to 200 calories-per-day for teens
(12-18 years), while teenage boys with the highest sugary
drink consumption (those in the 90th percentile) consumed
more than 300 calories-per-day.'® Teenage girls in the highest
percentile consumed 250 calories-per-day from sugary drinks.

Consumption is also higher among low-income youth. Low-
income teenage boys (12-18 years) consumed a median
of 200 calories of sugary drinks in a given day."™ A large
California study conducted in 2013-14 found that 46% of
low-income youth (2-17 years) reported consuming one or
more sugary drinks per day compared to 33% of high-income
youth.”™ Three-quarters (76%) of youth (2-19 years) living in
households participating in SNAP consumed sugary drinks
on a given day, which contribute more of their per-capita daily
calories compared to youth living in eligible non-SNAP and
non-eligible households.®

Greater sugary drink consumption by children and teens in
some racial/ethnic groups raises additional concerns due to
health disparities affecting communities of color. Non-Hispanic
White youth continued to have the lowest consumption: 60% of
children (6-11 years) and 63% of teens (12-17 years) reported
consuming a sugary drink on a given day.'” Non-Hispanic Black
youth had the highest rates of sugary drink consumption: 66%
of children and 78% of teens on a given day. Rates of sugary
drink intake were higher among White and Hispanic youth, but
not Black youth, in lower-income households.” Rates were
also higher for Mexican American and other Hispanic youth
compared to non-Hispanic White youth.®

Furthermore, reductions in consumption have not been
consistent across all sugary drink categories. Declines were
highest for regular soda (or soft drinks). From 2003-04 to
2013-14, the percent of children (6-11 years) who consumed
sugar-sweetened soda on a given day declined from 55%
to 24% (-56%), and the percent of teens (12-19 years)
consuming declined from 61% to 33% (-46%).?° However, the
annual Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Survey (YRBSS) from
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) shows
that most high school students continue to consume sugar-
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sweetened soda.?" In 2017, 72% reported consuming at least
one soda in the past 7 days, and 19% report consuming
one or more every day. The proportion of children and teens
consuming sugar-sweetened fruit drinks also declined from
2003 to 2014, but at a lower rate, from 35% to 27% (-22%)
of children consuming on a given day and from 28% to 21%
(-26%) of teens.?

At the same time, consumption of sports drinks and energy
arinks increased. In 2013-14, 9% of teens consumed a sports
drink on a given day, a 24% increase versus 10 years earlier.®
Prevalence of energy drink consumption increased seven-
fold, with 1.4% of teens consuming energy drinks on a given
day.?* Although relatively few teens consume energy drinks
daily, energy drinks contribute 200 additional calories and
more than triple the amount of caffeine (227 mg vs. 52 mg)
on the days they are consumed.? The YRBSS also assessed
consumption of sports drinks by high school students in
2017.% That study found that 63% of boys and 42% of girls
had consumed at least one sports drink in the past 7 days,
and 17% of boys reported consuming at least one sports
drink every day. In addition, Black and Hispanic youth were
more likely to have consumed sports drinks in the past 7 days
(61% and 60%, respectively) compared to White youth (49%).

A California study found similar results.?” In 2013-14, 37% of
teens (12-17 y) reported consuming one or more sports drinks
or energy drinks per day (combined categories), up from
31% five years earlier. In contrast, the number who reported
consuming soda daily declined from 43% to 34%. California
teens were more likely to report consuming a sports drink or
energy drink than a soda. This same study found that Black
teens had the highest sports and energy drink consumption
(41% reported consuming daily).

In other categories, teen consumption of “low-calorie” drinks
also more than doubled from 2003 to 2014.28 This study defined
low-calorie drinks according to whether product packages
labeled them as “low-calorie,” but did not examine added sugar
or zero-calorie sweetener content. Large-scale studies have
not reported consumption of other categories of sugary drinks,
including iced tea, coffee, and flavored water, separately.

Industry response to public health concerns

Recognizing the role that beverage companies may play in
unhealthy rates of sugary drink consumption, industry groups
have launched initiatives to improve their marketing practices.
Companies that belong to the American Beverage Association
pledge “not to advertise soft drinks or juice-based drinks
to audiences under the age of 12” and “to only advertise
100% juice, water and milk-based drinks to this audience.”®
Companies participating in the Children’s Food and Beverage
Advertising Initiative (CFBAI), the U.S. food industry voluntary
self-regulatory initiative, also pledge to “encourage healthier
dietary choices” in advertising in “child-directed media.”®

Infroduction

However, the CFBAI has determined that low-calorie drinks
(<40 kcal per container) that contain added sugar and zero-
calorie sweeteners are exempt and can be advertised directly
to children.®

A major limitation of both voluntary industry-led programs is
that they only address advertising directed to children ages
11 and younger. As a result, participating companies are
permitted to market all non-alcoholic beverages to children
ages 12 and older, including advertising in media that are
widely viewed by children together with older audiences.

Beverage companies have also promised to encourage
consumers to consider calories when they choose a beverage.
In 2015, the American Beverage Association and the three
largest beverage companies (Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, and
Dr Pepper Snapple Group), working with the Alliance for a
Healthier Generation, announced the Balance Calories Initiative
with the goal of reducing beverage calories consumed per
person by 20% by 2025.%2 Participating companies promised
to put calorie information on the front of packages, report
total calories per container (for single-serve containers of 20
ounces or less), report nutrition for 12-ounce servings for larger
containers, and provide a wider selection of reduced-calorie
beverages. Since the Balance Calories Initiative was launched,
average beverage calories per person per day have declined
from 203.0 in 2014 to 196.9 in 2018, but far more substantial
declines will be necessary to meet the 2025 goal.*®

These companies also promised to devote marketing resources
to increase consumer demand for lower-calorie choices. For
example, both Coca-Cola** and Dr Pepper Snapple Group®
stated, “Our marketing programs are designed to boost
consumer demand for reduced sugar and lower calorie
choices, with a focus on flavor, hydration and taste.” PepsiCo
announced, “We’re creating consumer excitement by using big
names and big venues to increase awareness and demand for
lower calorie choices,” noting a promotion for its lower-calorie
version of Mtn Dew (Dew Kickstart).% PepsiCo also highlighted
three versions of Gatorade with different calorie levels (G [full-
calorie], G2 [low-calorie], and G Zero [diet]) and reformulations
to reduce the calories in Brisk and Lipton iced tea and fruit
drinks. Dr Pepper Snapple Group cited additional marketing
resources devoted to reduced sugar products, “Our 2017
marketing spend on zero sugar and reduced sugar beverages
increased 450%+ since 2015.”%

Notably absent from the Balance Calories Initiative are any
promises by beverage companies to reduce advertising or
other forms of marketing for full-sugar varieties of their drinks.
Furthermore, the beverage industry has devoted substantial
resources to oppose passage and fight for repeal of sugary
drink taxes and other policies designed to reduce consumption
of sugary drinks through well-funded anti-tax consumer
campaigns, sponsorships of health and medical organizations,
and lobbying for state laws to preempt local sugary drink tax
proposals.®4° Their actions suggest that beverage companies
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may not be as committed to reducing demand for sugary drinks
as their voluntary pledges seem to imply.

Therefore, independent researchers must continue to monitor
beverage company advertising of sugary drinks, especially
advertising targeted to young people and communities of
color. Information about advertising spending on sugary drinks
and youth exposure to that advertising is essential to evaluating
whether beverage companies are doing all they can to support
public health goals to reduce sugary drink consumption.

Measuring progress

In 2019, we reported that beverage companies have made
some progress in reducing advertising of sweetened
children’s fruit drinks and flavored water (see Children's
Drink FACTS 2019).4" However, they must do more to reduce
children’s consumption of sweetened drinks that can harm
their health.

In this report, we document 2018 advertising spending and
TV advertising exposure for all other categories of sugary
drinks, excluding children’s drinks that were previously
reported in Children’s Drink FACTS. We identify and analyze
drinks in the regular soda, sports drink, energy drink, and
iced tea categories that contain added sugar, as well as
sugar-sweetened fruit drinks and flavored water (excluding
children’s drinks). We report on diet soda and diet drinks in
the same categories (those that do not contain added sugar)
for comparison. The analyses of energy drinks examine all
energy drinks and shots, including drinks without added
sugar, which are included in the total sugary drink numbers.

Utilizing the same methods as previous FACTS reports, we
examine differences in the nutrition content and advertising of
sugary drinks by category, company, and brand in 2018, and
assess changes from 2010 and 2013 when possible.

The report includes the following analyses:

= Nutrition content and ingredients in sugary drinks for
package types and sizes listed on brand websites (Dec
2019 — Feb 2020);

= Advertising spending for sugary drinks and diet drinks and
exposure to TV advertising by preschoolers (2-5 years),
children (6-11 years), and teens (12-17 years) (2018
Nielsen data);

= TV advertising targeted to Black and Hispanic youth,
including on Spanish-language TV (2018 data); and

= Changes in advertising spending and exposure from 2010
and 2013 (reported in Sugary Drink FACTS 2014%).

This research answers the following questions:

= What is the nutrition content of advertised sugary drinks
and energy drinks?
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Children’s Drink FACTS 2019

This report documented sales and advertising for children’s drinks
(i.e., drinks marketed as specifically for children to consume) in
2018, including sweetened drinks (fruit drinks and flavored water)
and drinks without added sweeteners (100% juice and juice/water
blends).

Main findings:

® Sales of children’s drinks totaled $2.2 billion in 2018, and sweet-
ened children’s drinks represented 62% of the total. Fruit drink
sales totaled $1.2 billion.

®m Companies spent $20.7 million to advertise sweetened children’s
drinks in 2018, an 83% decline compared to 2010.

® Most of this decline occurred prior to 2013. From 2013 to 2018,
exposure to advertising for children’s sugary drinks declined by
just 2% for preschoolers and 7% for children.

® Advertising spending on children’s drinks without added sweeten-
ers totaled $34.4 million in 2018 and did not change from 2010 to
2018.

® Exposure to TV advertising for sweetened children’s drinks by
preschoolers (2-5 years) and children (6-11 years) also declined
by more than 50% from 2010 to 2018.

® Companies continued to advertise sweetened children’s drinks
directly to children, and sweetened drinks represented 70% of TV
ads for children’s drinks viewed by children.

® Preschoolers and children saw more ads for sweetened chil-
dren’s drinks than adults saw, but they were less likely to see ads
for children’s 100% juice compared to adults.

® Black preschoolers and children saw more than 75% more ads
for sweetened children’s drinks compared to White preschoolers
and children.

= How has sugary drink advertising spending changed?

= Are preschoolers, children, and teens seeing less TV
advertising for these products?

= \What companies and brands were responsible for sugary
drink advertising?

= How has targeting of sugary drinks to Hispanic and Black
youth changed?

= Which companies and brands targeted their advertising to
teens and Hispanic and Black youth?

We did not have access to food industry proprietary documents,
including privately commissioned market research, media and
marketing plans, or other strategic documents. Therefore,
we do not attempt to interpret beverage companies’ goals or
objectives for their marketing practices. Rather, we provide
transparent documentation of advertising that promotes
sugary drinks to children and teens and changes in advertising
expenditures and exposure over time.

Beverage companies have promised to increase marketing
of low-calorie beverages, but research has not examined
whether they have also reduced their promotion of high-sugar
beverages or their focus on targeting teens and communities
of color. The findings in this report serve to evaluate beverage
companies’ commitment to reducing young people’s
consumption of sugary drinks that can harm their health.
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These analyses examine the nutrition and advertising of sugary drinks and energy drinks, including
nutrition and ingredient information for advertised products; total advertising spending and exposure
to TV advertising by preschoolers, children, and teens; and advertising targeted to Hispanic and
Black youth. We report results by category, company, and brand.

The drink categories examined in this report include sugary  drinks (fruit drinks and flavored water) that were previously
drinks (regular soda, fruit drinks, flavored water, sports reported in the Rudd Center’'s 2019 Children’s Drink FACTS
drinks, and iced tea) and energy drinks and shots (including report." Diet soda and other diet drinks are not included in
products with and without added sugar). The sugary drinkand  the nutrition analyses, but advertising data are reported for
energy drink brands analyzed each spent over $100,000 on  comparison purposes.

advertising in 2018. These analyses exclude children’s sugary

SUGARY DRINK MARKET

Product terms
Company
Brand
Sub-brand

Category
Variety

Drink categories
Sugary drinks

- Flavored water

- Fruit drinks

- lced tea

- Regular soda
- Sports drinks

Energy drinks

Diet soda
Other diet drinks

Definition
The company listed on the product package or that owns the official website for the product.
The main marketing unit for the product (e.g., Sprite, 5-hour Energy).

A subset of products within a brand, including variations of brand names (e.g., Mtn Dew original
and Mtn Dew Kickstart); and/or products that differ by product category (e.g., Snapple Iced Tea,
Snapple Fruit Drinks) and/or nutrition content (e.g., Coke Classic, Coke Life). Products with
significant amounts of advertising spending are also included as separate sub-brands (e.g., Sprite
Cranberry).

The type of beverage (e.g., regular soda, fruit drink).

Each specific flavor and package size for each sub-brand.

Definition
Drinks that contain added sugar in any amount. These drinks may contain zero-calorie
sweeteners, in addition to added sugar.

Non-carbonated drinks that are described as “water beverage” on the product packaging or that
include “water” in the product name. Children’s flavored water brands are excluded from this
report.

Fruit-flavored drinks with added sugar that may or may not contain some juice. These products
are also referred to by manufacturers as juice drinks, juice beverages, fruit cocktails, nectars, and
fruit flavored drinks/beverages. Children’s fruit drinks are excluded from this report.

Ready-to-serve drinks and drink mixes that are primarily described as “tea” on the product
package and typically served cold.

Carbonated soft drinks with any amount of added sugar.

Drinks marketed as intended to accompany physical activity and/or to improve hydration or

performance. They may contain the phrase “sport drink” on product packaging or in promotion
materials.

Caffeinated beverage products labeled by the manufacturer as “energy drink” or “energy
supplement.” This category includes carbonated varieties in cans, with or without added sugar, as
well as concentrated energy shots sold in 1.93 ounce containers.

Carbonated soft drinks that contain zero-calorie sweeteners and no added sugar.

Fruit drink, flavored water, sports drink, and iced tea products that do not contain added sugar.
They often contain zero-calorie sweeteners, but not always.
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A total of 48 brands of sugary drinks and energy drinks from 24
companies each spent more than $100,000 in total advertising
in 2018 to qualify for inclusion in this analysis. Seven companies
advertised sugary drink brands in more than one drink category
(see Table 1). Three companies—Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, and
Dr Pepper Snapple Group—were responsible for 44% of all
brands and 52% of all sub-brands analyzed. Coca-Cola had
the most brands (n=10), including four regular soda brands,
and was the only company with drink brands in every category.
PepsiCo had the greatest number of sub-brands (n=17). Of

Table 1. Companies with brands in multiple categories

note, two energy drink brands also advertised regular soda
products in 2018 (Monster Mutant Super Soda and Red Bull
Organics), although Monster Mutant Super Soda has since
been discontinued.

The remaining 17 companies advertised brands in just one
drink category (see Table 2). They include seven energy
drink, five regular soda, two iced tea, two fruit drink, and one
sports drink company. Among the single-category companies,
Rockstar energy drink had the most sub-brands (n=4).

Brands (sub-brands) by category

# of brands Regular Flavored Iced Energy Sports Fruit
Company (sub-brands) soda water tea drink * drink drink
Coca-Cola 10 (16) Coke (Classic, Glaceau Gold Peak NOS (Original, Powerade Simply (Fruit
Life), Fanta, Vitaminwater (Iced Tea, Sugar Free) (lon4) Drink, Light)
Mello Yello, Slightly Sweet),
Sprite (Original, Honest Tea
Cranberry) (Iced Tea, Just
a Tad Sweet)
PepsiCo 5(17) Mtn Dew Gatorade Tropicana (Fruit
(Original, ICE, (Original, Flow, Drink, Premium,
Kickstart, Spiked), Frost, G2, Trop50
Pepsi (Original, Original Powder, Lemonade)
True), Sierra G2 Powder,
Mist Endurance
Formula Powder)
Dr Pepper 6 (13) 7-Up, Canada Snapple Snapple (Fruit
Snapple Group Dry (Ginger Ale, (Iced Tea, Drink)
Ginger Ale & Straight Up Tea)
Lemonade,
Ginger Ale &
Orangeade,
Fruit Flavored
Soda), Dr Pepper
(Original, Cherry,
Ten), Penafiel
(Mineral Spring
Water, Twist)
Pepsi Lipton 4(7) Brisk, Lipton Brisk
(Iced Tea,

Splash of Juice,
Iced Tea Mix),
Pure Leaf (Iced
Tea, Organic Tea
House Collection)

Hansen Beverage 2 (6) Monster (Mutant Monster (Original,
Super Soda) ** Lo-Carb, Zero,
Juice, Rehab)
Red Bull 2 (3) Red Bull Red Bull (Original,
(Organics) Sugar Free)
Kill Cliff 2(2) Kill Cliff (Ignite)  Kill Cliff (Endure)

*Includes zero-sugar products

**Product has been discontinued
Source: Product analysis (March 2020)
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Table 2. Companies with brands in one drink category

Company Category Brand (sub-brand)

Anheuser-Busch Inbev Energy drink* Hiball

BA Sports Nutrition Sports drink BodyArmor

Carolina Beverage Regular soda Cheerwine

Celsius Energy drink* Celsius

Glanbia Energy drink* BSN Endorush

Gosling Brothers Regular soda Stormy Ginger Beer

Innovation Ventures Energy drink* 5-hour Energy (Original, Tea)

Interstate Beverage Regular soda Jarritos

Milo's Tea Iced tea Milo's (Iced Tea, M59)

National Beverage Corp Regular soda Faygo

Nestle Fruit drink Sanpellegrino (Fruit Beverage, Momenti, Organic)
Ocean Spray Cranberries Fruit drink Ocean Spray (Fruit Drink, Light)

Rockstar Energy drink* Rockstar (Original, Sugar-Free, Pure Zero, Xdurance)
Snow Beverages Regular soda Snow**

Sunshine Beverages Energy drink Sunshine

Wonderful Iced tea Pom Wonderful (Antioxidant Super Tea)

Zevia Energy drink* Zevia

*Includes zero-sugar products

**Product was discontinued

Source: Product analysis (March 2020)

NUTRITION CONTENT

Nutrition content

Serving size

Nutrition information

Ingredient information

Zero-calorie sweeteners

Definition

For each variety of each sub-brand in our analysis, we report nutrition for a 12-ounce serving
(when sold in 12-0z single-serve containers), or for the available single-serve container size
closest to 12 ounces. If varieties were only available in multi-serve containers, we report nutrition
for a 12-ounce serving.

Information analyzed includes calories (kcal) and sugar (g) per serving, as reported on nutrition facts
panels. Median and range per serving are reported by brand/sub-brand and category.

When available, juice (%), caffeine (mg), and zero-calorie sweeteners (whether or not the product
contains them) are reported. Zero-calorie sweetener information was obtained from the product
ingredient lists. Caffeine and percent juice were obtained from additional information provided by
manufacturers on labels and/or websites.

All nonnutritive sweeteners, including artificial sweeteners (acesulfame potassium, aspartame,
sucralose, and neotame), natural sweeteners (stevia, also called rebiana or Reb A, and Luo Han
Guo [monk fruit] extract), and sugar alcohols (erythritol).

In this section, we report calories, total sugar, caffeine, and ~ Qbtaining nutrition and ingredient information
juice content of sugary drinks and energy drinks and indicate . _ B . .
products with zero-calorie sweeteners when information was ~Beverage company websites provided nutrition and ingredient

available. We analyze nutriton content by sub-brand and information for the majority of drink products. PepsiCo, Coca-

summarize by drink category.

Cola, and Dr Pepper Snapple Group all maintained websites
with complete nutrition and ingredient information for almost all

Nutrition and ingredient information about specific varieties and sizes of sugary drink and children's drink brands are available online.
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products. The majority of other companies provided nutrition
facts panel information on their websites, with a few exceptions.
The websites for regular soda brands Faygo and Jarritos did
not have any nutrition information for any products. Energy
drink brands Monster, Red Bull, and Rockstar listed caffeine
amount and in some cases minimal ingredient information, but
did not provide nutrition facts panels or full ingredient lists. A
number of companies did not provide ingredient lists, percent
juice, and/or caffeine content for all brands, including Ocean
Spray, Wonderful, and Carolina Beverage.

When information was missing from company websites,
researchers obtained the nutrition facts panel information from
product packages in local stores. Some products had to be
ordered online because they could not be found in local stores. If
researchers could not locate product packages, they contacted
company customer service representatives via telephone to
obtain the necessary information. However, we could not locate
nutrition information for all varieties of some sub-brands. In
those instances, we report medians for the available varieties.

Nutrition content by sub-brand

Ranking Table 1 ranks each sub-brand first by median sugar
content, then by median calorie content, then by maximum
sugar content. Median percent juice and caffeine content
are also reported, as well as whether any products contained
zero-calorie sweeteners. Medians and ranges were calculated
based on available single-serve containers for each variety
within each sub-brand, using the 12-ounce container or the
container that was closest to 12 ounces. If a single-serve
container was not available for a variety, then nutrition for a
12-ounce serving was reported based on the information from
the multi-serve container. (See Methods for details on how
reported serving size was determined.)

Nutrition content by drink category

Table 3 summarizes the nutrition content for sugary drinks and
energy drinks by category. The energy drink category was

Table 3. Sugary drink nutrition by category

divided into sugar-sweetened and zero-sugar sub-brands.
Energy drinks and regular soda had the most calories, with a
median of 43.5 and 37 grams of sugar per serving, respectively
(approximately 11 and 9 teaspoons). Most regular soda sub-
brands were available in 12-ounce cans, while the majority of
energy drinks came in 16-ounce cans. Flavored water and iced
tea sub-brands had somewhat less sugar, a median of 27 and
25.5 grams respectively. These products also tended to come
in larger single-serve containers, a median of 20 ounces for
flavored water and 16.9 ounces for iced tea. Fruit drinks and
sports drinks had the lowest median sugar content at 23 and
21 grams per 12-ounce serving.

Energy drinks. Sugar-sweetened energy drinks with the
most calories and sugar included Rockstar (260 kcal, 61.5 g
sugar/16 oz), Monster (230 kcal, 54 g sugar/16 0z), and NOS
Original (210 kcal, 53 g sugar/16 oz). Although some energy
drinks offered their products in smaller-sized containers
(for example, Red Bull and Sunshine were available in 8.4-
0z containers), the smallest single-serve container for the
majority of these products was 16 ounces. Of note, some
energy drinks listed nutrition information for 8 ounces on
16-ounce non-resealable cans of carbonated drinks.

Despite their high sugar content, 88% of sugar-sweetened
energy drink sub-brands also contained zero-calorie sweeteners.
Only Red Bull original did not contain zero-calorie sweeteners.
Most zero-sugar energy drinks also contained zero-calorie
sweeteners (92%). However, one brand, Hiball Energy Drink,
marketed the product as a “sparkling energy water” and had no
added sweeteners (but 160 mg of caffeine per 16-0z serving).

The median caffeine content across all energy drink sub-
brands was 160 milligrams. The product with the highest
caffeine content in our analysis was BSN Endorush with 350
milligrams of caffeine in a 16-ounce serving. This product has
since been discontinued. Other highly caffeinated energy
drinks include Rockstar Xdurance (300 mg/16 o0z), Rockstar
Pure Zero (240 mg/16 0z), Rockstar Punched (240 mg/16 0z),
and 5-hour Energy Extra Strength (230 mg/1.93 0z).

Zero-calorie

Serving size (0z) Calories (kcal) Sugar (g) Caffeine (mg) sweeteners

# of brands % of sub-

Category (sub-brands) Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range brands
Energy drink

(sugar-sweetened) 5(8) 16 8.4-16 182.5 20-260 43.5 4-62 159 50-200 88%

Regular soda 16 (28) 12 8.4-20.3 140 10-310 37 2-81 0 0-92 29%

Flavored water 1(1) 20 - 100 100-120 27 26-32 0 0-50 0%

Iced tea 8 (15) 16.9 12-20 100 25-240 25.5 5-64 33 0-94 40%

Fruit drink 6 (12) 12 6.75-20 102.5 35-230 23 7-54 0 -- 33%

Sports drink 4 (10) 12 12-20 80 30-140 21 7-34 0 -- 30%

Energy drink (zero-sugar) 10 (13) 16 1.93-16 0 0-30 0 -- 160 100-350 92%

Source: Nutrition analysis (March 2020)
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16-ounce cans of Monster, Rockstar Punched, and NOS
energy drinks contain 210 or more calories and over 50
grams of sugar, plus zero-calorie sweeteners, caffeine, and
other stimulants.

Regular soda. Although regular soda products had lower
median sugar content than energy drinks, some regular soda
sub-brands had more calories and sugar than energy drinks,
including Mello Yello (290 kcal, 77 g sugar/20-oz) and Canada
Dry fruit-flavored soda varieties (270 kcal, 72 g sugar/20-0z).
Canada Dry Island Lime Soda had the most calories and
sugar of any product in our analysis —310 calories and 81
grams of sugar in one 20-ounce container. Stormy Ginger
Beer (180 kcal, 47 g sugar/12-0z) and Mtn Dew (170 kcal, 46
g sugar/12-0z) also had higher than average sugar content.

Of the 28 regular soda sub-brands analyzed, 29% contained
zero-calorie sweeteners plus added sugar. These products
ranged from 2 grams of sugar in Dr Pepper Ten (12-0z serving)
to 41 grams of sugar in orange-flavored Faygo (12-0z serving).
In addition, 15 regular soda sub-brands offered varieties that
contained caffeine, in amounts ranging from 9 to 54 milligrams
per 12-ounce serving. Mtn Dew Kickstart was unique with up to
69 milligrams of caffeine per 12-ounce container, 15 grams of
sugar, zero-calorie sweeteners, and 5 to 10% juice.

Flavored water and iced tea. Only one brand of flavored
water was advertised in 2018: Glaceau Vitaminwater. These
products had 26 to 32 grams of sugar per 20-ounce container
and did not contain zero-calorie sweeteners or juice. Two
varieties contained caffeine.

Iced tea sub-brands had some of the largest reported serving
sizes (16-, 16.9- and 18.5-ounce containers were common).
Although they tended to be somewhat lower in calories and
sugar, some iced tea products had comparable amounts of
sugar to regular soda. For instance, Pure Leaf Extra Sweet Tea
contained 240 calories and 64 grams of sugar per 18.5-ounce
serving, and Snapple Half ‘N Half contained 210 calories and
51 grams of sugar per 16-ounce serving.

In addition, 40% of iced tea sub-brands had products with
zero-calorie sweeteners plus added sugar. The majority of

iced tea products contained moderate amounts of caffeine
(median 33 mg). Honest Tea Honey Green Tea had the most
caffeine (94 mg/16.9-0z) in any iced tea product.

Fruit drinks. Fruit drinks had lower median sugar content
than other categories, but most contained very little juice.
Median percent juice for all sub-brands in this category was
12% and ranged from 1 to 27.5%. Roughly 40% had 10%
juice or less. Fruit drink sub-brands with the highest median
calories and sugar were Tropicana Fruit Drink (195 kcal, 45
g sugar/15.2-0z, 27.5% juice) and Snapple Fruit Drink (190
kcal, 46 g sugar/16-0z, 10% juice).

One-third of fruit drink sub-brands offered products that
contained both zero-calorie sweeteners and added sugar,
including Trop50 Lemonade, Ocean Spray Light, and Simply
Light. Brisk fruit drinks had zero-calorie sweeteners and
only 1 to 5% juice, but were not labeled as a light product.
Sanpellegrino Momenti was the lowest-sugar sugary drink in
our analysis (7 g/11.15-0z) that did not contain zero-calorie
sweeteners.

Sports drinks. Although sports drinks had the lowest median
calories of any sugary drink category, many contained
substantial amounts of sugar, up to 34 grams in 20 ounces of
Gatorade Frost and Gatorade Flow. In addition, 30% of sports
drink sub-brands had products with zero-calorie sweeteners
plus added sugar. Gatorade G2 was the lowest-calorie sports
drink in our analysis (7 g sugar/12-oz container), but it also
contained zero-calorie sweeteners.

EXTRA SWEET TEA

PURE
LEAF

BREWED TEA

Some single-serve bottles of iced tea and fruit drinks contained
more sugar and calories than most cans of regular soda.
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Nutrition content summary

Sugar-sweetened energy drinks and regular soda had the
highest median sugar content in our analysis at 43.5 grams
per 16-ounce serving and 37 grams per 12-ounce serving,
respectively. Canada Dry Island Lime Soda had the most
calories and sugar of all products analyzed, with 310 calories
and 81 grams of sugar in a 20-ounce container. Products in
other categories had somewhat less sugar, including flavored
water (27 g/20 0z), iced tea (25.5 g/16.9-0z), fruit drinks (23 g/12
0z), and sports drinks (21 g/12 0z). A number of sub-brands
offered products that contained zero-calorie sweeteners in

ADVERTISING

addition to added sugar, including 88% of sugar-sweetened
energy drinks, 40% of iced tea, and approximately 30% of fruit
drink, sports drink, and regular soda sub-brands.

This analysis identified some unusual products. Two energy
drink companies advertised regular soda brands in 2018
(Monster Mutant Super Soda and Red Bull Organics), but
Monster Mutant Super Soda has since been discontinued.
Hiball Energy Drink described itself as a “sparkling energy
water.” It contained 160 milligrams of caffeine per 16 ounces,
but no added sugar or zero-calorie sweeteners.

In this section, we report 2018 advertising data by category, company, and brand for products in the drink categories included
in this report: regular soda, sports drinks, energy drinks, iced tea, fruit drinks, and flavored water (excluding children’s drinks).
We also assess changes from 2010 and 2013 (reported in Sugary Drink FACTS 20142) when data were available. For comparison
purposes, some analyses also include advertising for diet and unsweetened drinks. We first report advertising spending results
and then exposure to TV advertising by preschoolers (2-5 years), children (6-11 years), and teens (12-17 years).

The advertising analyses include two additional categories: soda brand and drink brand ads. Soda brand advertising promoted
a brand of soda but did not specify a regular or diet product. In some cases, soda brand ads only promoted a brand logo, while
others featured both regular and diet varieties of the brand in the same ad. Drink brand ads featured a brand in one of the other
drink categories that was available in both sugar-sweetened and diet varieties. These ads featured both sugar-sweetened and
diet varieties or did not specify a variety. Drink brand ads also include company-level ads that promoted more than one brand
from a company (e.g., Coca-Cola company brands).

Advertising spending

Advertising spending  Definition

Advertising spending Amount spent on all advertising in measured media, including TV, magazines, digital (i.e., internet

and mobile), radio, newspapers, free standing insert (FSI) coupons, and outdoor advertising.

Soda brand ads These ads promote a brand of soda, but do not specify a regular or diet variety. This category also

includes ads that promote both regular and diet varieties together.

Drink brand ads These ads promote a sugary drink brand, but do not specify a sugar-sweetened or diet variety
(e.g., Snapple ads). This category also includes brand-level ads that feature both regular and diet

varieties and company-level ads that feature multiple brands.

In 2018, 24 beverage companies spent $1,038 million -
more than $1 billion — to advertise sugary drinks and energy
drinks, excluding children’s drinks (see Figure 1). As reported
previously, advertising for children’s sugary drinks (fruit drinks
and flavored water) totaled $21 million in 2018, less than 5%
of total sugary drink advertising expenditures.® More than one-
half of sugary drink ad expenditures promoted regular soda
and soda brands ($586 mill), while sports drinks, energy drinks
and shots, and iced tea each spent more than $100 million.
Fruit drinks and flavored water combined (excluding children’s

drinks) spent just $28 million. Companies also spent $39 million
in drink brand ads (e.g., Snapple brand ads or Coca-Cola ads
for multiple company brands).

In comparing all categories of refreshment beverages
(including diet and unsweetened drinks), sugary drinks
represented approximately two-thirds (64%) of total ad
spending. Companies spent $607 million to advertise diet and
unsweetened drinks, including diet soda and other diet drinks,
unsweetened water (plain and sparkling), and 100% juice.
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Figure 1. Total ad spending by category: 2018

Fruit drinks and flavored water
$28 mill

Drink brands
$39 mill

Sugary children’s drinks
$21 mill

Iced tea
$111 mill

Regular soda
and soda brands
$586 mill

Sports drinks
$159 mill

All sugary drink categories: $1,059 million*

*Includes children’s sugary drinks
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data

Diet soda represented approximately one-half (49%) of ad
expenditures in these categories, followed by unsweetened
(plain and sparkling) water at 24%. However, regular soda
outspent diet soda by 78%. In addition, sports drinks spent
slightly more than unsweetened water.

From 2013 to 2018, total advertising spending for the sugary
drink and energy drink categories in this report increased by
26%, following a 3% decline from 2010 to 2013. However,
changes in ad spending varied widely by category (see
Figure 2). From 2013 to 2018, regular soda/soda brand
advertising increased by 41%, following a slight decline from
201010 2013. Of note, diet soda advertising also increased by
41% from 2013 to 2018

Advertising spending for iced tea had the biggest increase,
almost tripling from 2013 to 2018, while sport drink ads increased
by 24%. On the other hand, energy drink ad spending declined
by 34%, and fruit drink ad spending went down 5% (totaling $27
mill in 2018). Sugar-sweetened flavored waters spent just $1.4
million to advertise in 2013, compared to $16 million in 2018. As
previously reported, advertising for sweetened children’s drinks
also declined by 42% during this same time.*

Spending by media type

TV remained the primary type of media used to promote sugary
drinks and energy drinks in 2018. Companies devoted 84%
of total advertising expenditures to TV (see Figure 3). This
proportion was similar to TV expenditures in 2013 (85% of total
ad spending).® Digital, magazine, outdoor, and radio ads each
represented 3 to 4% of total ad spending in 2018.

Unsweetened children’s drinks
Other diet drinks $34 mill

$58 mill

100% juice

$71 mill Diet soda

$296 mill

Water
(sparkling,
plain)
$148 mill

Diet and unsweetened drink categories: $607 million

However, the distribution of ad spending across media types
differed by category (see Table 4). Regular soda, energy
drinks, and fruit drinks each allocated approximately 90% or
more of their advertising to TV, followed by sports drinks and

Figure 2. Changes in ad spending by category: 2010-2018
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Total ad spending ($ mill)
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2013 2018

Regular soda/soda brands [l Sports drinks [ Energy drinks

M iced tea Fruit drinks and flavored water || Drink brands

*Excluding children’s drinks
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data, Sugary Drink FACTS 2014
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Figure 3. Ad spending by media type: 2018
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Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data

iced tea (approximately 80%), and soda brands and drink
brands (over 60%). The majority of flavored water advertising
occurred in magazines, and sports drinks and iced tea also
allocated almost 15% of expenditures to magazine ads.
Regular soda also spent $26 million on radio advertising and
$16 million on outdoor ads. Both soda brands and drink brands
spent more than 25% of their budgets on outdoor advertising.
Digital advertising represented a significant expenditure for
all categories except iced tea and flavored water, including
approximately 25% of soda brand and drink brand ad spending
and 9% for energy drinks.

Advertising spending by company

The two largest beverage companies — Coca-Cola and PepsiCo
— were responsible for 69% of advertising expenditures for all
categories of sugary drinks and energy drinks in 2018, including
80% of regular soda/soda brand advertising. Dr Pepper Snapple
Group was responsible for another 13% of expenditures. The
remaining 21 companies in our analysis combined represented

Table 4. Ad spending by drink category and media type: 2018

-hour

T o it T LS

Caffelne from green tea leaves
Sugar free % 4 calories

WWW.5HOURENERGY.COM

5-hour Energy spent over $5 million in digital advertising
and Gatorade spent $22 million in magazine advertising, the
most highly advertised brands in these media.

19% of sugary drink and energy drink advertising spending
in 2018, including $60 million by Innovation Ventures (5-hour
Energy shots), $54 million by Pepsi Lipton (a joint venture
between PepsiCo and Unilever for tea brands), and $47 million
by Red Bull (energy drinks and regular soda).

Ad spending in 2018 ($000)

Category TV TV % of spending Digital Magazine Radio Outdoor
Regular soda $469,176 90% $11,253 $1,118 $26,427 $16,118
Sports drink $127,731 81% $7,500 $22,783 $191 $409
Energy drink $102,004 89% $9,575 $750 $1,653 $1,157
Iced tea $89,840 81% $650 $16,347 $798 $2,906
Soda brand $36,558 61% $8,985 $211 $898 $13,452
Drink brand $23,496 64% $5,970 $383 $784 $6,027
Fruit drink $25,425 94% $1,486 $0 $0 $0
Flavored water $169 12% $126 $885 $0 $248

Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data
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Figure 4. Ad spending by company: 2018
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Companies varied in the proportion of expenditures devoted
to sugary drinks versus diet drinks (see Figure 4). Both Coca-
Cola and PepsiCo spent just over $500 million to advertise
sugary drinks and diet drinks combined. However, PepsiCo
devoted 78% of expenditures to sugary drinks, compared to
63% for Coca-Cola. Similar to PepsiCo, Dr Pepper Snapple
Group allocated 76% of its spending to sugary drinks.
Therefore, PepsiCo and Dr Pepper Snapple Group spent more
than three times as much to advertise sugary drinks compared
to diet drinks (3.5 and 3.3), while Coca-Cola spent 1.7 times

BN

Both Coke Classic and Pepsi spent more than $10 million in
radio ads and more than $7 million in outdoor advertising, in
addition to over $100 million in TV ads.

as much on sugary drinks. PepsiCo spent more to advertise
sugary drinks ($390 million) than any other company.

From 2013 to 2018, the three major beverage companies all
increased their spending on sugary drink advertising (see
Table 5). Coca-Cola had the biggest spending increase
overall (+81%), while PepsiCo and Dr Pepper Snapple Group
increased their total spending by 21% and 16%, respectively.
Pepsi Lipton tripled its advertising spending on sugary
drinks during this time. In contrast, advertising for Innovation
Ventures declined by 39% and Red Bull spending did not

Table 5. Changes in ad spending by company and sugary drink category: 2010-2018

Total advertising spending ($000)

% change

Company Category 2010 2013 2018 2013-2018
PepsiCo Regular soda and soda brands $95,104 $195,870 $252,771 29%
Other sugary drinks and drink brands $118,526 $125,695 $137,890 10%

Coca-Cola Regular soda and soda brands $202,545 $133,010 $217,820 64%
Other sugary drinks and drink brands $49,216 $44,645 $102,986 131%

Dr Pepper Snapple Group Regular soda and soda brands $111,302 $86,040 $112,190 30%
Other sugary drinks and drink brands $8,766 $28,194 $20,236 -28%

Innovation Ventures Energy drink $107,006 $98,842 $60,452 -39%
Pepsi Lipton Iced tea and drink brands $17,284 $18,004 $54,056 200%
Red Bull Energy drink and regular soda $25,974 $47,773 $47,057 -1%

Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data
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change. PepsiCo was the only top-three company that had
also increased advertising spending on sugary drinks from
2010t0 2013 (+51%); both Coca-Cola and Dr Pepper Snapple
Group reduced their spending during that time.

From 2013 to 2018, PepsiCo increased ad spending on regular
soda/soda brands at a greater rate than its other sugary drink
brands, while Dr Pepper Snapple Group increased spending
on soda and reduced spending on its other brands. In contrast,
Coca-Colaincreased spending on soda by 64% and more than
doubled spending on other sugary drink advertising. Changes
in spending on regular soda and soda brands since 2010
are also notable. PepsiCo spent 2.7 times more to advertise
regular soda and soda brands in 2018 than in 2010. In contrast,
both Coca-Cola and Dr Pepper Snapple Group decreased
spending on these categories from 2010 to 2013 and then
increased spending from 2013 to 2018. As a result, advertising
expenditures for regular soda and soda brands were just
slightly higher in 2018 than in 2010: +8% for Coca-Cola and
+1% for Dr Pepper Snapple Group.

Advertising spending by brand

Ranking Table 2 details advertising spending for all sugary
drink and energy drink brands analyzed. Three regular soda
and one sports drink brand dominated sugary drink advertising
in 2018. Each spent more than $100 million and together they
represented 49% of all sugary drink advertising expenditures:
Coke ($154.4 million), Gatorade ($133.6 mill), Pepsi ($118.3
mill), and Mtn Dew ($106.6 mill). Four additional brands spent

Vitaminwater Zero and Simply Light were the only diet or low-
calorie drinks with more advertising than full-calorie varieties
of the brand.

more than $30 million: Dr Pepper regular soda ($66.8 mill),
5-hour Energy and Red Bull energy drinks ($60.5 and $47.1 mill,
respectively), and Pure Leaf iced tea ($35.3 mill). Nine additional
brands spent from $10 to $30 million in advertising in 2018.

Some energy drink brands advertised new varieties that were
not traditional energy drinks. Both Red Bull and Monster
advertised regular soda drinks (Red Bull Organic and Monster
Mutant Super Soda), although Monster has since discontinued
its soda brand. 5-hour Energy also advertised 5-hour Tea

Figure 5. Proportion of ad spending on lower-calorie and diet sub-brands: 2018*
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% of ad spending in 2018* B Full-calorie Lower-calorie D Diet

*Brands that spent more than $1 million on advertising for diet and/or low-calorie sub-brands and more than $10 million in total. Excludes

brand-level and company-level spending.
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data
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energy shots, with “caffeine derived from green tea leaves.”
Snapple was the only other major brand to advertise products
in more than one category (iced tea and fruit drinks).

Four of the most-advertised brands (those spending $10
million or more) advertised lower-calorie sub-brands with less
sugar (plus zero-calorie sweeteners) than their full-calorie
varieties (Coke Life, Gatorade G2, Mtn Dew Kickstart, and
Simply Light). These sub-brands are included in sugary drink
brand spending numbers. Many brands also offered diet (i.e.,
zero-sugar) varieties, and 5-hour Energy shot is only available
without sugar.

Three Coca-Cola brands were the only brands to allocate more
than 50% of their advertising to low-calorie and/or diet versions
(see Figure 5): Coke devoted 55% of advertising to its diet
varieties (Coke Zero and Diet Coke); Simply devoted 24% of
advertising to Simply Light fruit drinks that contained added
sugar (e.g., Simply Lemonade) and 47% to Simply Light fruit
drinks with zero-calorie sweeteners and no added sugar (e.g.,
Simply Orange); and Glaceau Vitaminwater devoted 90% of
advertising spending to Vitaminwater Zero. Of PepsiCo sugary
drink brands with diet and/or low-calorie varieties, Diet Pepsi
had the highest proportion of brand spending, representing
46% of Pepsi expenditures. All other sugary drink brands with
$10 million or more in total spending devoted 70% or more of
their advertising spending to full-calorie products.

The numbers in Figure 5 do not include brand-level advertising,
but Coke, Pepsi, Mtn Dew, Dr Pepper, and Sprite also spent
more than $1 million to advertise their brands. These ads
featured images of both regular and diet varieties of the brand
or just the brand logo (which is consistent across all varieties).

In comparing ad spending in 2013 to 2018, 19 sugary drink
brands increased their advertising by $1 million or more (see
Table 6). Six of these brands had not advertised in 2013,
including Honest Tea iced tea, which spent $10.9 million in
2018. Three energy drink brands (BodyArmor, Monster, and
Celsius) and one regular soda offered by an energy drink
brand also advertised in 2018 but not in 2013.

An additional seven brands (five regular soda and two iced
tea) increased their advertising spending by $10 million or
more during this time, led by Mtn Dew and Coke regular soda
(+$65.5 million and +$54.0 million, respectively).

A similar number of brands decreased their advertising
spending by $1 million or more from 2013 to 2018 (see Table
7). Nine of these brands advertised in 2013 but not in 2018. SK
Energy had spent more than $20 million to advertise in 2013,
but the product is no longer available. However, only three
brands reduced their advertising spending by $10 million or
more from 2013 to 2018. 5-hour Energy and Pepsi regular soda
had the biggest reductions in dollars spent ($38 million and
$20 million, respectively), while Glaceau Vitaminwater flavored
water reduced its advertising spending by 91%.

Table 6. Brands with the greatest increase in ad spending: 2013-2018*

Total ad spending ($000)

$ (%) change
Company Brand Category 2013 2018 2013-2018
Brands that advertised in 2018 but not 2013
Coca-Cola Honest Tea Iced tea $0 $10,897
Coca-Cola Simply Fruit drink $0 $8,682
BA Sports Nutrition BodyArmor Energy drink $0 $3,607
Hansen Beverage Monster Energy drink $0 $3,280
Hansen Beverage Monster Regular soda $0 $1,365
Celsius Celsius Energy drink $0 $1,016
Brands with increases in advertising of $10 million or more
PepsiCo Mtn Dew Regular soda $41,112 $106,613 $65,500 (159%)
Coca-Cola Coke Regular soda $100,466 $154,425 $53,959 (46%)
Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea $3,261 $35,263 $32,002 (981%)
Coca-Cola Gold Peak Iced tea $369 $29,566 $29,197 (7916%)
Coca-Cola Sprite Regular soda $4,746 $25,690 $20,944 (441%)
Dr Pepper Snapple Group Canada Dry Regular soda $9,047 $29,737 $20,691 (229%)
Dr Pepper Snapple Group Dr Pepper Regular soda $54,286 $66,753 $12,467 (23%)

*Excludes brand-level and company-level spending
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data
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Table 7. Brands with the greatest decrease in ad spending: 2013-2018

Total ad spending ($000)

$ (%) change

Company Brand Category 2013 2018 2013-2018
Brands that advertised in 2013 but not 2018*

SK Energy Shots SK Energy Energy drink $20,408 $0

Coca-Cola Seagram's Regular soda $7,651 $0

PepsiCo Sierra Mist Regular soda $6,581 $0

Coca-Cola Fuze Iced tea $6,220 $0

Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ Sun Drop Regular soda $4,606 $0

Campbell Soup Company V8 Fusion (Refreshers) Fruit drink $3,635 $0

Houchens Industries Tampico Fruit drink $3,411 $0

PepsiCo Manzanita Sol Regular soda $2,364 $0

Nestle Poland Spring (Natures Blends)  Fruit drink $1,532 $0
Brands with decreases in advertising of $10 million or more

Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy Energy drink $98,842 $60,452 -$38,390 (-39%)

PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda $139,310 $118,331 -$20,979 (-15%)

Coca-Cola Glaceau Vitaminwater Flavored water $15,603 $1,429 -$14,174 (-91%)

*Excludes brand-level and company-level spending
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data

TV advertising exposure

TV advertising
exposure Definition
Gross ratings points
(GRPs)

Measure of the per capita number of TV advertisements viewed by a specific demographic group
over a period of time across all types of programming. GRPs for specific demographic groups are

also known as targeted rating points (TRPSs).

Average advertising
exposure

Targeted ratios
(vs. adults)
years).

In 2018, just eight companies advertised 23 different sugary
drink and energy drink brands (excluding children’s drinks) on
TV. Preschoolers (2-5 years) and children (6-11 years) viewed
on average 139.4 and 135.0 TV ads, respectively, for these
brands. As reported in Children’s Drink FACTS, they viewed an
additional 38.3 and 45.4 ads for children’s sugary drinks (fruit
drinks and flavored water).® Therefore children saw more than
three times as many TV ads for the sugary drink categories
in this report, even though brands in these categories did not
target their advertising to children directly. Teens (12-17 years)
viewed 169.3 TV ads for sugary drinks and energy drinks, in
addition to 43.4 ads for children’s sugary drinks.

Examination of trends in sugary drink TV advertising reveals
an increase in sugary drink and energy drink TV ads viewed
by preschoolers (+26%) and children (+8%) from 2013 to

GRPs divided by 100. Provides a measure of the number ads viewed by individuals in a specific
demographic group, on average, during the time period measured.

A measure of relative exposure by youth versus adults, calculated by dividing GRPs for
preschoolers (2-5 years), children (6-11 years), or teens (12-17 years) by GRPs for adults (18-49

2018, following a decline from 2010 to 2013 (see Figure 6). In
contrast, TV ads seen by teens declined by 35% from 2013 to
2018, continuing a decline from 2010 to 2013.

These changes in exposure to TV ads should be examined in
the context of large declines in the amount of time that young
people spent watching TV from 2013 to 2018 (see Figure 7). On
average, preschoolers and children spent 35% and 42% less
time watching TV in 2018 than they did in 2013, while teens’ TV
viewing times declined by 52%. As a result, the number of TV
ads viewed should have decreased at a similar rate. However,
despite these significant reductions in time spent watching TV,
the number of sugary drink TV ads viewed by preschoolers
and children increased from 2013 to 2018. Moreover, sugary
drink TV ads viewed by teens declined at a lower rate than the
decline in TV viewing times.
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Figure 6. Trends in youth exposure to TV advertising:
2010-2018
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Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

Preschooler and child exposure to TV advertising
by category

In examining exposure to TV advertising by category in 2018,
regular soda/soda brands made up 51% of sugary drink and
energy drink ads viewed (see Table 8). Preschoolers and
children viewed even more ads for regular soda/soda brands
than for children’s fruit drinks and flavored water combined.’
They also viewed approximately 25 ads for iced tea and 15
to 17 ads for energy drinks and sports drinks. Fruit drinks and

Figure 7. Trends in TV viewing times: 2010-2018
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flavored water combined (excluding children’s drinks) made
up approximately 5% of TV ads viewed in 2018.

However, brands in these categories did not directly target their
TV advertising to preschoolers and children. In 2018, targeted
ratios for total sugary drink and energy drink ads viewed by
preschoolers and children compared to adults were 0.40 and
0.39, respectively, indicating that preschoolers and children
saw less than half the number of these ads than adults saw.
Flavored water had the highest ratios of ads viewed (0.59 and

Table 8. TV advertising exposure for preschoolers and children by category: 2010-2018

Avg # of TV ads viewed

Preschoolers (2-5 years)

Children (6-11 years) Targeted ratios: 2018*

% change

% change

Category 2010 2013 2018 2013-2018 2010 2013 2018 2013-2018 Preschoolers  Children

Sugary drinks and energy drinks
Regular soda/soda brand 48.7 39.5 72.1 78% 62.8 436 69.2 55% 0.40 0.38
Iced tea 6.3 9.1 253 178% 7.9 10.0 25.0 150% 0.41 0.40
Energy drink 458 345 17.2 -50% 55.1 40.1 16.6 -58% 0.39 0.38
Sports drink 10.8 141 157 1% 143 176 153 -13% 0.39 0.38
Fruit drink 1.1 6.4 7.3 14% 12.9 6.1 7.0 15% 0.42 0.41
Drink brand 0.3 3.4 1.6 -52% 0.3 4.1 1.7 -59% 0.38 0.39
Flavored water 4.8 B8 0.2 -94% 5.6 35 0.2 -95% 0.59 0.49
Total sugary drinks** 127.8 110.3 139.4 26% 158.9 125.1 135.0 8% 0.40 0.39

Diet drinks
Diet soda 20.8 275 31.2 14% 249 282 29.0 3% 0.39 0.36
Other diet drink 3.8 7.0 126 80% 4.0 70 11.9 71% 0.39 0.37
Total diet drinks 246 345 438 27% 28.9 352 41.0 16% 0.40 0.36

*TV viewing time ratios in 2018 were 0.87 for preschoolers vs. adults and 0.66 for children vs. adults

**Excluding children’s drinks
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014
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0.49 for preschoolers and children, respectively). In contrast,
targeted ratios for children’s sugary drink ads viewed in 2018
were approximately 2.0, indicating that preschoolers and
children saw twice as many TV ads for children’s sugary drinks
than adults saw.?

From 201310 2018, TV ads viewed by preschoolers and children
increased for three of the seven categories examined. Iced tea
had the highest percent increase: ads viewed increased by 2.5
times or more for both age groups. Regular soda/soda brand ads
viewed increased by 78% for preschoolers and 55% for children.
Regular soda/soda brands also contributed the biggest increase
in number of TV ads viewed (+32.6 ads for preschoolers and
+25.6 ads for children). Fruit drink ads (excluding children’s
drinks) also increased for both preschoolers and children, while
sports drink ads increased for preschoolers, but declined for
children. Energy drink and brand-level ads both declined by
50% or more for preschoolers and children. Flavored water had
the greatest reductions in ads viewed from 2013 to 2018 (by
more than 90%).

Although companies did not target children under age 12 with
TV ads for these categories, preschoolers and children viewed
3.6 and 3.0 times as many ads for these sugary drinks and
energy drinks compared to ads viewed for children’s sugary
drinks in 2018 (see Figure 8). Furthermore, ads viewed for
children’s drinks declined by more than one-half from 2010
to 2018. As a result, children’s sugary drinks represented a
smaller proportion of all sugary drink ads viewed in 2018 than
in 2010: approximately 40% in 2010 versus one-quarter of ads
in 2018.

Teen exposure to TV advertising by category

As with younger age groups, TV ads for regular soda/soda
brands contributed more than 50% of sugary drink and energy
drink ads viewed by teens in 2018 (see Table 9). Iced tea,
energy drinks, and sports drinks represented another 43%
of ads viewed. Fruit drinks and flavored water combined
(excluding children’s drinks) contributed approximately 4% of
TV ads for sugary drinks viewed by teens.

The targeted ratio of total sugary drink and energy drink ads
viewed by teens compared to adults was 0.49 in 2018, which
indicates that teens saw approximately one-half as many TV
ads for these products as adults saw. This difference was
comparable to the ratio of time spent watching TV for teens
versus adults (0.50). However, some categories appeared
to target their advertising directly to teens as evidenced by
higher teen-targeted ratios. Flavored water had the highest
teen-targeted ratio (0.60), followed by energy drinks (0.53)
and sports drinks (0.52). Fruit drinks and drink brands had the
lowest teen-targeted ratios (0.42 and 0.41, respectively).

Despite an overall 52% decline in average TV viewing times
for teens from 2013 to 2018, teens viewed 68% more TV ads
for iced tea in 2018 than in 2013 and approximately the same
number of ads for regular soda/soda brands. Ads viewed
for sports drinks and fruit drinks declined at lower rates than
declines in TV viewing times (38% and 11%, respectively).
Flavored water had the highest decline (98%), followed by
drink brands (77%) and energy drinks (76%).

Teens saw approximately three times as many TV ads for
sugary drinks and energy drinks than for diet drinks in 2018.

Figure 8. TV ads viewed by preschoolers and children, including children’s drinks: 2010-2018
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Teens (12-17 years)

Table 9. TV advertising exposure for teens by category: 2010-2018

Avg # of TV ads viewed Targeted ratio*
% change
Category 2010 2013 2018 2013-2018 2018
Sugary drinks and energy drinks
Regular soda/soda brand 122.6 86.1 86.7 1% 0.48
Iced tea 12.3 17.3 29.0 68% 0.47
Energy drink 126.3 97.7 23.3 -76% 0.53
Sports drink 32,5 34.0 211 -38% 0.52
Fruit drink 17.3 8.2 7.3 -11% 0.42
Drink brand 0.5 7.6 1.8 -77% 0.41
Flavored water 14.9 8 0.2 -98% 0.60
Total sugary drinks** 326.3 260.8 169.3 -35% 0.49
Diet drinks
Diet soda 46.1 56.2 34.6 -38% 0.43
Other diet 6.5 10.7 15.1 1% 0.47
Total diet drinks 52.6 66.9 49.7 -26% 0.44

*TV viewing time ratio for teens vs. adults was 0.50 in 2018
**Excluding children’s drinks
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

Teen-targeted ratios for diet categories (0.44 combined) were TV advertising exposure by company

also lower than TV viewing time ratios, indicating that these

products were not targeted directly to teens. However, there Three companies dominated TV advertising for sugary drinks
was a substantial increase (+41%) in the number of ads that and energy drinks viewed by youth. PepsiCo was responsible

teens viewed for other diet drinks in 2018 compared to 2013. for 38% to 40% of ads viewed by preschoolers, children, and
teens, while Coca-Cola and Dr Pepper Snapple Group were

responsible for approximately 20% and 15%, respectively.

Figure 9. Changes in TV ad exposure by company for preschoolers and children: 2010-2018
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Figure 10. Changes in TV ad exposure by company for
teens: 2010-2018
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Pepsi Lipton, Innovation Ventures, and Red Bull
contributed another 4% to 9% of ads viewed.

As noted earlier, preschoolers’ and children’s total exposure to
TV advertising for sugary drinks increased from 2013 to 2018,
but changes varied substantially by company (see Figure
9). Coca-Cola had the highest percent change in ads viewed
for both preschoolers and children, almost tripling sugary
drink ads viewed by these age groups. Pepsi Lipton had the
second-highest percent increase; preschoolers and children

saw about twice as many ads in 2018 than in 2013. PepsiCo
ads also increased by 60% and 34%, respectively; and Red
Bull ads increased for both age groups. Dr Pepper Snapple
Group increased its advertising to preschoolers by 10%, but
advertising to children decreased by 11%. Innovation Ventures
was the only top-advertiser to reduce TV advertising to both
preschoolers and children.

Despite a 35% decline in total sugary drink TV ads viewed by
teens, both Coca-Cola and Pepsi Lipton increased the number
of ads viewed by teens, by 50% for Coca-Cola and 28% for
Pepsi Lipton (see Figure 10). The decline in PepsiCo sugary
drink ads (12%) was lower than the total decline, while ads
for both Innovation Ventures and Dr Pepper Snapple Group
sugary drinks had higher than average declines (88% and
42%, respectively).

TV advertising exposure by brand

Ranking Table 3 presents the total number of TV ads viewed
by brand for preschoolers and children in 2010, 2013, and
2018, and Ranking Table 4 presents the same information for
teens. Three regular soda, one sports drink, and one energy
drink brand ranked in the top-five brands in this report with the
most TV advertising to preschoolers, children, and teens in
2018. Mtn Dew had the highest number of ads viewed in 2018
by all age groups, followed by Gatorade, Red Bull, Coke, and
Pepsi.

Only 2 of the 10 sugary drink brands with the most TV advertising
viewed by children and preschoolers in 2018 were children’s
drinks (see Table 10). Although the regular soda, sports drink,
energy drink, and iced tea brands on this list did not target their
advertising directly to children (as evidenced by low targeted
ratios), preschoolers and children saw large numbers of ads for
all these brands.

Table 10. Top-10 sugary drink brands (including children’s drinks) advertised to children: 2018

Preschoolers (2-5 years) Children (6-11 years)

Avg # ads  Targeted Avg # ads  Targeted
Company Brand Category viewed ratio viewed ratio
Kraft Heinz Kool-Aid Jammers Fruit drink 23.2 3.86 27.4 4.56
PepsiCo Mtn Dew Regular soda 24.7 0.38 23.8 0.37
PepsiCo Gatorade Sports drink 15.3 0.39 15.0 0.38
Kraft Heinz Capri Sun Roarin’ Waters Flavored water o5 3.94 12.6 5.22
Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink 10.6 0.42 10.3 0.37
Coca-Cola Coke Regular soda 10.1 0.43 9.4 0.43
PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda 9.0 0.38 8.6 0.37
Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea 7.2 0.40 6.9 0.38
Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Snapple Iced tea 6.7 0.40 6.7 0.40
Coca-Cola Sprite Regular soda 6.0 0.43 6.0 0.43

Shading indicates a children’s sugary drink brand
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Children’s Drink FACTS
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Table 11. Sugary drink sub-brands* targeted to teens: 2018

Teens (12-17 years)

Company Brand (sub-brand) Category Avg # ads viewed Teen-targeted ratio
Coca-Cola Fanta Regular soda &3 0.73
PepsiCo Mtn Dew (Kickstart) Regular soda 7.3 0.60
Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper (Cherry) Regular soda 4.9 0.56
Coca-Cola Sprite Regular soda 7.5 0.55
Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy (regular shots) Energy drink 8.8 0.55
PepsiCo Gatorade (excluding G2) Sports drink 13.9 0.55
Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink 13.7 0.54
Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Snapple (including Straight Up Tea) Iced tea 8.6 0.52

*Of the 20 sub-brands with the highest number of ads viewed by teens

Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data

A number of sub-brands did appear to target their TV
advertising to teens as evidenced by teen-targeted ratios
greater than 0.50 (see Table 11). Of the 20 sub-brands
with the most TV advertising to teens, targeted sub-brands
included four regular soda, two energy drink, one sports
drink, and one iced tea. Fanta regular soda from Coca-Cola
had the highest targeted ratio of all brands (0.73), followed by
Mtn Dew Kickstart (0.60).

From 2013 to 2018, changes in the number of TV ads viewed
varied greatly by brand. Three sugary drink brands advertised
on TV in 2018 that had not advertised in 2013 and contributed
approximately two or more ads viewed by children and teens
(see Table 12). Another seven brands increased their TV

advertising to children and teens, with a 30% or more increase
for at least one age group. Mtn Dew had the greatest increase
in number of ads viewed by children and teens (more than 15
ads), followed by Pure Leaf iced tea, Sprite regular soda, and
Gold Peak iced tea. Fanta increased its advertising to children
and teens by more than 3000%.

In contrast, four brands that had advertised on TV in 2013 no
longer advertised in 2018, but just one was responsible for
more than 1 ad viewed on average by children or teens in
2013 (see Table 13). Another four brands reduced their TV
advertising to teens by more than 52% from 2013 to 2018 (i.e.,
greater than the reduction in time that teens spent watching
TV during that time). 5-hour Energy had the biggest declines

Examples of ads for regular soda brands disproportionately targeted to teens
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Table 12. Brands with the greatest increase in TV ad exposure: 2013-2018*

Avg # of ads viewed

Children (6-11 years) Teens (12-17 years)

# of ads (%) # of ads (%)

change change
Company Brand Category 2013 2018 2013-2018 2013 2018 2013-2018
Brands that advertised on TV in 2018 but not 2013
Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ 7-Up Regular soda 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.6
Coca-Cola Simply Fruit drink 0.0 3.0 0.0 B8
Coca-Cola Honest Tea Iced tea 0.0 2.2 0.0 1.8
Brands with the greatest increase in ads viewed by children
PepsiCo Mtn Dew Regular soda 72 238 16.6 (230%) 172 322 15.0 (87%)
Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea 0.3 6.9 6.6 (2048%) 0.6 7.8 7.2 (1292%)
Coca-Cola Sprite Regular soda 1.0 6.0 5.0 (499%) 2.6 7.5 4.9 (192%)
Coca-Cola Gold Peak Iced tea 0.2 4.2 4.0 (2443%) 0.2 4.7 4.5 (2104%)
Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Snapple Iced tea 3.8 6.7 2.9 (75%) B8535 6.7 3.4 (75%)
Coca-Cola Coke Regular soda 5.6 7.9 2.3 (40%) 86 104 1.8 (21%)
Coca-Cola Fanta Regular soda 0.1 2.3 2.2 (3297%) 0.1 818 3.2 (4197%)

*Excludes brand-level and company-level ads
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

Table 13. Brands with the greatest decrease in TV ad exposure: 2013-2018*

Avg # of ads viewed

Children (6-11 years) Teens (12-17 years)

# of ads (%) # of ads (%)

change change

Company Brand Category 2013 2018 2013-2018 2013 2018 2013-2018
Brands that advertised in 2013 but not 2018**

Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ Sun Drop Regular soda 583 0.0 11.3 0.0
Brands with the greatest decrease in ads viewed by teens

Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy Energy drink 29.9 5.8 -24.1 (-81%) 72.7 8.8 -63.9 (-88%)

PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda 13.7 8.6 -5.1 (-87%) 26.8 10.2 -16.6 (-62%)

Glaceau
Coca-Cola Vitaminwater Flavored water 3.5 0.2 -3.3 (-95%) 9.9 0.2 -9.7 (-97%)
Ocean Spray Ocean Spray Fruit drink 5.8 3.8 -2.0 (-35%) 7.9 3.7 -4.2 (-53%)

*Excludes brand-level and company-level ads
**Brands with more than 1 ad viewed in 2013
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

in number of ads viewed (-24 ads for children and -64 ads for
teens), while Glaceau Vitaminwater had the highest percent
decline (more than 95%).

Advertising summary

In 2018, beverage companies spent $1,038 million — over $1
billion — to advertise sugary drinks (excluding children's drinks)
and energy drinks, which represented two-thirds of advertising
spending for all refreshment beverages (including diet drinks,
unsweetened water, and 100% juice). Eighty-four percent of
total ad spending was devoted to TV advertising. Companies
increased sugary drink ad spending by 26% from 2013 to
2018. Categories with substantial increases include iced tea

(+195%), regular soda/soda brands (+41%), and sports drinks
(+24%). Energy drinks was the only category to reduce ad
spending from 2013 to 2018 (-34%).

Two companies —PepsiCo and Coca-Cola—were responsible for
69% of all sugary drink and energy drink advertising spending;
each spent more than $320 million in 2018. Dr Pepper Snapple
Group spent $133 million (13% of the total), and another three
companies — Innovation Ventures, Pepsi Lipton, and Red Bull -
each spent $54 to $60 million. Of the top-six companies, only
Innovation Ventures reduced its spending from 2013 to 2018
(-39%). Red Bull spending remained flat, while the other four
companies increased their sugary drink ad spending by 16%
(Dr Pepper Snapple Group) to 200% (Pepsi Lipton).
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Four individual brands spent more than $100 million each
in 2018 — Coke, Gatorade, Pepsi, and Mtn Dew — and four
additional brands spent more than $30 million — Dr Pepper,
5-hour Energy, Red Bull, and Pure Leaf. Of the brands that
offered diet and/or low-calorie varieties in addition to full-calorie
sugary drinks, most devoted three-quarters or more of their ad
spending to full-calorie varieties. Three Coca-Cola brands —
Coke, Simply fruit drinks, and Glaceau Vitaminwater — were the
only major sugary drink brands that devoted more than 50% of
their ad spending to low-calorie and/or diet drinks.

Preschoolers (2-5 years) and children (6-11 years) saw 26%
and 8% more TV ads, respectively, for sugary drinks and energy
drinks in 2018 than in 2013, despite significant declines in the
average amount of time they spent watching TV during this time.
Teens’ exposure to these ads declined by 35%, which was less
than declines in the average amount of time they spent watching
TV. Therefore, increased advertising spending by sugary drink
and energy drink brands offset reductions in ads viewed due
to declines in time spent watching TV. In 2018, preschoolers,
children, and teens viewed on average 139.4, 135.0, and 169.3
TV ads, respectively, for sugary drinks and energy drinks.
Preschoolers and children saw more than twice as many ads
for these categories than they saw for children’s sugary drinks.

Approximately 51% of TV ads viewed for the categories
examined in this report were for regular soda/soda brands,

followed by iced tea, sports drinks, and energy drinks (each
representing more than 10% of the total). From 2013 to
2018, ads viewed for regular soda/soda brands and iced tea
increased for all youth. Fruit drink ads viewed also increased
for preschoolers and children, and sports drink ads increased
for preschoolers. Flavored water and energy drink ads had
the biggest declines for all age groups. Targeted ratios for
preschoolers and children indicate that sugary drinks and
energy drinks (excluding children’s drinks) were not directly
targeted to these age groups. However, disproportionately high
numbers of ads viewed by teens compared to adults indicate
that flavored water, energy drinks, and sports drinks appeared
to target teens with their TV advertising.

PepsiCo, Coca-Cola, and Dr Pepper Snapple were responsible
for three-quarters of sugary drink and energy drink ads viewed
by youth in all age groups in 2018. Preschoolers and children
saw more ads for PepsiCo, Coca-Cola, and Pepsi Lipton
sugary drinks and Red Bull energy drinks in 2018 compared
to 2013, while teens saw more ads for Coca-Cola and Pepsi
Lipton sugary drinks. Innovation Ventures (5-hour Energy) was
the only company that reduced its advertising to all age groups
from 2013 to 2018. Among sugary drink brands, Mtn Dew,
Coca-Cola, and Pepsi regular soda, as well as Gatorade sports
drink and Red Bull energy drink, were responsible for the most
advertising to youth in 2018.

ADVERTISING TO HISPANIC AND BLACK YOUTH

In this section we present TV advertising for sugary drinks and energy drinks targeted to Hispanic preschoolers, children, and teens
on Spanish-language TV. We also compare exposure to TV advertising for Black versus White preschoolers, children, and teens.

Advertising on Spanish-language TV

TV advertising to

Hispanic youth Definitions

Spanish-language TV

Spanish-language TV
ads viewed

Spanish-language TV advertising spending on sugary drinks
and energy drinks in 2018 totaled $83.9 million (see Figure
11). Over 60% of this spending promoted regular soda and
soda brands, and 33% was for sports drinks. Another 5% of
Spanish-language TV ad spending promoted energy drinks,
while the balance (<1%) was for drink brands and iced tea.
None of the fruit drink or flavored water brands in our analysis
advertised on Spanish-language TV in 2018. As reported
previously, two children’s fruit drinks (Capri Sun and Sunny D)

TV programming presented on Spanish cable and broadcast networks (e.g. Univision, Telemundo).

Ads on Spanish-language TV viewed by preschoolers (2-5 years), children (6-11 years), and teens
(12-17 years) living in Hispanic households.

also spent $1.6 million to advertise on Spanish-language TV
(those numbers are not included in these totals).®

On average, sugary drinks and energy drinks allocated 10% of
their total TV ad spending ($874 million) to Spanish-language
TV. Regular soda/soda brands also allocated 10% of total TV
ad spending to Spanish-language TV. Sports drinks allocated
21%, the highest proportion of any category. Energy drinks
spent 4% of their TV budgets on Spanish-language TV, while
iced tea and drink brands allocated the least (<1% combined).
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Figure 11. Spanish-language and total TV ad spending by
category: 2018
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From 2013 to 2018, total spending on Spanish-language TV
increased by 8%, due to a 745% increase in sports drink
advertising (see Table 14). During the same time, Spanish-
language TV ad spending for regular soda/soda brands stayed
relatively flat (-3%), while energy drinks and iced tea spending
decreased by more than 75%. These decreases followed
sizeable increases in these categories from 2010 to 2013. Total
ad spending on Spanish-language TV increased by 80% from
2010 to 2018.

Ads viewed by Hispanic youth on Spanish-
language TV

In 2018, Hispanic preschoolers viewed on average 49 ads
for sugary drinks and energy drinks on Spanish-language TV,
more ads than either Hispanic children (42 ads) or teens (33
ads) viewed (see Figure 12). Approximately 75% of the ads
viewed by all age groups were for regular soda/soda brands,
and another 20% for sports drinks.

Despite the increase in sugary drink and energy drink ad
spending on Spanish-language TV, from 2013 to 2018 the
number of Spanish-language TV ads viewed declined for
Hispanic preschoolers (-15%), children (-5%), and teens (-26%).
These declines can be explained by substantial decreases
in the amount of time that Hispanic youth spent watching
Spanish-language TV. In 2018, Hispanic preschoolers/
children (ages 2-11) and teens spent 42% and 56% less time,
respectively, watching Spanish-language TV than they did in
2013. Nonetheless, relative to 2010 both Hispanic preschoolers
and children viewed more ads on Spanish-language in 2018
(+36% and +59%, respectively), while ad exposure for teens
decreased by just 5% over the same time period.

In addition, Spanish-language TV ads viewed for sports drinks
increased 10-fold or more from 2013 to 2018 for Hispanic
youth of all ages. Exposure to regular soda/soda brand ads
also increased for Hispanic preschoolers (+13%) and children
(+25%), but slightly decreased for teens (-7%). In contrast, ads
viewed for energy drinks decreased by 94% across all age
groups.

Spanish-language TV advertising by company

In 2018, just six of the 24 companies in our analysis advertised
sugary drinks and energy drinks on Spanish-language TV (see
Figure 13). Moreover, two companies — PepsiCo and Coca-
Cola - were responsible for 84% of all Spanish-language ad
spending. Dr Pepper Snapple Group accounted for 10% and
Innovation Ventures for another 5%. Hansen Beverage and
Interstate Beverage together accounted for just <1%.

Table 14. Spanish-language TV ad spending by category: 2010-2018

Spanish-language TV ad spending ($000)

$ (%) change

Category 2010 2013 2018 2013-2018
Regular soda/soda brand $30,107 $53,124 $51,438 -$1,686 (3%)
Sports drink $6,030 $3,244 $27,422 +$24,178 (745%)
Energy drink $10,390 $20,490 $4,418 -$16,072 (78%)
Drink brand $0 $0 $407 -
Iced tea $0 $900 $193 -$707 (79%)
Flavored water $0 $240 $0 -$240 (100%)
Total $46,527 $77,998 $83,878 +$5,880 (8%)

Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

Sugory Drink FACTS %



Figure 12. Ads viewed by Hispanic youth on Spanish-language TV by category: 2010-2018
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Figure 13. Changes in Spanish-language TV ad spending by ~ The 8% total increase in sugary drink advertising spending
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on Spanish-language TV from 2013 to 2018 was primarily
due to large increases in spending by PepsiCo (+121%) and
Coca-Cola (+66%). Notably, in 2010 PepsiCo had spent only
$400,000 on Spanish-language TV advertising, and it was the
only company to increase its Spanish-language TV advertising
during both time periods (2010-2013 and 2013-2018). From
2013 to 2018, Innovation Ventures spending on Spanish-
language TV also increased by 15%, despite a 78% decrease in
total advertising spending during that time. Dr. Pepper Snapple
Group was the only large beverage company to decrease ad
spending on Spanish-language TV from 2013 to 2018.

Advertising on Spanish-language TV by brand

Eleven brands advertised on Spanish-language TV in 2018
(see Table 15). Coke spent the most (on Coke Classic and
brand-level ads), followed by two PepsiCo brands (Gatorade
and Pepsi). These three brands were responsible for 75% of
all Spanish-language sugary drink advertising spending. Dr
Pepper, Powerade, and 5-hour Energy each spent more than $4
million. The remaining brands spent $400,000 or less. In addition
to spending almost $22 million on ads for Coke Classic and
$3.8 million to promote the Coke brand, Coca-Cola spent $30.6
million to advertise Diet Coke on Spanish-language TV. No other
diet drink brand advertised on Spanish-language TV in 2018.
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Table 15. Advertising spending on Spanish-language TV by brand: 2018

Ad spending on Spanish-language TV
% of brand's

2018 % change total TV ad
Company Category Brand (sub-brand) ($000) 2013-2018 spending 2018
Coca-Cola Regular soda Coke (Classic) $21,799 38% 17%
PepsiCo Sports drink Gatorade $20,528 * 19%
PepsiCo Regular soda Pepsi $16,952 3% 17%
Dr Pepper Snapple Group Regular soda Dr Pepper $8,781 -9% 14%
Coca-Cola Sports drinks Powerade $6,895 113% 32%
Innovation Ventures Energy drink 5-hour Energy $4,418 15% 8%
Coca-Cola Soda brand Coke $3,815 * 23%
Coca-Cola Drink brand Coca-Cola $407 * 2%
Coca-Cola Iced tea Honest Tea $193 * 2%
PepsiCo Regular soda Mtn Dew $88 -84% <1%
Hansen Beverage Regular soda Monster (Mutant Super Soda) $1 * <1%
Interstate Beverage Regular soda Jarritos $0.5 * 100%

Powerade sports drink was notable for dedicating 32% of its TV
ad dollars to Spanish-language TV, more than any other brand.
Similarly, Coke (brand-level ads) allocated nearly one-quarter
of TV ad dollars to Spanish-language TV. Gatorade, Pepsi, and
Dr Pepper each dedicated 14% to 19% of their TV advertising
budgets to Spanish-language TV. 5-hour Energy and all other
brands with Spanish-language TV advertising allocated 8% or
less, lower than the 10% average for sugary drinks overall.

Ranking Table 5 presents ads viewed by Hispanic youth
on Spanish-language TV in 2018 by company and brand,
including changes versus 2013. Pepsi, Dr Pepper, Gatorade,
and Coke together accounted for more than 90% of sugary
drink ads viewed on Spanish-language TV by Hispanic youth
across all age groups. PepsiCo contributed more than one-
half of all ads viewed. Coca-Cola and Dr Pepper Snapple
Group each represented over 20%, and Innovation Ventures

Youth-targeted Spanish-language TV ads for Pepsi and Powerade
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accounted for approximately 3% of ads viewed. Hansen
Beverage and Interstate Beverage together comprised less
than 1% of ads viewed.

Of note, contributing more ad dollars to Spanish-language TV
did not necessarily translate to more ads viewed by Hispanic
youth. Both Pepsi and Dr Pepper spent less than Gatorade
or Coke in advertising on Spanish-language TV in 2018, but
Hispanic youth viewed twice as many ads for Pepsi and more
ads for Dr Pepper than they viewed for Gatorade or Coke. As
with ad spending, Powerade ranked fifth in ads viewed.

From 2013 to 2018, exposure to Spanish-language TV ads by
Hispanic preschoolers and children increased for the top five

Exposure to TV advertising by Black youth

TV advertising

to Black youth Definitions

Black preschooler-,
child-, and teen-targeted

ratios preschoolers, children, or teens.

In 2018, Black preschoolers (2-5 years) and children (6-11
years) saw on average 256 ads for sugary drinks and energy
drinks, approximately double the number of ads that White
preschoolers and children viewed. Black teens saw 331 of
these ads, which was 2.3 times more ads than White teens
saw.

Differences between ads viewed by Black and White youth can
be explained partially by differences in the average amount of
time spent watching TV (see Figure 14). In 2018, on average
Black preschoolers watched 39% more hours of TV than White
preschoolers watched, Black children watched 69% more than
White children, and Black teens watched 78% more than White
teens. However, differences in sugary drink and energy drink
ads viewed for Black versus White youth in all age groups were
higher than would be expected given these differences in TV
viewing times. Therefore, sugary drinks and energy drinks
appeared to continue targeting Black youth by purchasing ads
during programming with disproportionately more Black youth
in the audience.

From 2013 to 2018, total exposure to TV ads for sugary
drinks and energy drinks by Black preschoolers and children
increased by 12%. These increases occurred despite an
approximately 34% decline in average TV viewing times during
the same period. However, increases in ads viewed by White
preschoolers and children over the same time period were
higher (31% and 24%, respectively).

Both Black and White teens viewed fewer ads for sugary drinks
in 2018 than in 2013. This decline was slightly greater for

brands: Pepsi, Dr Pepper, Gatorade, Coke, and Powerade.
Ads viewed by teens also increased for these brands, with
the exception of Dr Pepper (which declined by 10%). Pepsi
ads viewed increased by 44% and 61% for preschoolers and
children and by 17% for teens. Powerade ads increased by
59% for preschoolers, 73% for children, and 53% for teens.
Gatorade did not advertise on Spanish-language TV in 2010 or
2013, but ranked third in ads viewed in 2018. The decrease in
energy drink ad exposure from 2013 to 2018 was due to one
brand (SK Energy) being discontinued and a reduction in ad
exposure for 5-hour Energy of 70% or more.

Measure relative exposure to TV ads by Black versus White preschoolers, children, and teens,
calculated by dividing GRPs for Black preschoolers, children, or teens by GRPs for White

White teens (-35%) than for Black teens (-28%). Moreover, the
decline in sugary drink ads viewed by Black teens was less than
expected given declines in their average TV viewing time, which
decreased by 49% from 2013 to 2018. Therefore, from 2013 to
2018 disparities in exposure to sugary drink ads between Black
and White preschoolers and children improved somewhat (from
2.33in 2013 to 2.01 and 2.11 in 2018), whereas disparities in
exposure for Black teens increased (from 2.06 to 2.29).

Ad exposure by category

As found in overall youth exposure to TV ads for sugary drinks
and energy drinks, regular soda/soda brands accounted for
approximately one-half of TV ads viewed by Black youth in
all age groups, and iced tea, sports drinks and energy drinks
together comprised more than 40% of ads viewed. Fruit drinks,
drink brands, and flavored water (excluding children’s drinks)
represented 5% or less of total ads viewed.

Given differences in TV viewing times in 2018, a Black child-
targeted ratio of 1.8 or higher would clearly indicate that
companies purchased advertising during programming
viewed disproportionately more by Black children than by
White children. In 2018, five of the seven drink categories
examined had Black child-targeted ratios higher that 1.8 (see
Table 16). Flavored water and sports drinks had the highest
targeted ratios: Black preschoolers and children saw more
than 2.5 times as many ads for sports drinks and more than 4 to
5 times as many ads for flavored water than White preschoolers
and children saw. Regular soda/soda brands, energy drinks,
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Figure 14. TV viewing time and TV ad exposure for Black and White youth: 2013-2018
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and iced tea brands also appeared to target Black children as
evidenced by targeted ratios of approximately 2.0 or higher.

From 2013 to 2018, Black children’s exposure to TV ads
increased for three categories: sports drinks (+16%), regular
soda/soda brands (+79%), and iced tea (+137%). Exposure
declined for another three categories: flavored water (-94%),
energy drinks (-60%), and drink brands (-73%). Exposure to
fruit drink ads remained the same (+1%). Changes in some
categories differed for Black and White preschoolers and
children. From 2013 to 2018, exposure to sports drink ads by
White preschoolers and children declined by 4%, in contrast
to a 16% increase in ads viewed by Black preschoolers
and children. In addition, increases in exposure to ads for
iced tea (+185%) and fruit drinks (+37%) were higher for
White preschoolers and children than for their Black peers.
Total sugary drink ad exposure for White children and teens

Preschoolers (2-5y)

Children (6-11y) Teens (12-17 y)

2018

increased by 27%, compared to a 12% increase for Black
preschoolers and children.

As with Black children, Black teens viewed more than twice
the number of ads that White teens viewed for iced tea, energy
drinks, and regular soda/soda brands (see Table 17). They
also viewed more than 2.5 times as many ads for sports drinks
and nearly 5 times the number of flavored water ads. Given
differences in TV viewing times, a targeted ratio of 2.0 or
higher for Black teens clearly indicates that TV ads for these
categories were placed on programming disproportionately
viewed by Black teens versus White teens. In contrast, Black
teens’ exposure to ads for fruit drinks and drink brands were
less than expected given differences in viewing times in 2018.
Targeted ratios for diet soda, but not other diet drinks, were
comparable to differences in amount of TV viewing time.
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Table 16. Black children's exposure to TV advertising by category: 2013-2018

2013* 2018
Black children (2-11y) Black preschoolers (2-5y) Black children (6-11y)
Avg # of Targeted Avg # of Targeted Avg # of Targeted
Category ads viewed ratio ads viewed ratio ads viewed ratio
Sugary drinks
Flavored water 8.7 3.77 0.6 5.71 0.5 4.22
Sports drink 29.3 2.08 33.9 2.47 34.1 2.59
Regular soda/soda brand 74.4 2.15 134.8 2.08 132.0 2.15
Energy drink 79.6 2.63 31.3 1.94 31.7 2.09
Iced tea 18.9 2.30 43.9 1.84 45.8 1.99
Fruit drink 9.8 1.89 9.9 1.35 10.0 1.45
Drink brand 7.4 2.43 2.0 1.15 2.1 1.22
Total sugary drinks 228.2 2.33 256.4 2.01 256.2 2.1
Diet drinks
Diet soda 46.2 1.84 48.2 1.59 46.5 1.67
Other diet drinks 23 2.00 19.9 1.66 20.0 1.79
Total diet drinks 48.5 1.85 68.1 1.61 66.5 1.70

Bold numbers indicate a disproportionately high Black-targeted ratio in 2018 (>1.8)

*2013 numbers for Black preschoolers and children are combined
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

From 2013 to 2018, Black teens’ exposure to ads for regular
soda/soda brands (+17%) and iced teas (+74%) increased,
but the number of ads viewed declined for flavored water
(-97%), sports drinks (-18%), energy drinks (-75%), fruit drinks
(-17%), and drink brands (-84%). Exposure to diet drinks also
decreased by 7%. Targeted ratios for all categories except fruit
drinks and drink brands increased from 2013 to 2018.

The magnitude of these changes in some categories differed
for White and Black teens. The decline in Black teens’ exposure
to sports drink ads was less than the decline for White teens

Table 17. Black teens’ exposure to TV advertising by category:

(-18% vs. -42%), and White teens’ exposure to regular soda/
soda brand ads remained the same, whereas Black teens’
exposure increased by 17%. In contrast, Black teens’ exposure
to fruit drinks ads declined by 17%, while White teens’ exposure
did not change (-3%).

Targeted advertising by company

PepsiCo contributed approximately 42% of sugary drink and
energy drink ads viewed by Black children and preschoolers,

2013-2018

Black teens (12-17y)

2013 2018
Avg # of Targeted Avg # of % change Targeted
Category ads viewed ratio ads viewed 2013-2018 ratio
Sugary drinks
Flavored water 19.6 2.50 0.6 -97% 4.82
Sports drink 57.6 1.94 47.2 -18% 2.73
Regular soda/soda brand 145.9 2.00 170.7 +17% 2.35
Energy drink 180.3 2.15 45.5 -75% 2.25
Iced tea 31.6 2.08 54.8 +74% 217
Fruit drink 12.0 1.62 9.9 -17% 1.39
Drink brand 13.5 2.18 2.2 -84% 1.20
Total sugary drinks 460.5 2.06 330.9 -28% 2.29
Diet drinks
Diet soda 85.3 1.65 54.7 -36% 1.71
Other diet drinks 3.4 1.80 27.6 +712% 2.06
Total diet drinks 88.7 1.65 82.3 -7% 1.81

Bold numbers indicate a disproportionately high Black teen-targeted ratio in 2018 (>2.0)

Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014
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Figure 15. Black and White youth exposure to TV advertising by company: 2018
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while Coca-Cola and Dr Pepper Snapple Group together
contributed one-third (see Figure 15). Pepsi Lipton, Red Bull,
and Innovation Ventures contributed another 21%. Notably,
Black preschoolers and children viewed 2.2 to 2.4 times
more ads for PepsiCo, Pepsi Lipton, and Innovation Ventures
brands than their White peers. Targeted ratios for the remaining
companies were less than 2.1.

Results for Black teens were similar. Two beverage companies
accounted for two-thirds of all sugary drink and energy drink
TV ads viewed by Black teens: PepsiCo (43%) and Coca-Cola
(20%). Dr Pepper Snapple Group was responsible for 13%.
PepsiCo and Pepsi Lipton had the highest Black teen-targeted
ratios (2.53 and 2.36, respectively), followed by two energy
drink companies: Red Bull (2.30) and Innovation Ventures
(2.29). Dr Pepper Snapple Group and Ocean Spray were the
only companies with Black teen-targeted ratios less than 2.0.

Targeted advertising by brand

Ranking Table 6 presents the number of sugary drink and
energy drink ads viewed by Black preschoolers and children
in 2013 and 2018 by brand, including targeted ratios, and
Ranking Table 7 presents these numbers for Black teens. As
with all youth, Mtn Dew and Gatorade ranked first and second
in number of ads viewed by Black youth in 2018. These two
brands contributed approximately one-third of sugary drink
ads viewed by all age groups. Red Bull and Coke ranked
third and fourth for preschoolers and children. Two additional

regular soda brands (Sprite and Pepsi) ranked fifth and sixth in
ads viewed by Black children and fourth and eighth for Black
teens. Another energy drink brand (5-hour Energy) and three
iced tea brands (Pure Leaf, Snapple, and Lipton) rounded out
the top-10 brands advertised to Black preschoolers, children,
and teens.

A number of brands appeared to target their advertising to
Black youth (see Table 18). Eight of the top-10 brands in
number of ads viewed had Black teen-targeted ratios of 2.1
or greater in 2018. Black youth saw more than four times as
many ads for Glaceau Vitaminwater than White youth saw
(although the number of ads viewed was low). They also saw
approximately three times as many ads for Sprite and Fanta.
Gatorade and Mtn Dew also had high targeted ratios, with
Black youth viewing approximately 2.5 to 3 times as many ads
as White youth viewed. Pepsi and Coke regular soda were
the only top-10 brands that did not appear on this list, with
somewhat lower-than-average targeted ratios of 1.9.

Targeted advertising summary

These analyses demonstrate that a small number of sugary
drink and energy drink companies disproportionately targeted
their advertising to Hispanic and Black youth. On Spanish-
language TV, six companies spent $83.9 million to advertise
sugary drinks, 8% more than spending in 2013. This growth
was primarily due to large increases in spending by two
companies — PepsiCo (+121%) and Coca-Cola (+66%) — who
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Table 18. Brands with the highest Black teen-targeted ratios:* 2018

Black Children (6-11y) Black Teens (12-17y)
Avg Avg

# of ads Targeted # of ads Targeted
Company Brand Category viewed ratio viewed ratio
Coca-Cola Glaceau Vitaminwater  Flavored water 0.5 4.22 0.6 4.82
Coca-Cola Sprite Regular soda 14.8 2.98 19.7 3.59
Coca-Cola Fanta Soda brand 5.6 2.90 8.8 3.42
PepsiCo Gatorade Sports drink 33.7 2.62 46.9 2.78
PepsiCo Mtn Dew Regular Soda 50.7 2.50 69.2 2.68
Pepsi Lipton Lipton Iced tea 10.7 2.38 13.4 2.66
BA Sports Nutrition BodyArmor Sports drink 0.1 4.24 0.1 2.47
Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink 19.0 2.06 26.6 2.30
Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy Energy drink 11.9 2.25 17.9 2.29
Dr Pepper Snapple Group Snapple Iced tea 12.1 2.00 16.6 2.25
Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea 13.0 2.00 14.8 2.15

*Black teen-targeted ratios >2.0
Shading indicates top-10 brand in number of TV ads viewed
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data

were responsible for 84% of all Spanish-language ad dollars
in 2018. PepsiCo was the only company that also increased
spending on Spanish-language TV from 2010 to 20183.

In 2018, regular soda/soda brands accounted for over 60% of
spending and 75% of sugary drink and energy drink ads viewed
by Hispanic youth on Spanish-language TV. Exposure to regular
soda/soda brands by Hispanic children and preschoolers also
increased from 2013 to 2018. Pepsi ranked first in Spanish-
language ads viewed, while Coke (soda brand ads) allocated
nearly one-quarter of its TV ad dollars to Spanish-language TV.
Another one-third of total Spanish-language TV ad spending
was for sports drinks. Powerade sports drink was notable for
dedicating 32% of its TV ad dollars to Spanish-language TV,
more than any other brand. Gatorade did not advertise in 2010
or 2013, but ranked third in ads viewed in 2018.

While Hispanic youth across all age groups spent less time
watching Spanish-language TV in 2018 than in 2013, by 42%
for preschoolers/children and 56% for teens, the decline in ads
viewed was much lower: -15% for preschoolers, -5% for children,
and -26% for teens. As in 2013, Hispanic preschoolers viewed
the most ads on Spanish-language TV in 2018: approximately
50% more ads than Hispanic teens saw and 16% more than
Hispanic children.

Disparities between Black and White youth exposure to sugary
drink and energy drink ads also persisted. In 2018, Black youth
viewed more than twice the number of ads than White youth
viewed, although they watched just 40% to 80% more TV than
their White peers. A 12% increase in ads viewed by Black
preschoolers and children occurred despite an approximately
34% decline in TV viewing time from 2013 to 2018. Black teens’
exposure to sugary drink ads declined by 28%, while their TV
viewing time declined by 49%.

Sprite ads targeting Black teens with hip hop and sports
celebrities
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Gatorade ads targeting Black teens featured inspirational Black celebrity athletes

From 2013 to 2018, Black youth exposure to regular soda/
soda brand ads increased, accounting for one-half the total
ads viewed by Black youth in 2018. Exposure to iced tea ads
increased by 74% for black teens and more than doubled
for preschoolers and children in the same time period. Black
preschoolers and children exposure to sports drink ads
increased by 16% in contrast to a decrease in sports drink
ad exposure among White preschoolers and children of 4%.
Similarly, regular soda/soda brand ad exposure increased for
Black teens by 17%, but remained the same for White teens.
Energy drink ads viewed by Black youth decreased from 2013

to 2018, but Red Bull ranked third in number of ads viewed for
black youth, and 5-hour Energy ranked in the top-10.

PepsiCo was responsible for more than 40% of sugary drink
and energy drink ads viewed by Black youth in 2018, followed
by Coca-Cola and Dr Pepper Snapple Group. Notably, Black
preschoolers and children viewed approximately 2.3 times
more ads for PepsiCo and Pepsi Lipton brands than White
youth viewed. Black teens also saw more than three times as
many ads for Sprite and Fanta and more than twice as many
ads for Gatorade and Mtn Dew than White teens saw.
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From 2013 to 2018, beverage companies
substantially increased sugary drink advertising.
They spent more than $1 billion in 2018 to promote
primarily regular soda, sports drinks, energy
drinks, and iced tea — a 26% increase versus
2013. Furthermore, some brands continued to
disproportionately target TV ads to teens and
Hispanic and Black youth. These increases
occurred at the same time major beverage
companies pledged to reduce beverage calories
and increase marketing of lower-calorie drinks.

In Children’s Drink FACTS,! the 2019 Rudd Center report that
documented sales and marketing of children’s drinks (i.e., drinks
that companies marketed as intended for children to consume),
we identified some positive developments in advertising of
children’s drinks. For example, total advertising spending for
sweetened children’s drinks (fruit drinks and flavored water)
declined by 83% from 2010 to 2018, and exposure to TV
advertising by preschoolers and children declined by more
than 50%. Just one company and two brands (Kraft Heinz: Kool-
Aid and Capri Sun) were responsible for more than one-half of
TV ads viewed for sweetened children’s drinks.

In contrast, this analysis of advertising for sugary drink
categories that are primarily marketed to teens and adults
(regular soda, sports drinks, energy drinks, iced tea, fruit
drinks, and flavored water) found no evidence that beverage
companies have improved the nutrition content of advertised
drinks or reduced sugary drink advertising in response to
public health concerns about the harm caused by sugary
drink consumption.

What is the nutrition content of advertised
sugary drinks?

A total of 48 brands (89 sub-brands) of sugary drinks and
energy drinks from 24 different companies each spent at
least $100,000 in total advertising in 2018. They included 18
regular soda, 11 energy drink, eight iced tea, six fruit drink,
four sports drink, and one flavored water brand.

The nutrition content of advertised sugary drinks continues
to raise concerns. The American Heart Association (AHA)
recommends that children and teens consume no more than
25 grams of added sugar daily and limit sugary drinks to 8
ounces per week.? However, the median sugar content in a
single-serve container of energy drinks, regular soda, flavored
water, and iced tea all exceeded 25 grams, while median
sugar content for the other two sugary drink categories — fruit
drinks and sports drinks — approached the recommended
maximum daily amount of sugar (23 g and 21 g, respectively)
(see Figure 16). Furthermore, single-serve products in all

DisCussion

categories often exceeded these limits, with up to 81 grams of
sugar in a 20-ounce soda, more than 60 grams in a 16-ounce
energy drink and an 18.5-ounce iced tea, and more than 50
grams in a 16-ounce fruit drink.

In addition, the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP)
recommends against youth under age 18 consuming energy
drinks due to health risks from intake of high levels of caffeine
and other stimulants in these drinks.® The energy drinks and
shots examined contained a median of 160 milligrams of
caffeine, and up to 350 milligrams in a 16-ounce serving. In
addition to their high sugar content, 88% of sugar-sweetened
energy drinks also contained zero-calorie sweeteners. The
AAP statement also recommends against children and teens
consuming sports drinks due to their sugar content.

Furthermore, we found little evidence that companies have
begun to allocate more of their advertising dollars to lower-
calorie or diet drinks. Regular soda and soda brands
continued to outspend diet soda by 98% ($586 vs. $296
million in total ad spending), while sugar-sweetened sports
drinks, iced tea, fruit drinks, and flavored water outspent diet
varieties (i.e., products with no added sugar) in the same
categories by more than five times ($298 vs. $58 million). In
2018, sugary drinks and energy drinks represented 64% of
all advertising spending for refreshment beverages (including
plain and sparkling water, 100% juice, and diet drinks).

Most brands with lower-calorie and/or diet versions continued
to primarily advertise their full-calorie products. Coke was the
only soda brand to spend more on its diet varieties (Coke
Zero and Diet Coke) than on its full-calorie Coke Classic ($168
vs. $147 million). The brand also introduced a lower-calorie
variety, Coke Life with 24 grams of sugar per 12 ounces, but
spent a small amount ($8 million) to advertise the product.
Glaceau Vitaminwater (Coca-Cola) was the only other sugary
drink brand to allocate the majority of its advertising spending
to a diet variety (Vitaminwater Zero), spending $12 million in
2018, 90% of the brand’s total advertising expenditures.

Diet Pepsi was another highly advertised diet soda, but the
brand spent almost $20 million more to advertise full-calorie
Pepsi ($99 vs. $118 million). Two additional highly advertised
PepsiCo brands offered lower-calorie and/or diet varieties —
Gatorade and Mtn Dew — but primarily advertised their full-
calorie versions. Gatorade spent $115 million toward regular
Gatorade, compared to $15 million for lower-calorie G2 and
$4 million for Gatorade Zero. Similarly, Mtn Dew spent $89
million on its full-calorie soda compared to $17.5 million on
lower-calorie Mtn Dew Kickstart. However, Kickstart was
highly targeted to teens, with a teen-targeted advertising ratio
(i.e., TV ads viewed by teens vs. adults) of 0.60, the second-
highest sub-brand in our analysis. The product contains
14 to 15 grams of sugar per 12-ounce can, zero-calorie
sweeteners, 68.5 milligrams of caffeine, 5 to 10% juice, and
uses the tagline “Juice + Caffeine + DEW.” This product does
not qualify as a healthier choice for teens.
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Figure 16. Summary of sugar content of sugary drinks by category
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How has sugary drink and energy drink
advertising spending changed?

More than one-half of the $1,038 million spent to advertise
sugary drinks in 2018 was devoted to regular soda and soda
brands (i.e., ads that included only a brand logo or that
featured both regular and diet varieties). This $586 million
in regular soda/soda brand advertising represented a 41%
increase versus 2013. Spending on sports drink advertising
also increased by 24%, totaling $159 million in 2018; and
advertising for iced tea almost tripled, from $38 million in 2013
to $111 million in 2018.

Energy drinks (including zero-calorie drinks and shots)
ranked third in total advertising spending ($115 mill) in 2018,
but it was the only top category that spent less to advertise
in 2018 than in 2013 (-34%). Ad spending on fruit drinks and
flavored water (excluding children’s drinks) also declined by
5%, although combined spending for these categories was
only $28 million.

Are preschoolers, children, and teens seeing less
TV advertising for sugar drinks?

From 2013 to 2018, the amount of time that young people spent
watching TV declined significantly: by 35% for preschoolers
(2-5 years), 42% for children (6-11 years), and 52% for teens
(12-17 years). Given these significant reductions in time
spent watching TV, the number of TV ads viewed should have
declined by similar amounts. However, preschoolers saw
26% more TV ads for sugary drinks in 2018 than in 2013, and
children saw 8% more ads (139.4 and 135.0 TV ads viewed
on average in 2018). Teens’ exposure to sugary drink ads
declined by 35% to 169.3 ads viewed, but this decline was
less than expected given the 52% reduction in TV viewing
time for this age group.

Furthermore, changes in exposure to TV ads from 2013 to
2018 varied widely by sugary drink category. Ads viewed for
regular soda/soda brands increased by 78% for preschoolers
and 55% for children, while remaining flat for teens (+1%),
totaling 72.1, 69.2, and 86.7 ads viewed in 2018, respectively.
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In addition, exposure to TV ads for iced tea increased by 2.5
times or more for preschoolers and children and by 68% for
teens (25.3, 25.0, and 29.0 ads viewed in 2018). In 2018, iced
tea overtook energy drinks and sports drinks to become the
second most highly advertised sugary drink category in ads
viewed by all youth age groups (exceeded only by regular
soda). Sports drink ads viewed by preschoolers also increased
from 2013 to 2018 (+11%), while declines for children (-13%)
and teens (-38%) were less than expected given reductions
in TV viewing times (15.7, 15.3, and 21.1 ads viewed in 2018).

In contrast, there were notable declines in energy drink and
flavored water ads viewed. Preschoolers, children, and teens
saw less than one-half the number of energy drink ads in 2018
than in 2013. These reductions were due to approximately
75% fewer ads for one energy shot (5-hour Energy) and the
discontinuation of another energy shot that had been highly
advertised in 2013 (SK Energy). The other highly advertised
energy drink brand in our analysis (Red Bull) increased its
advertising to preschoolers and children (22% and 6%,
respectively), but reduced advertising to teens by 44%.
Nonetheless, energy drinks continued to rank third in number
of ads viewed by all age groups in 2018 (behind regular soda/
soda brands and iced tea), contributing 17.2, 16.6, and 23.3 ads
viewed by preschoolers, children, and teens. The one flavored
water brand in this analysis (Glaceau Vitaminwater) advertised
primarily in magazines, spending less than $200,000 in TV
advertising for its sugar-sweetened varieties in 2018.

Advertising for sugary drinks that targeted children under 12
was reported previously in Children’s Drink FACTS.* None of
the drink categories detailed in this report appeared to target
preschoolers or children with their TV advertising. However,
these categories contributed three-quarters of all sugary
drink ads viewed by preschoolers and children in 2018;
outnumbering ads for children’s drinks by 3 to 1.

The current analysis did identify some sugary drink categories
that were highly targeted to teen audiences as evidenced by
disproportionately high ratios of ads viewed by teens versus
adults (i.e., teen-targeted ratios). Energy drinks and sports
drinks had higher than average teen-targeted ratios (0.53
and 0.52, respectively), while targeted ratios for regular soda/
soda brands and iced tea (0.48 and 0.47, respectively) were
comparable to differences in hours spent watching TV for teens
versus adults. Flavored water had the highest teen-targeted ratio
(0.60), but that was based on a small number of ads viewed.

How has targeting of sugary drinks to Hispanic
and Black youth changed?

Sugary drink brands also continued to disproportionately
target their advertising to Hispanic and Black consumers. In
2018, companies spent $84 million on Spanish-language TV
advertising, which was an 8% increase compared to 2013
and an 80% increase from 2010. Regular soda/soda brands

DisCussion

represented 61% of sugary drink advertising spending
on Spanish-language TV ($51 million), and sports drinks
represented 33% ($27 million). Energy drinks represented
another 5% of Spanish-language ad spending ($4 million).
On average, companies allocated 10% of their TV advertising
budgets to Spanish-language TV, but sports drinks devoted
21%, the highest of any category. There were no fruit drink
or flavored water ads on Spanish-language TV (excluding
children’s drinks).

Changes in Hispanic youth exposure to Spanish-language
TV ads from 2013 to 2018 also varied by category. Exposure
to ads for regular soda/soda brands increased by 13% for
Hispanic preschoolers (37.8 vs. 33.4 ads viewed) and 25%
for children (32.1 vs. 25.7 ads viewed). Their exposure to ads
for sports drinks increased more than ten-fold, reaching 9.4
ads viewed by Hispanic preschoolers and 8.5 ads viewed
by Hispanic children in 2018. Hispanic teens’ exposure to
sports drink ads also doubled to 7.3 ads viewed in 2018, while
their exposure to ads for regular soda/soda brands declined
slightly (-7%, 24.1 ads viewed), despite a 56% decline in time
spent watching Spanish-language TV. In contrast, exposure
to Spanish-language TV ads for energy drinks declined by
more than 90% for Hispanic preschoolers, children, and teens
(approximately one ad viewed by all age groups in 2018).

Black preschoolers and children continued to view
approximately twice as many sugary drink ads on TV in 2018
compared to White preschoolers and children, totaling 256.4
and 256.2 ads viewed, respectively. Black teens saw 2.3
times as many ads (330.9) as White teens saw. Black teens
spend approximately 80% more time watching TV compared
to White teens, so these large differences in ads viewed
cannot be fully explained by differences in TV viewing times.
Some sugary drink brands appeared to target Black youth
by purchasing advertising during programming that was
disproportionately viewed by Black youth compared to White
youth (resulting in high Black youth-targeted ratios).

Categories with the highest ratios of ads viewed by Black versus
White teens included flavored water (Black teens saw more than
4 times as many ads as White teens saw, but the number of ads
viewed was low) and sports drinks (Black teens saw 47.2 ads,
2.7 times as many). Both regular soda/soda brands and energy
drinks had Black teen-targeted ratios of 2.3 (170.7 and 45.5 ads
viewed, respectively). Furthermore, targeted ratios for these
categories increased from 2013 to 2018, whereas the difference
in TV viewing times for Black teens compared to White teens
declined by 44% during the same time period.

What companies and brands were responsible for
sugary drink advertising?
Although these analyses reveal few improvements in sugary

drink advertising from 2013 to 2018, increases were driven
primarily by two companies: PepsiCo and Coca-Cola (see
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Table 19. Summary of advertising and targeting by company: 2018

Avg # of
TV ads viewed
Total ad Children Teens Spanish-language TV ads viewed
spending (6-11y) (12-17y) TV ad spending by Black teens Top brands
Change Change Change Change Change
2018 vs. Vs. vs. 2018 vs. vs. Targeted ($ mill ad

Company ($ mill) 2013 2018 2013 2018 2013  ($ mill) 2013 2018 2013 ratio spending)****
Gatorade ($133.6),
Pepsi ($144.6)**,

PepsiCo  $391.9 28% 51.9 34% 686 -12% $37.6 121% 1423 13% 2.53 Mtn Dew ($108.0)**
Coke ($182.5)**,
Gold Peak ($29.6),
Coca-Cola ($27.9)***,
Sprite ($27.0)*,
Powerade ($21.4),

Coca-Cola $320.8 81% 309 162% 354 50% $33.1 66% 66.2 28% 2.18 Honest Tea ($10.9)
Dr Pepper ($66.8),

Dr Pepper $132.4 16% 203 -11% 250 -42% $8.8 -57% 444  -39% 1.95 Canada Dry ($31.0)*,

Snapple Snapple Iced Tea

Group ($16.7), 7-Up ($12.6)

Innovation

Ventures $60.5 -39% 5.8 -81% 8.8  -88% $4.4 15% 17.9 -87% 2.29 5-hour Energy ($60.5)
Pure Leaf ($35.3),

Pepsi $54.1 200% 12.0 96% 139 28% $0.0 -- 28.2 54% 2.36 Lipton Iced Tea

Lipton* ($17.7)

Red Bull $47.1 -2% 10.3 6% 13.7 -44% $0.0 - 26.6 -37% 2.30 Red Bull ($46.9)

*Joint venture between PepsiCo and Unilever
**Regular soda and soda brand combined
***Company-level ads

****>$10 million

Table 19). PepsiCo was responsible for 38% of all sugary
drink advertising spending and sugary drink TV ads viewed
by children, as well as 41% of TV ads viewed by teens in
2018. Coca-Cola was responsible for 31% of sugary drink
advertising spending, 23% of TV ads viewed by teens, and
21% of TV ads viewed by children.

Dr Pepper Snapple Group contributed another 13% of ad
spending and 15% of ads viewed by children and teens. Three
companies — Red Bull, Pepsi Lipton, and Innovation Ventures
—together represented another 16% of ad spending and 21 to
22% of ads viewed by children and teens. Eighteen additional
companies advertised sugary drinks in 2018, but together
they accounted for just 2% of all advertising spending and
approximately 4% of TV ads viewed by youth.

Within the top-six companies, sugary drink advertising was
also concentrated among a small number of brands. Pepsi,
Gatorade, and Mtn Dew (PepsiCo brands) and Coke each
spent more than $100 million to advertise sugar-sweetened
varieties in 2018. Dr Pepper, 5-hour Energy, and Red Bull
each spent $47 million or more. All remaining sugary drink and
energy drink brands in our analysis spent $35 million or less.

Furthermore, four of the top-six companies increased their
sugary drink ad spending from 2013 to 2018. Pepsi Lipton
spending tripled, Coca-Cola spending increased by 81%, and
PepsiCo spending increased 28%. Children viewed more than

twice as many TV ads for Coca-Cola sugary drinks in 2018
than in 2013 and 34% more ads for PepsiCo sugary drinks.
Exposure to ads for Pepsi Lipton sugary drinks and Red Bull
also increased. Pepsi Lipton was the only company with
an increase in ads viewed by teens (+28%), but Innovation
Ventures was the only company with a decline in ads viewed
by teens (-81%) that was greater than the average decline in TV
viewing time for teens.

Which companies and brands targeted their
advertising to teens and Hispanic and Black youth?

Five of the top-six companies were responsible for brands
that disproportionately targeted their advertising to teens.
Highly advertised brands with the highest teen-targeted ratios
included one brand each from five of these companies: Sprite
(Coca-Cola, 0.54), Red Bull (0.54), 5-hour Energy (Innovation
Ventures, 0.53), Gatorade (PepsiCo, 0.52), and Snapple (Dr
Pepper Snapple Group, 0.52). Less-advertised sub-brands
with high teen-targeted ratios included Fanta (Coca-Cola,
0.73, the highest ratio in our analysis), Mtn Dew Kickstart
(PepsiCo, 0.60), Cherry Dr Pepper (Dr Pepper Snapple
Group, 0.56), and Honest Tea (Coca-Cola, 0.54). These high
targeted ratios indicate that brands purchased TV advertising
during programming that was disproportionately viewed by
teens compared to adults.
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On Spanish-language TV, four companies — PepsiCo, Coca-
Cola, Dr Pepper Snapple Group, and Innovation Ventures —
were responsible for 99% of sugary drink ad spending. Their
Spanish-language advertising promoted just seven brands:
Coke, Gatorade, Pepsi, Powerade, Dr Pepper, Honest Tea,
and 5-hour Energy. From 2013 to 2018, PepsiCo more than
doubled its Spanish-language ad spending on sugary drinks,
and increased its spending from $0.4 million in 2010 to $17
million in 2018. Coca-Cola increased its Spanish-language ad
spending by 66% from 2013 to 2018. Only Dr Pepper Snapple
Group spent less to advertise sugary drinks on Spanish-
language TV in 2018 than in 2013 (-57%).

PepsiCo and Coca-Cola were also responsible for five of the
six brands with the highest targeted ratios of ads viewed by
Black youth versus White youth (Black teen-targeted ratios
>2.5): Glaceau Vitaminwater, Sprite, and Fanta (Coca-Cola)
and Gatorade and Mtn Dew (PepsiCo). Lipton Iced Tea
(Pepsi Lipton) also disproportionately targeted Black teens
with its advertising.

Limitations

This report provides a comprehensive picture of advertising
expenditures for all media, including TV, and TV ad exposure
using syndicated market research data available from Nielsen,
the most widely used industry source for data to analyze
companies’ media plans.® However, beverage companies
frequently target youth with other types of marketing that
are not reflected in these data, including sponsorships,
social media, and retail promotions.® Other researchers
have documented extensive use of youth-oriented sports
and celebrity sponsorships to promote sugary drinks.”® We
have also compiled examples of social media campaigns
sponsored by sugary drink brands using common techniques
that appeal to youth (available here).

Another limitation is that this report only analyzed targeted
advertising on TV. TV advertising represented 84% of sugary
drink advertising spending in 2018. However, children and
teens are watching less commercial TV and increasingly use
other types of media, such as streaming video and mobile
devices.® As noted throughout these analyses, changes in
youth exposure to TV ads must be evaluated in the context
of overall declines in TV viewing. Nonetheless, increases in
ad spending and advertising targeted to teens resulted in
increased youth exposure to advertising for many sugary
drink categories, companies, and brands. Furthermore, social
media and promotions continue to focus on TV commercials
as the centerpiece of the campaigns.'® TV advertising remains
the most reliable way for brands to reach the majority of young
people with their marketing messages.

Finally, the nutritionanalysesinthisreportonly examined sugary
drinks and energy drinks offered by brands that spent more
than $100,000 on advertising in 2018. Beverage companies

DisCussion

have publicized the introduction of new lower-calorie sugary
drinks and diet drinks without added sugar in recent years.
However, sugary drinks represented two-thirds of advertising
spending for all refreshment beverage categories combined
in 2018 (including diet drinks, unsweetened plain and
sparkling water, and 100% juice). Although healthier drinks
can be found on supermarket shelves, beverage companies
continued to devote the majority of their advertising resources
to their high-sugar products.

Impact of sugary drink advertising

Another limitation of these analyses is that we cannot determine
causal effects of this advertising on sugary drink sales or
consumption. Furthermore, published data on consumption
of sugary drinks lag behind advertising spending data, with
2013-14 representing the most recent comprehensive data
on consumption by category. However, the 2018 advertising
data reported here document beverage company responses
to changing patterns of consumption (and sales) in previous
years. For example, from 2003-04 to 2013-14 regular soda
consumption by children and teens declined by approximately
50%. Although companies had reduced advertising spending
on regular soda by 11% from 2010 to 2013, they then
increased it by 41% from 2013 to 2018 to exceed spending
in 2010. Furthermore, substantial increases in advertising for
sports drinks from 2013 to 2018 followed an increase in sports
drink consumption prior to 2013-14.

Although we do not have access to proprietary industry
documents that would explain the rationale for companies’
advertising decisions, these advertising expenditures
suggest a renewed focus on promoting regular soda. Given
declines in regular soda sales and consumption, beverage
companies may be using advertising to attempt to counteract
changing consumer preferences and increased awareness of
harms from consuming sugary soda. Similarly, an increase
in advertising for sports drinks could capitalize on increased
sports drink consumption™ and consumer perceptions that
sports drinks are healthier than regular soda.'* Previous
studies that examined changes in consumption of sugary
drinks by category have not documented sugar-sweetened
iced tea consumption separately. However, increased
investment in this category would also make sense for a
relatively small category with potential growth.

Targeting advertising to teens and Hispanic and Black
consumers also represents a potentially profitable marketing
strategy for some brands. Teens (and young adults) consume
higher amounts of sugary drinks than other age groups.™
Researchers have also raised concerns about unhealthy
food and drink advertising targeted to teens as youth in this
age group tend to focus more on immediate rewards and
have fewer concerns about the long-term consequences
of their behaviors.”® They also present enormous potential
as long-term loyal customers. Therefore, targeting sugary
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drink advertising to teens takes advantage of their unique
vulnerability to these persuasive attempts. For similar
reasons, energy drink advertising takes advantage of teens’
vulnerability to messages that portray these products as
cool and a bit risky,' which could help explain increases in
consumption of energy drinks by teens.™

Food companies have publicized their rationale for targeting
Hispanic consumers as a smart business strategy due to the
growing size of this population and large family sizes, which
make this segment especially profitable for many consumer
goods.'® Companies have made fewer public statements about
their rationale for targeting Black consumers. However, some
have noted the importance of reaching “multicultural” youth
and appealing to Black youth as “trendsetters” to create a
“cool” brand image that appeals to all youth. They have not
provided reasons for disproportionately targeting Hispanic
and Black consumers with advertising for high-sugar, but not
healthier, drinks. However, studies showing higher sugary drink
consumption by Black and Hispanic youth?® indicate potential
benefits of this marketing strategy, despite the negative impact
on health disparities affecting communities of color.?!

Recommendations

These findings demonstrate that major beverage companies
must do much more to support public health efforts to
reduce consumption of sugary drinks, especially among
youth and in communities of color. Furthermore, increased
efforts by policymakers, public health advocates, and health
practitioners are essential to offset the $1 billion spent by
beverage companies to advertise sugary drinks and reduce
the harm they cause to public health.

Industry

Beverage manufacturers, retailers, and media companies
must reduce marketing of sugary drinks, especially marketing
that targets teens and Hispanic and Black consumers.
Companies should support public health efforts by taking
action to make healthier choices the easiest, most affordable,
and most socially acceptable options for young people.

= Through current industry self-regulatory initiatives -
including The American Beverage Association’s Guidelines
on Marketing to Children® and the Children’s Food and
Beverage Advertising Initiative (CFBAI) — participating
companies pledge to only advertise healthier options to
children up to 11 years old.?® At a minimum, these pledges
should be expanded to restrict all sugary drink advertising
to children up to 14 years or older.

= Companies must discontinue marketing and sales of
energy drinks and shots to children under 18 due to the
dangers these products pose to young people’s health and
wellbeing.?*
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= Companies participating in the Balance Calories Initiative
have promised to increase marketing of lower-calorie
beverages.?® They must also promise to reduce marketing of
all sugary drinks and devote the majority of their advertising
expenditures to healthier beverages.

= |ndustry commitments to increase sales and marketing of
healthier products —such as the Balance Calories Initiative,?
Healthy Weight Commitment Foundation,?” and Partnership
for a Healthier America®?® — should address marketing of
sugary drinks in Black- and Hispanic-targeted media and
in communities of color.

= Media companies that own programming with large
audiences of teens, including Black and/or Hispanic youth,
should take action to reduce sugary drink advertising
during targeted programming. For example, they could
establish standards for amount of advertising for healthy
versus sugary drinks or provide lower rates to advertise the
healthiest drinks (e.g., unsweetened water and tea).

= All corporate responsibility initiatives to promote nutrition
and/or health and wellness should also address targeted
marketing of sugary drinks to communities of color and
commit to discontinue targeted marketing that contributes
to diet-related diseases in these communities.

Policymakers

Federal, state, and local policy actions are necessary to
further reduce sugary drink consumption by children and
teens and counteract excessive sugary drink advertising.

® States and localities should enact excise taxes on sugary
drinks and invest the resulting tax revenue in community-
defined programs and services to reduce health and
socioeconomic disparities. Many evaluations of existing
sugary drink taxes in U.S. municipalities and other countries
have demonstrated that these policies effectively reduce
sales.?®

® State and local governments should expand sugary
drink restrictions and decrease sugary drink marketing to
children and teens, such as further limits on marketing in
schools and other youth-oriented settings.®°

= The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) should
establish regulations to address unclear labeling practices,
such as requiring disclosures of added sugars, zero-calorie
sweeteners, juice, and caffeine content on the front of
product packages.

= Health warnings on sugary drink products would also
increase consumer awareness and understanding about
the health effects of consuming added sugar and help
address misperceptions about the healthfulness of some
sugary drink categories (e.g., sports drinks, flavored water).
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m States and local municipalities should prohibit the sales
of energy drinks and shots to minors under age 18 and
require they be placed in low-visibility locations (such as
behind counters). A proposed bill in the 2020 legislative
session of the Connecticut General Assembly would have
prohibited the sale of energy drinks to children under the
age of sixteen.®

= The U.S. federal government should eliminate unhealthy
food and beverage marketing to children as a tax deductible
corporate expense.

= Public health campaigns to reduce sugary drink
consumption should highlight that sports drinks, iced tea,
flavored water, and fruit drinks are also sugary drinks, and
that these products can contain as much or more sugar
than soda. Campaigns should also inform youth and
parents about the dangers of consuming energy drinks.

Public health advocates and health practitioners

Public health advocates and health practitioners also play an
important role in raising awareness of harmful sugary drink
and energy drink advertising practices, helping consumers
differentiate between sugary drinks and healthier options, and
persuading industry and policymakers to enact improvements.

® Grassroots and other advocacy groups should develop
campaigns to highlight excessive advertising of sugary
drinks, especially advertising that disproportionately targets
teens and communities of color. Such campaigns have
helped to counteract consumer concerns about potential
sugary drink taxes in some municipalities.®> Advocates
could also work with young people to create counter-
marketing campaigns to expose predatory sugary drink
marketing practices.

= Health and nutrition professional organizations (including
the AAP, AHA, Academy of Pediatric Dentists, Academy
of Nutrition and Dietetics) have issued recommendations
warning about potential harms of sugary drink consumption,
including sports drinks and energy drinks, by children and/
or teens.®*3¢ These organizations and others should provide
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additional recommendations and develop campaigns
aimed at children and teens to raise awareness about these
harms, especially for sugary drinks that are perceived to be
healthier than soda and energy drinks.

® Pediatricians, dentists, registered dietitians, and other
healthcare professionals should assess sugary drink and
energy drink consumption by their patients and counsel
them about the harmful effects of consuming these
products.

Conclusions

Reducing sugary drink consumption is a key public health
strategy to address the epidemic of diet-related diseases
that threaten young people’s health and contribute to health
disparities in communities of color. In response to sugary drink
tax proposals and other public health initiatives to reduce
sugary drink consumption, major beverage companies
have invested in well-funded anti-tax consumer marketing
campaigns; lobbying to oppose taxes and other public health
bills to reduce sugary drink consumption; sponsorships of
health, youth, and Black and Hispanic organizations; and
marketing campaigns promoting increased physical activity
and counting calories to offset sugary drink calories.3”%

The data in this report reveal that companies also spent
more than $1 billion to advertise sugary drinks in 2018 and
substantially increased their investments in sugary drink
advertising — by more than $200 million — compared to five
years earlier. Furthermore, companies continue to target
much of this advertising to teens and Hispanic and Black
youth. Despite beverage company promises to reduce
beverage calories consumed, sugary drink advertising
continues to undermine public health efforts. To demonstrate
their commitment to addressing the negative impact of
sugary drink consumption, beverage companies must do
more than increase marketing of low-calorie drinks. They
must discontinue extensive marketing of sugary drinks
that encourages consumption by children and teens and
contributes to long-term negative impacts on their health.
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Nutrition information for sugary drinks and energy drinks*

Ranking by median sugar (g), then by median calories (kcal), then by maximum sugar (g), then by median caffeine (mg)

Rank

W NS G N

9
10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2
22
23
24
24 (tie)
26
27
28
29

29 (tie)

Sugary Drink FACTS

Company

Coca-Cola

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Rockstar

Hansen Beverage
Coca-Cola

Hansen Beverage
Gosling Brothers

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
PepsiCo

PepsiCo

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Coca-Cola

Milo’s Tea

Coca-Cola

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Carolina Beverage
PepsiCo

Coca-Cola

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Ocean Spray Cranberries
Coca-Cola

National Beverage Corp
Red Bull

Coca-Cola

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Dr Pepper Snapple Group
PepsiCo

PepsiCo

Dr Pepper Snapple Group

Dr Pepper Snapple Group

Brand (sub-brand)

Mello Yello

Canada Dry
(Fruit Flavored Soda)

Rockstar

Monster

NOS

Monster (Juice)
Stormy Ginger Beer
Snapple (Fruit Drink)
Mtn Dew

Tropicana

Penafiel

Gold Peak

Milo’s

Fanta

Dr Pepper (Cherry)
Cheerwine

Pepsi

Coke (Classic)

Dr Pepper

Ocean Spray
Simply

Faygo

Red Bull

Sprite (Cranberry)
7-Up

Snapple (Iced Tea)
Tropicana (Premium)
Sierra Mist

Canada Dry (Ginger Ale)

Canada Dry (Ginger Ale
& Lemonade)

Category

Regular soda

Regular soda
Energy drink
Energy drink
Energy drink
Energy drink
Regular soda
Fruit drink
Regular soda
Fruit drink
Regular soda
Iced tea

Iced tea
Regular soda
Regular soda
Regular soda
Regular soda
Regular soda
Regular soda
Fruit drink
Fruit drink
Regular soda
Energy drink
Regular soda
Regular soda
Iced tea

Fruit drink
Regular soda
Regular soda

Regular soda

# of
varieties
available

3

-

-
AN =2 4 N WO O A ®OO = A O =2 NN

20
12

-

A NMD O O W

-

Serving size (0z)

Median
20

20
16
16
16
16
12
16
12
15.2
20.3
18.5
20
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
1.5
12
12
12
12
16
12
12
12

12

Range
12-20

10-20
12-15.2
12-18.5

12-20

12-20

11.5-12

Sugar (g)
Median Range
77 46-77
72 32-81
61.5 61-62
54 --
51.5 50-54
49 37-55
47 --
46 34-54
46 44-46
45 35-51
45 29-60
44.5 36-48
44 20-48
44 37-61
42 -
42 -
41 35-42
405 39-42
39 -
39 30-39
385  30-48
385 34-41
38  38-39
38 -
38 -
37  30-51
36  24-38
36 3537
36 3536
36 -

hppendy Table

Calories (kcal)

Median
290

270
260
230
210
205
180
190
170
195
175
180
180
160
160
150
150
145
150
150
155
150
160
140
140
155
150
140
140

140

Range
170-290

120-310

200-220
170-230

150-230
170-220
110-230
140-190

80-200
140-230

130-160
140-150
120-165
130-190
130-170
157-160

120-210
120-165

Juice
(median
%)

<1
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10
0.5
27.5

-
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-

Caffeine
(median
mg)

51

200
160
160
157.5

54

34
50

40
47
38
34
41

Zero-
calorie

sweeteners**
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Nutrition information for sugary drinks and energy drinks* (continued)

Rank

29 (tie)
32
33
34
35

%6
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
50 (tie)
52
52 (tie)
52 (tie)

55
56

57
98
99
60

Sugary Drink FACTS

Company

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Coca-Cola

Interstate Beverage

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Pepsi Lipton

Wonderful
Nestle

BA Sports Nutrition
Coca-Cola
Kill Cliff
Pepsi Lipton
Pepsi Lipton
Pepsi Lipton
Coca-Cola
PepsiCo
PepsiCo
Coca-Cola
Red Bull
PepsiCo
PepsiCo
PepsiCo
Coca-Cola
PepsiCo
PepsiCo

Pepsi Lipton
PepsiCo

PepsiCo
Pepsi Lipton
Ocean Spray Cranberries

Pepsi Lipton

Brand (sub-brand)
Canada Dry (Ginger Ale
& Orangeade)

Sprite

Jarritos

Snapple (Straight Up Tea)
Pure Leaf

Pom Wonderful
(Antioxidant Super Tea)

Sanpellegrino
BodyArmor

Glaceau Vitaminwater
Kill Cliff (Endure)
Lipton (Iced tea mix)
Lipton (Splash of Juice)
Lipton

Honest Tea

Mtn Dew (Spiked)
Mtn Dew (ICE)

Coke (Life)

Red Bull (Organics)
Pepsi (True)
Gatorade (Flow)
Gatorade (Frost)
Powerade

Gatorade (Original)
Gatorade (Powder)

Pure Leaf (Organic
Tea House Collection)

Mtn Dew (Kickstart)

Tropicana (Trop50
Lemonade)

Brisk
Ocean Spray (Light)
Brisk

# of
varieties
Category available
Regular soda 1
Regular soda 4
Regular soda 5
Iced tea 2
Iced tea 10
Iced tea 4
Fruit drink 8
Sports drink 10
Flavored water 10
Sports drink 3
Iced tea 2
Iced tea 2
Iced tea 9
Iced tea 7
Regular soda 1
Regular soda 2
Regular soda 1
Regular soda 4
Regular soda 1
Sports drink 4
Sports drink 8
Sports drink 15
Sports drink 14
Sports drink 6
Iced tea
Regular soda 9
Fruit drink 1
Iced tea 1
Fruit drink
Fruit drink

Serving size (0z)

Median

12
12
12.5
18.5
18.5

12
11.15
16
20
16
12
20
16.9
16.9
12
12
12
8.4
10
12
12
12
12
12

14
16

12
12
12
12

Range

Sugar (g)
Median Range
36 --
36 33-64
34 34-44
33.5 22-45
32.5 25-64
29.5 28-32
28.5 26-31
28 -
27 26-32
26 -
25.5 25-26
255 25-26
25 17-28
25 19-26
25 -
25 -
24 -
22 -
22 -
21 21-34
21 21-34
21 -
21 -
21 -
20 17-20
19 14-20
18 --
18 16-20
17 15-17
17 17-28

hppend Table |

Calories (kcal)

Median

140
135
141
135
130

130
130
120
100
100
102.5
100
100
100
100
95
90
90
80
80
80
80
80
80

85
80

75
70
75
70

Range

120-240
141-172

90-180
100-240

120-140
120-140
100-120
100-120
100-105

70-110

70-100

90-100

90-100

80-140
80-140

Juice
(median
%)
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25

Caffeine
(median
mg)

27
59

24
21
46
54
54
28

28

o O o o o

39
90

o O ™ o

Zero-
calorie

sweeteners**
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Least

Nutrition information for sugary drinks and energy drinks* (continued)

Serving size (0z)
# of
varieties

Rank Company Brand (sub-brand) Category available Median Range

61 Nestle Sanpellegrino (Organic)  Fruit drink 3 6.75 -
62 Coca-Cola Gold Peak (Slightly Sweet) Iced tea 1 12 -
Honest Tea (Just a Tad
63 Coca-Cola Sweet) Iced tea 10 16 -
Gatorade (Endurance
64 PepsiCo Formula Powder) Sports drink 4 12 -
69 Milo’s Tea Milo’s (M59) Iced tea 1 12 -
66 PepsiCo Gatorade (G2 Powder)  Sports drink 3 20 -
67 Sunshine Beverages Sunshine Energy drink 3 8.4 -
68 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Penafiel (Twist) Regular soda 2 20.3 --
69 Coca-Cola Simply (Light) Fruit drink 3 12 11.5-12
70 Nestle Sanpellegrino (Momenti) Fruit drink 3 11.15 -
71 PepsiCo Gatorade (G2) Sports drink 9 12 12-20
72 Hansen Beverage Monster (Lo-Carb) Energy drink 1 16 --
73 Hansen Beverage Monster (Rehab) Energy drink 4 15.5 --
74 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper (Ten) Regular soda 1 12 -
75 Kill Cliff Kill Cliff (Ignite) Energy drink 4 12 -
76 Red Bull Red Bull (Sugar Free)  Energy drink 3 12 -
77 Celsius Celsius Energy drink 17 12 -
78 Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy Energy drink 2 1.93 --
79 Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy (Tea) Energy drink 3 1.93 --
80 Glanbia BSN Endorush Energy drink 5 16 -
81 Rockstar Rockstar (Xdurance) Energy drink 5 16 -
82 Rockstar Rockstar (Pure Zero) Energy drink 4 16 -
83 Anheuser-Busch Inbev Hiball Energy drink 5 16 -
84 Coca-Cola NOS (Sugar Free) Energy drink 1 16 -
89 Rockstar Rockstar (Sugar Free)  Energy drink 1 16 -
86 Hansen Beverage Monster (Zero) Energy drink 6 16 --
87 Zevia Zevia Energy drink 4 12 -

*Includes all sub-brands offered by brands that spent $100,000 or more in advertising in 2018, excluding children’s drinks
**Checkmark indicates that at least one variety from the sub-brand contained zero-calorie sweeteners
***Information not available

Source: Nutrition analysis (March 2020)

Qu@am Drink FACTS

Sugar (g)

Median Range
16 15-17
16 -
15 5-18
13 -
12 -
12 -
10 -
8 -
8 8-9
7 7-8
7 7-12
6 -
5 4-8
2 -
0 -
0 -
0 -
0 --
0 --
0 --
0 --
0 -
0 -
0 -
0 -
0 -
0 -

Calories (kcal)

Median

70
60

60

90
55
50
40
40
38
35
30
30
25
10
25
15
10

N

O O O O O O O O

Range
70-80

Juice
(median
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Caffeine
(median
mg)

50

140
163

50
150
114
200
215
200
350
300
240
160
160
160
140
120

Zero-
calorie

sweeteners**
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hependin Table 2

Advertising spending by brands* and companies

Ranked by total advertising spending ($000) in 2018 in all measured media

Total advertising spending ($000) 2018 ad spending by medium ($000)
TV %
Rank Company Brand (sub-brand**)  Category 2013 2018 Change TV of total Digital Magazine Radio  Outdoor
Most Coca-Cola Coke (Classic, Life) Regular soda $100,466 $154,425 54%  $131,928 85% $2,402 $0 $11,589 $7,732
Gatorade (Flow, G2,
G Series, Frost, GX,
2 PepsiCo Drink Mix) Sports drink $108,729 $133,556 23% $105,899 79% $5,022 $22,363 $1 $271
3 PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda $139,310 $118,331 -15% $97,676 83% $3,347 $0 $10,155 $7,103
4 PepsiCo Mtn Dew (Kickstart) Regular soda $41,112 $106,613 159% $101,419 95% $4,468 $0 $725 $0
5 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper (Cherry) Regular soda $54,286 $66,753 23% $62,066 93% $954 $512 $2,526 $696
6 Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy (Tea) Energy drink $98,842 $60,452 -39% $53,410 88% $5,432 $0 $1,610 $0
7 Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink $47,773 $46,941 -2% $44,821 95% $1,076 $0 $3 $1,041
Pure Leaf (Tea House
8 Pepsi Lipton Collection) Iced tea $3,261 $35,263 981% $20,822 59% $236 $14,175 $0 $0
9 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Canada Dry Ginger Ale  Regular soda $9,047 $29,737 229% $29,731 100% $7 $0 $0 $0
10 Coca-Cola Gold Peak (Sweet) Iced tea $369 $29,566 7916% $25,649 87% $94 $2,172 $630 $1,021
11 Coca-Cola Coke Soda brand $18,483 $28,051 52% $16,781 60% $2,278 $169 $0 $8,348
12 Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Drink brand $0 $27,943 - $23,418 84% $1,477 $283 $0 $2,720
13 PepsiCo Pepsi Soda brand $5,066 $26,261 418% $19,496 74% $4,433 $0 $26 $2,249
14 Coca-Cola Sprite (Cranberry) Regular soda $4,746 $25,690 441% $25,525 99% $0 $0 $145 $20
15 Coca-Cola Powerade Sports drink $17,841 $21,387 20% $21,349 100% $31 $0 $7 $0
Lipton (Iced Tea Mix,
16 Pepsi Lipton Splash of Juice) Iced tea $14,743 $17,705 20% $17,501 99% $35 $0 $166 $0
17 Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ Snapple (Straight Up Tea) Iced tea $11,686 $16,776 44% $16,646 99% $116 $0 $3 $0
18 Ocean Spray Ocean Spray (Lite) Fruit drink $18,835 $15,666 -17% $15,445 99% $222 $0 $0 $0
19 Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ 7-Up Regular soda $12,114 $12,611 4% $12,140 96% $23 $44 $404 $0
20 Coca-Cola Honest Tea Iced tea $0 $10,897 - $9,221 85% $0 $0 $0 $1,676
21 Coca-Cola Simply (Light) Fruit drink $0 $8,682 - $8,513 100% $169 $0 $0 $0
22 Coca-Cola Fanta Regular soda $927 $5,206 462% $5,078 98% $0 $0 $1 $127
23 PepsiCo PepsiCo Drink brand $1,096 $3,669 235% $0 0% $502 $0 $0 $3,166
24 BA Sports Nutrition BodyArmor Sports drink $0 $3,607 - $483 13% $2,379 $420 $182 $138
25 Hansen Beverage Monster Energy drink $0 $3,280 - $772 24% $2,433 $0 $19 $17
26 Coca-Cola Mello Yello Regular soda $144 $3,030 1997% $2,134 70% $14 $0 $568 $316
27 Coca-Cola NOS Energy drink $4,612 $2,526 -45% $2,524 100% $0 $0 $3 $0
28 Wonderful Pom Wonderful Drink brand $0 $2,430 - $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $0
v 29 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Bai Drink brand $0 $1,944 - $0 0% $1,936 $0 $0 $8

continued
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hependin Table 2

Advertising spending by brands* and companies (continued)

Total advertising spending ($000) 2018 ad spending by medium ($000)
TV %
Rank Company Brand (sub-brand**)  Category 2013 2018 Change TV of total Digital Magazine Radio  Outdoor
30 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper Soda brand $1,891 $1,672 -12% $8 0% $312 $42 $24 $1,234
31 PepsiCo Tropicana (Trop50) Fruit drink $458 $1,568 242% $1,467 94% $102 $0 $0 $0
32 Coca-Cola Glaceau Vitaminwater Flavored water $15,603 $1,429 -91% $169 12% $126 $885 $0 $248
33 PepsiCo Mtn Dew Soda brand $0 $1,403 - $19 1% $1,287 $0 $0 $9
Monster Mutant
34 Hansen Beverage Super Soda Regular soda $0 $1,365 - $1,365 100% $0 $0 $0 $0
35 Coca-Cola Sprite Soda brand $593 $1,295 118% $191 15% $263 $0 $624 $217
36 Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ Canada Dry Soda brand $845 $1,274 51% $0 0% $298 $0 $24 $952
37 Celsius Celsius Energy drink $1,016 - $22 2% $5 $750 $5 $99
38 Pepsi Lipton Brisk Drink brand $0 $1,003 - $0 0% $282 $0 $720 $0
39 Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ Snapple Fruit drink $0 $694 - $0 0% $694 $0 $0 $0
40 Rockstar Rockstar (Xdurance) Energy drink $300 $625 108% $257 41% $354 $0 $14 $0
41 Dr Pepper Snapple Group ~ Snapple Drink brand $15,638 $589 -96% $24 4% $501 $0 $64 $0
42 Gosling Brothers Stormy Ginger Beer Regular soda $0 $563 - $0 0% $0 $563 $0 $0
43 Coca-Cola Glaceau Drink brand $0 $555 - $0 0% $555 $0 $0 $0
44 Interstate Beverage Jarritos Soda brand $0 $469 - $0 0% $36 $0 $309 $124
45 Snow Beverages Snow Drinks Drink brand $0 $361 - $0 0% $361 $0 $0 $0
46 Nestle San Pellegrino Fruit drink $0 $336 - $0 0% $300 $0 $0 $0
47 PepsiCo Tropicana Drink brand $0 $327 - $54 17% $273 $0 $0 $0
48 Anheuser-Busch Inbev Hiball Energy drink $0 $273 - $0 0% $273 $0 $0 $0
49 National Beverage Corp Faygo Soda brand $136 $239 75% $47 20% $0 $0 $8 $184
50 Milos Tea Milos Iced tea $0 $222 - $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $209
51 PepsiCo Sierra Mist Soda brand $1,437 $164 -89% $0 0% $0 $0 $164 $0
52 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  7-Up Soda brand $1,671 $143 -91% $16 1% $94 $0 $0 $0
Pom Wonderful
53 Wonderful Antioxident Super Tea  Iced tea $0 $129 - $0 0% $83 $0 $0 $0
54 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper Snapple Drink brand $870 $127 -85% $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $127
55 Coca-Cola Fanta Soda brand $0 $123 - $0 0% $19 $0 $0 $104
56 Glanbia BSN Endorush Energy drink $0 $122 - $120 98% $2 $0 $0 $0
57 Red Bull Red Bull Organics Regular soda $0 $116 - $114 98% $2 $0 $0 $0
58 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Penafiel Soda brand $0 $106 - $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $106
Carolina Beverage
59 Corporation Cheerwine Soda/soda brand $127 $105 -17% $0 0% $0 $0 $35 $50
60 Sunshine Beverages Sunshine Energy drink $0 $103 - $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $103
61 Zevia Zevia Drink brand $0 $100 - $0 0% $0 $100 $0 $0

continued
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hependin Table 2

Advertising spending by brands* and companies (continued)

Total advertising spending ($000) 2018 ad spending by medium ($000)
TV %

Rank Company Brand (sub-brand**)  Category 2013 2018 Change TV of total Digital Magazine Radio  Outdoor

62 Pepsi Lipton Brisk Iced tea $0 $85 - $0 0% $85 $0 $0 $0

63 Kill Cliff Kill Cliff Ignite Energy drink $0 $78 -- $78 100% $0 $0 $0 $0

64 Kill Cliff Kill Cliff Endure Sports drink $0 $68 - $0 0% $68 $0 $0 $0

69 Ocean Spray Ocean Spray Drink brand $0 $68 - $0 0% $62 $0 $0 $6

66 Kill Cliff Kill Cliff Drink brand $0 $21 -- $0 0% $21 $0 $0 $0

Least 67 Pepsi Lipton Lipton Drink brand $0 $2 - $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $0
Company rankings

Total advertising spending ($000) 2018 ad spending by medium ($000)
TV %

Rank Company 2013 2018 Change TV of total Digital Magazine Radio  Outdoor

Most PepsiCo $306,153 $391,891 28%  $179,449 46% $19,162 $22,363 $11,070 $12,797

2 Coca-Cola $177,655 $320,806 81% $101,419 32% $7,427 $3,508 $13,567 $22,530

3 Dr Pepper Snapple Group $114,234 $132,426 16% $78,935 60% $2,366 $512 $2,592 $2,606

4 Innovation Ventures $98,842 $60,452 -39% $62,066 103% $5,432 $0 $1,610 $0

1 Pepsi Lipton $18,004 $54,056 200% $17,579 33% $639 $14,175 $886 $0

6 Red Bull $47,773 $47,047 -2% $169 0% $1,078 $0 $3 $1,041

7 Ocean Spray $18,835 $15,734 -16% $5,078 32% $284 $0 $0 $6

8 Hansen Beverage $0 $4,645 -- $2,134 46% $2,433 $0 $19 $17

9 BA Sports Nutrition $0 $3,607 - $191 5% $2,379 $420 $182 $138

10 Wonderful $0 $2,559 - $0 0% $83 $0 $0 $0

11 Celsius $0 $1,016 -- $0 0% $5 $750 $5 $99

12 Rockstar $300 $625 108% $54 9% $354 $0 $14 $0

13 Kill Cliff $0 $167 -- $114 68% $89 $0 $0 $0

14 National Beverage Corp $136 $239 75% $0 0% $0 $0 $8 $184

15 Carolina Beverage Corporation $127 $105 -17% $0 0% $0 $0 $35 $50

v 16 Sunshine Beverages $0 $103 - $0 0% $0 $0 $0 $103

Least 17 Zevia $0 $100 - $0 0% $0 $100 $0 $0

*Includes all brands with $100,000 or more in 2018 advertising spending (combined across categories), excluding children’s drinks
**Individual sub-brands advertised in 2018 (in addition to “original” varieties, if applicable)
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014
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hppendn Table 2

Exposure to TV advertising by children*

Ranked by ads viewed for children (6-11 years) in 2018
Includes average number of ads viewed by children on national (network, cable, and syndicated) and spot TV

Average # of ads viewed

Preschoolers (2-5 years) Children (6-11 years)
2013-2018 2013-2018
Rank Company Brand (sub-brand**)  Category 2010 2013 2018 change 2010 2013 2018 change
1 PepsiCo Mtn Dew (Kickstart) Regular soda 3.9 6.2 24.7 297% 4.6 7.2 23.8 230%
Gatorade (Flow, G2, GX,
2 PepsiCo Drink Mix, G Series) Sports drink 10.2 13.7 15.3 12% 13.7 17.2 15.0 -13%
3 Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink 5.0 8.7 10.6 22% 6.1 9.7 10.3 6%
4 Coca-Cola Coke (Classic, Life) Regular soda 9.0 5.2 10.1 93% 11.8 5.6 9.4 68%
5 PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda 3.6 12.9 9.0 -30% 4.5 13.7 8.6 -37%
6 Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea <0.1 0.3 7.2 2031% <0.1 0.3 6.9 2048%
Snapple (Iced Tea,
7 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Straight Up Tea) Iced tea 2.1 3.3 6.7 105% 2.5 3.8 6.7 75%
8 Coca-Cola Sprite (Cranberry) Regular soda 4.2 0.9 6.0 537% 6.0 1.0 6.0 499%
9 Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy (Tea) Energy drink 37.7 25.4 6.0 -76% 45.5 29.9 5.8 -81%
10 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper (Cherry) Regular soda 7.7 5.9 6.2 5% 9.2 6.2 5.8 -6%
Lipton (Iced Tea Mix,
11 Pepsi Lipton Splash of Juice) Iced tea 3.4 5.3 5.2 -2% 4.5 5.8 5.0 -13%
Canada Dry (Ginger Ale,
12 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Ginger Ale & Lemonade) Regular soda 5.0 3.2 5.3 64% 6.5 3.4 4.9 43%
13 Coca-Cola Gold Peak Iced tea <0.1 0.2 4.2 2165% <0.1 0.2 4.2 2443%
14 PepsiCo Pepsi Soda brand 0.0 0.0 4.3 - 0.0 0.0 4.1 -
15 Ocean Spray Ocean Spray Fruit drink 7.4 5.8 4.1 - 8.4 5.8 3.8 -
16 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  7-Up Regular soda 0.0 0.0 3.2 - 0.0 0.0 3.0 -
17 Coca-Cola Simply (Light) Fruit drink 0.3 0.1 2.9 5079% 0.4 0.0 3.0 8097%
18 Coca-Cola Fanta Regular soda 0.2 0.1 2.1 2063% 0.4 0.1 2.3 3279%
19 Coca-Cola Honest Tea Iced tea 0.0 0.0 2.0 - 0.0 0.0 2.2 -
20 Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Drink brand 0.0 0.0 1.6 - 0.0 0.0 1.7 -
21 Coca-Cola Coke Soda brand 0.1 0.7 1.1 64% 0.1 0.6 1.1 84%
22 Coca-Cola NOS Energy drink 0.1 0.4 0.5 15% 0.1 0.4 0.5 27%
23 PepsiCo Tropicana (Trop 50) Fruit drink 0.0 0.0 0.3 - 0.0 0.0 0.3 -
24 Coca-Cola Powerade Sports drink 0.6 0.4 0.3 -23% 0.6 0.3 0.3 -17%
25 Coca-Cola Glaceau Vitaminwater ~ Flavored water 4.1 3.3 0.2 -94% 4.7 3.5 0.2 -95%
26 Coca-Cola Sprite Soda brand 0.1 0.1 0.1 -8% 0.2 0.1 0.1 15%
27 Hansen Beverage Monster Energy drink 0.0 0.0 0.1 - 0.0 0.0 0.1 -
28 Coca-Cola Mello Yello Regular soda 0.0 0.0 0.1 - 0.0 0.0 0.1 -

Sugary Drink FACTS

2018 targeted ratios***

Preschoolers Children

0.38

0.39
0.42
0.43
0.38
0.40

0.40
0.43
0.36
0.42

0.40

0.39
0.38
0.40
0.46
0.34
0.38
0.45
0.60
0.38
0.44
0.32
0.36
0.36
0.59
0.31
0.38
0.48

0.37

0.38
0.41
0.41
0.37
0.38

0.40
0.43
0.35
0.39

0.39

0.36
0.38
0.39
0.42
0.32
0.39
0.49
0.64
0.39
0.43
0.36
0.37
0.35
0.49
0.37
0.31
0.34
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Least

Exposure to TV advertising by children* (continued)

Company rankings

o
O
3
3

Company

PepsiCo

Coca-Cola

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Pepsi Lipton

Red Bull

Innovation Ventures
Ocean Spray

W NS G@ HWN —-

Hansen Beverage

*Includes all brands advertised on TV in 2018, excluding children’s drinks

**Individual sub-brands advertised on TV in 2018 (in addition to “original” varieties, if applicable)
***Ratios of TV ads viewed vs. adults (18-49y)
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

ngam Drink FACTS

Average # of ads viewed

Preschoolers (2-5 years)

2010

24.5
20.0
25.8
3.4
5.0
37.7
7.5
0.0

2013

33.6
1.3
19.5
5.6
8.7
25.4
5.8
0.0

2018

53.6
31.1
21.4
12.5
10.6
6.0
41
0.1

2013-2018
change
60%

175%

9%

121%

22%

-76%
-30%

2010

31.4
25.8
32.8
4.5
6.1
45.5
8.5
0.0

hppendn Table 2

Children (6-11 years)

2013

38.8
11.8
22.9
6.1
9.7
29.9
5.8
0.0

2018

51.9
30.9
20.3
12.0
10.3
5.8
3.8
0.1

2013-2018
change
34%

162%
-11%

96%

6%

-81%
-35%

2018 targeted ratios***

Preschoolers Children

0.38
0.41
0.39
0.40
0.42
0.36
0.46
0.38

0.37
0.40
0.37
0.38
0.41
0.35
0.42
0.31

bo



hepend Table 4

Exposure to TV advertising by teens*

Ranked by ads viewed for teens (12-17 years) in 2018
Includes average number of ads viewed by teens on national (network, cable, and syndicated) and spot TV

Average # of ads viewed

Teens (12-17 years) Teen-targeted ratio***
2013-2018

Rank Company Brand (sub-brand**) Category 2010 2013 2018 change 2013 2018
Most 1 PepsiCo Mtn Dew (Kickstart) Regular soda 12.0 17.2 32.2 87% 1.02 0.50
2 PepsiCo Gatorade (Flow, G2, GX, Drink Mix, G Series) Sports drink 31.4 33.4 20.7 -38% 1.05 0.52
3 Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink 14.5 24.4 13.7 -44% 1.26 0.54
4 Coca-Cola Coke (Classic, Life) Regular soda 195 8.6 10.4 21% 0.69 0.44
1 PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda 10.9 26.8 10.2 -62% 0.74 0.44
6 Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy (Tea) Energy drink 104.6 72.7 8.8 -88% 1.23 0.53
7 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Snapple (Iced Tea, Straight Up Tea) Iced tea 3.8 6.4 8.6 35% 0.80 0.52
8 Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea <0.1 0.6 7.8 1292% -- 0.43
9 Coca-Cola Sprite (Cranberry) Regular soda 12.8 2.6 7.5 192% 1.23 0.54
10 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper (Cherry) Regular soda 18.8 124 7.4 -41% 0.85 0.50
11 Pepsi Lipton Lipton (Iced Tea Mix, Splash of Juice) Iced tea 7.2 10.2 6.1 -40% 0.71 0.47
12 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Canada Dry (Ginger Ale, Ginger Ale & Lemonade) Regular soda 1.2 5.5 5.4 -2% 0.63 0.40
13 PepsiCo Pepsi Soda brand 0.0 0.0 5.1 - - 048
14 Coca-Cola Gold Peak Iced tea <01 0.2 4.7 2104% 0.74 043
15 Ocean Spray Ocean Spray Fruit drink 10.8 7.9 3.7 -53% 043 0.41
16 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  7-Up Regular soda 0.0 0.0 3.6 - - 0.39
17 Coca-Cola Fanta Regular soda 1.5 0.1 3.3 4197% 070 0.73
18 Coca-Cola Simply (Light) Fruit drink 0.5 0.1 3.3 4420% 0.96 0.44
19 Coca-Cola Honest Tea Iced tea 0.0 0.0 1.8 - - 054
20 Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Drink brand 0.0 0.0 1.7 - - 041
21 Coca-Cola Coke Soda brand 0.2 1.0 1.2 19% 0.50 0.48
22 Coca-Cola NOS Energy drink 0.1 0.5 0.6 29% 027 043
23 PepsiCo Tropicana (Trop50) Fruit drink 0.0 0.0 0.3 - - 041
24 Coca-Cola Powerade Sports drink 1.0 0.6 0.3 -46% 0.48 0.41
25 Coca-Cola Glaceau Vitaminwater Flavored water 1.5 9.9 0.2 -98% 1.38 0.60
26 Hansen Beverage Monster Energy drink 0.0 0.0 0.2 - - 0.62
v 27 Coca-Cola Sprite Soda brand 0.5 0.1 0.1 -28% 1.28  0.51
Least 28 Coca-Cola Mello Yello Regular soda 0.0 0.0 0.1 - - 037

Sugary Drink FACTS




hepend Table 4

Exposure to TV advertising by teens* (continued)

Company rankings

Average # of ads viewed

Teens (12-17 years) Teen-targeted ratio***
2013-2018
Rank Company 2010 2013 2018 change 2013 2018
Most PepsiCo 716 781 686 129% 090 049
2 Coca-Cola 50.0 237 354 50% 0.86  0.48
3 Dr Pepper Snapple Group 61.8 43.4 25.0 -42% 0.97 0.46
4 Pepsi Lipton 7.2 10.8 13.9 28% 0.72 0.44
5 Red Bull 145 24.4 13.7 -44% 1.26 0.54
6 Innovation Ventures 104.6 72.7 8.8 -88% 1.28 0.53
7 Ocean Spray 10.9 7.9 3.7 -53% 0.43 0.41
Least 8 Hansen Beverage 0.0 0.0 0.2 - - 062

*Includes all brands advertised on TV in 2018, excluding children’s drinks
**Individual sub-brands advertised on TV in 2018 (in addition to “original” varieties, if applicable)
***Ratio of ads viewed by teens versus adults (18-49y)

Bolded ratio in 2018 indicates a higher-than-expected ratio (=0.50) given differences in TV viewing times
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014
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Least

Most

Least

hependin Table 5

Exposure to Spanish-language TV advertising by Hispanic youth*

Ranked by ads viewed for Hispanic children (6-11 years) in 2018

Includes average number of ads viewed on Spanish-language TV by Hispanic youth

Company

PepsiCo

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
PepsiCo

Coca-Cola

Coca-Cola

Innovation Ventures
Coca-Cola

Coca-Cola

Coca-Cola

PepsiCo

Company rankings

*Includes all brands advertised on Spanish-language TV in 2018, excluding children’s drinks

Company

PepsiCo

Coca-Cola

Dr Pepper Snapple Group
Innovation Ventures

Brand (sub-brand**)

Pepsi

Dr Pepper
Gatorade
Coke (Classic)
Powerade
5-hour Energy
Coke
Coca-Cola
Honest Tea
Mtn Dew

Category

Regular soda
Regular soda
Sports drink
Regular soda
Sports drink
Energy drink
Soda brand
Drink brand
Iced tea

Regular soda

Preschoolers (2-5 years)

2013-2018

2010 2013 2018 change
00 122 176 44%
0.4 9.0 105 16%
0.0 0.0 8.5 -
16.6 8.3 8.7 4%
1.6 0.6 0.9 59%
741 47 1.4 -70%
0.0 0.0 0.9 -
0.0 0.0 0.3 -
0.0 0.0 0.1 -
0.0 09 <0.1 -99%

Preschoolers (2-5 years)

2013-2018

2010 2013 2018 change
02 131 2641 100%
191 106 11.0 3%
76 120 105 -13%
7.1 47 1.4 -70%

**Individual sub-brands advertised on Spanish-language TV in 2018 (in addition to “original” varieties, if applicable)
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

ngam Drink FACTS

Average # of ads viewed
Children (6-11 years)

2013-2018

2010 2013 2018 change
0.0 9.1 147 61%
0.3 7.3 9.3 27%
0.0 0.0 7.5 -
1.2 6.0 741 20%
1.5 0.6 1.0 73%
6.2 3.9 1.0 -75%
0.0 0.0 1.0 -
0.0 0.0 0.2 -
0.0 0.0 0.1 -
0.0 09 <01 -99%

Average # of ads viewed
Children (6-11 years)

2013-2018

2010 2013 2018 change
0.2 10.0 22.2 123%
135 8.0 9.5 19%
4.9 9.7 9.3 -5%
6.2 3.9 1.0 -75%

2010

0.0
0.4
0.0
1.7
21
12.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

2010

0.2
15.0
4.9
12.4

Teens (12-17 years)

2013

8.9
7.4
0.0
5.9
0.7
4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.3

2018

10.5
6.7
6.3
6.1
1.0
0.8
0.8
0.2
0.1

<0.1

2013-2018
change
17%

-10%

3%

53%

-79%

Teens (12-17 years)

2013

10.2
8.4
9.8
4.0

2018

16.8
8.2
6.7
0.8

2013-2018
change
64%

-3%

-32%

-79%

)
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Exposure to TV advertising by Black children*

Ranked by ads viewed for Black children (6-11 years) in 2018
Includes average number of ads viewed by Black preschoolers and children on national (network, cable, and syndicated) TV

Rank Company

1 PepsiCo

2 PepsiCo

3 Red Bull

4 Coca-Cola

1 Coca-Cola

6 PepsiCo

7 Pepsi Lipton

] Dr Pepper Snapple Group
9 Innovation Ventures

10 Pepsi Lipton

11 Dr Pepper Snapple Group
12 Dr Pepper Snapple Group
13 PepsiCo

14 Coca-Cola

15 Ocean Spray

16 Coca-Cola

17 Dr Pepper Snapple Group
18 Coca-Cola

19 Coca-Cola

20 Coca-Cola

21 Coca-Cola

22 Coca-Cola

23 PepsiCo

24 Coca-Cola

25 Coca-Cola

26 Coca-Cola

27 BA Sports Nutrition

Sugary Drink FACTS

Brand (sub-brand**)

Mtn Dew (Kickstart)

Gatorade (Flow, G2, GX, Drink Mix,
G Series)

Red Bull

Coke (Classic, Life)

Sprite (Cranberry)

Pepsi

Pure Leaf

Snapple (Iced Tea, Straight Up Tea)
5-hour Energy (Tea)

Lipton (Iced Tea Mix, Splash of Juice)
Dr Pepper (Cherry)

Canada Dry (Ginger Ale, Ginger Ale
& Lemonade)

Pepsi

Gold Peak

Ocean Spray
Fanta

7-Up

Simply (Light)
Honest Tea
Coca-Cola

Coke

NOS

Tropicana (Trop50)
Glaceau Vitaminwater
Powerade

Sprite

BodyArmor

Category

Regular soda

Sports drink
Energy drink
Regular soda
Regular soda
Regular soda
Iced tea

Iced tea
Energy drink
Iced tea

Regular soda

Regular soda
Soda brand
Iced tea

Fruit drink
Soda brand
Regular soda
Fruit drink
Iced tea
Drink brand
Soda brand
Energy drink
Fruit drink
Flavored water

Sports drink
Soda brand
Sports drink

2010

Black
children
(2-11years)

8.5

222
1.0
15.1
10.8
5.7
0.0
3.1
97.0
6.9
13.1

9.4
0.0
0.0
12.8
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
9.2
0.8
0.4
0.0

2013

Black
children
(2-11years)

13.5

28.8
18.8
12.2
3.0
19.9
0.4
7.3
60.4
10.5
8.9

4.8
0.0
0.8
9.5
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
1.3
0.3
0.0
8.7
0.5
0.4
0.0

hependin Table b

Average # of ads viewed

2018

Black
preschoolers
(2-5 years)

52.2

33.4
18.7
16.2
14.7
14.3
12.7
1.6
1.9
10.4

9.5

8.5
6.9
6.7
5.9
5.0
5.5
3.5
25
1.9
1.7
0.6
0.5
0.6
0.3
0.2
0.1

Black
children
(6-11 years)

50.7

33.7
19.0
15.5
14.5
13.9
13.0
12.1
1.9
10.7

9.3

8.1
7.2
7.0
5.7
5.6
5.2
3.7
3.0
21
1.7
0.7
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.1

2013-2018
change’

282%

17%
0%
30%
392%
-29%
3169%
62%
-80%
1%
5%

74%
785%
-39%

Black-targeted ratios***

2018

Preschoolers

2.52

2.50
1.89
1.7
2.80
1.74
1.81
1.87
2.15
2.19
1.55

1.65
1.76
1.70
1.45
2.67
1.79
1.15
1.28
1.13
2.18
1.24
1.90
5.71
1.16
5.43
3.95

Children
2.50

2.62
2.06
1.78
2,94
1.78
2.00
2.00
2.25
2.38
1.65

1.72
1.94
1.79
1.57
2.90
1.85
1.25
1.47
1.21
217
1.37
1.95
4.22
1.08
6.74
4.24
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Least

Exposure to TV advertising by Black children* (continued)

Company rankings

2010

Black

children

Rank Company (2-11 years)
1 PepsiCo 45.6
2 Coca-Cola 38.5
3 Dr Pepper Snapple Group 49.0
4 Pepsi Lipton 6.9
1 Red Bull 11.0
6 Innovation Ventures 97.0
7 Ocean Spray 12.9

*Includes all brands advertised on national TV in 2018, excluding children’s drinks
**Individual sub-brands advertised on national TV in 2018 (in addition to “original” varieties, if applicable)
***Ratio of ads viewed by Black preschoolers or children versus White preschoolers or children

2013
Black
children
(2-11 years)
62.2
27.4
38.9
10.9

18.8
60.4

9.6

hependin Table b

Average # of ads viewed

2018

Black
preschoolers
(2-5 years)
107.5

54.0

35.0

23.1

18.7

11.9

5.9

Black
children
(6-11years)
106.1

55.0

34.7

23.7

19.0

11.9

5.7

2013-2018
change’
72%

99%

-10%
115%

0%

-80%
-39%

Bolded ratio indicates a targeted ratio higher than the ratio of TV viewing time for Black preschoolers and children compared to White preschoolers and children (1.39 and 1.69)
'Calculated based on average of ads viewed by preschoolers and children in 2018
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014

ngam Drink FACTS

Black-targeted ratios***

2018

Preschoolers

2.31
1.86
1.71
2.21
1.89
2.15
1.45

Children

2.36
1.96
1.81
2.38
2.06
2.25
1.57

"
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Least

hependin Table T

Exposure to TV advertising by Black teens*

Ranked by ads viewed for Black teens (12-17 years) in 2018
Includes average number of ads viewed by Black teens on national (network, cable, and syndicated) TV

Black teens (12-17 years)

Average # of ads viewed Black-targeted ratio***
2013-2018

Rank Company Brand (sub-brand**) Category 2010 2013 2018 change 2010 2013 2018
1 PepsiCo Mtn Dew (Kickstart) Regular soda 20.1 30.6 69.2 126% 2.11 2.03 2.68
2 PepsiCo Gatorade (Flow, G2, GX, Drink Mix, G Series) Sports drink 51.7 56.6 46.9 -17% 1.90 1.94 2.78
3 Red Bull Red Bull Energy drink 225 42.2 26.6 -37% 1.83 2.1 2.30
4 Coca-Cola Sprite (Cranberry) Regular soda 24.8 6.6 194 194% 2.55 4.13 3.57
1 Innovation Ventures 5-hour Energy (Tea) Energy drink 200.7 137.8 17.9 -87% 2.14 2.18 2.29
6 Coca-Cola Classic, Life Regular soda 30.4 20.2 17.4 -14% 1.77 3.24 1.87
7 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Snapple (Iced Tea, Straight Up Tea) Iced tea 4.4 12.3 16.6 35% 1.17 2.27 2.25
] PepsiCo Pepsi Regular soda 13.9 38.8 16.5 -57% 1.53 1.60 1.85
9 Pepsi Lipton Pure Leaf Iced tea 0.0 0.6 14.8 2456% -- 1.04 2.15
10 Pepsi Lipton Lipton (Iced Tea Mix, Splash of Juice) Iced tea 10.7 17.7 134 -25% 1.65 1.92 2.66
11 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Dr Pepper (Cherry) Regular soda 26.3 17.6 125 -29% 1.64 1.67 1.83
12 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  Canada Dry (Ginger Ale, Ginger Ale & Lemonade) Regular soda 14.7 7.7 9.2 20% 1.40 1.43 1.79
13 PepsiCo Pepsi Soda brand 0.0 0.0 9.0 - - - 2.12
14 Coca-Cola Fanta Soda brand 0.0 0.0 8.8 - - - 3.42
15 Coca-Cola Gold Peak Iced tea 0.0 1.0 7.7 705% - 33.61 1.83
16 Dr Pepper Snapple Group  7-Up Regular soda 0.0 0.0 6.1 - - - 1.80
17 Ocean Spray Ocean Spray Fruit drink 17.3 11.6 5.4 -54% 1.77 1.58 1.47
18 Coca-Cola Simply (Light) Fruit drink 0.7 0.4 4.0 10000% 1.30 19.40 1.25
19 Coca-Cola Honest Tea Iced tea 0.0 0.0 2.4 - - - 1.34
20 Coca-Cola Coke Soda brand 0.2 1.7 2.2 30% 1.38 1.76 2.60
21 Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Drink brand 0.0 0.0 2.1 - - - 1.19
22 Coca-Cola NOS Energy drink 0.0 0.3 1.0 219% 0.23 0.56 1.61
23 Coca-Cola Glaceau Vitaminwater Flavored water 22.8 19.6 0.6 -97% 2.58 2.50 4.82
24 PepsiCo Tropicana (Trop50) Fruit drink 0.0 0.0 0.6 - - - 1.91
25 Coca-Cola Sprite Soda brand 0.9 0.8 0.3 -58% 2.66 49.88 4.95
26 Coca-Cola Powerade Sports drink 1.5 1.0 0.2 -75% 1.44 1.66 0.67
27 BA Sports Nutrition BodyArmor Sports drink 0.0 0.0 0.1 - - - 2.47

Sugary Drink FACTS
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Least

Exposure to TV advertising by Black teens* (continued)

Company rankings

Rank Company

Innovation Ventures

1 PepsiCo

2 Coca-Cola

3 Dr Pepper Snapple Group
4 Pepsi Lipton

1 Red Bull

6

7

Ocean Spray

*Includes all brands advertised on national TV in 2018, excluding children’s drinks
**Individual sub-brands advertised on TV in 2018 (in addition to “original” varieties, if applicable)
***Ratio of ads viewed by Black teens versus White teens

Bolded ratio indicates a targeted ratio higher than the ratio of TV viewing time for Black teens compared to White teens (1.78)
Source: Analysis of 2018 Nielsen data; Sugary Drink FACTS 2014
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2010

102.4
84.3
88.5
10.7
225

200.7
17.4
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Black teens (12-17 years)

Average # of ads viewed

2013

126.1
51.5
73.0
18.3
422

137.8
1.6

2018

142.3
66.2
44.4
28.2
26.6
17.9

5.4

2013-2018
change
13%

28%

-39%

54%

-37%
-87%
-54%

Black-targeted ratio***

2010

1.74
2.03
1.65
1.65
1.83
2.14
1.76

2013

1.83
2.89
2.00
1.87
2.1
2.18
1.58

2018

2.53
2.18
1.95
2.36
2.30
2.29
1.47
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We used a variety of data sources to evaluate
sugary drink advertising in the United States.
Through publicly available data, we document
sugary drink and energy drink nutrition and
advertising. Whenever possible, we used the
same methods as our previous report, “Sugary
Drink FACTS: 2014”" to measure changes over
time.

Our methods include evaluating the nutrition content of
sugary drinks, as well as energy drinks and energy shots,
and analyzing syndicated data on advertising spending and
TV advertising exposure from Nielsen. These methods are
described in detalil in the following sections.

We did not have access to beverage industry proprietary
documents, such as privately commissioned market research,
media, and marketing plans, or other strategic documents.
Therefore, we do not attempt to interpret beverage companies’
goals or objectives for their marketing practices.

Rather, we provide transparent documentation of:

= The nutrition content and ingredients in sugary drinks and
energy drinks;

= Advertising expenditures in all measured media, and
comparisons to advertising for diet drinks;

= The extent of exposure to TV advertising by preschoolers,
children, and teens;

= TV advertising targeted to Black and Hispanic youth,
including on Spanish-language TV; and

® Changes in advertising spending and exposure that
occurred from 2010 and 2013 to 2018.

Scope of the analysis

These analyses focus on sugary drinks, defined as any
non-alcoholic refreshment beverage containing any added
sugars, including sugar from all sources except fruit juice
concentrate, fruit juice, or fruit puree. We also include diet
energy drinks and energy shots in our analyses of unhealthy
drinks. In some analyses, we also include diet soda and other
diet drinks for comparison purposes. This report excludes
children’s sugary drinks (drinks that are marketed as intended
specifically for children), which were previously reported in
the Rudd Center’s 2019 Children’s Drink FACTS report.2

To narrow down the list of drink products to evaluate, we
utilized Nielsen data to identify sugary drink and energy drink
brands that spent more than $100,000 on advertising in 2018,
excluding children’s drinks that were previously reported. We
also identified diet drinks in the same categories.
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Sugary drink market

We assigned a company, brand, sub-brand (if applicable), and
drink category designation to all products identified above.

= Company refers to the company listed on the product
package or that owns the official website for the product.

= Brand refers to the main marketing unit for each beverage.
Brands may include numerous flavors or varieties of the same
product (e.g., Gatorade Flow, Gatorade Frost, Gatorade G2).
Brands can also have products in multiple drink categories
(e.g., Glaceau Vitaminwater flavored water and Vitaminwater
Zero diet drink, Snapple fruit drinks and Snapple iced tea).
When a brand offered products in more than one category,
each brand/category combination is presented separately in
our analyses. For example, advertising for Snapple iced tea
and Snapple fruit drinks are identified separately.

= Sub-brand is a subset of products within a brand that differ
substantially in nutrition quality and/or product category.
For example, Coca-Cola advertises both full-calorie Coke
and reduced-calorie Coke Life. Results for the Coke regular
soda brand includes both sub-brands, but advertising
that specifically identifies either full-calorie Coke or Coke
Life is also described separately in the results. Products
with significant amounts of advertising spending are also
included as separate sub-brands (e.g., Sprite Cranberry
and Sprite [original]).

= Varieties include different flavors and/or package sizes of
a brand or sub-brand. Individual varieties are highlighted or
described in more detail in the nutrition section.

Drink categories

Category describes the type of beverage (e.g., regular soda,
sports drink). The beverage categories in this report include
products that tend to be grouped together in industry reports
and previous research on sugary drink consumption.

We assigned all sugary drink and energy drink brands to one
the following six categories:

= Sugary drinks refer to all drinks than contain any added
sugar. These drinks may contain zero-calorie sweeteners,
in addition to added sugar.

1 Fruit drinks are fruit-flavored drinks with added sugar
and may or may not contain some juice. Manufacturers
refer to these products as juice drinks, juice beverages,
fruit cocktails, and fruit-flavored drinks/beverages.
Children’s fruit drinks are excluded from this category.

J Flavored water includes non-carbonated drinks with
added sugar described as a “water beverage” on the
product container or that include “water” in the product
name. Children’s flavored water are excluded from this
category.
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Iced tea includes ready-to-serve drinks and drink mixes
that are primarily described as “tea” on the product
package and typically served cold.

(d Regular soda refers to carbonated, sugar-sweetened
soft drinks. These products are also known as “pop.” This
category includes all products that contain any added
sugar, including “lower-calorie” products that contain
less added sugar and zero-calorie sweeteners.

[ Sports drinks are marketed as drinks intended to
accompany physical activity and/or improve hydration or
performance. They may contain the phrase “sport drink”
on product packaging or in promotion materials. Ready-to-
serve and drink mix varieties are included in this category.

= Energy drinks are caffeinated beverage products
labeled by the manufacturer as “energy drink” or “energy
supplement.”  This category includes carbonated,
canned varieties, with or without added sugar, as well as
concentrated energy shots (sold in 1.93-0z containers).

As a point of comparison with sugary drinks, we also analyzed
advertising for diet drinks (diet soda and other diet drinks)
offered by brands that also offer sugary drinks.

= Diet soda refers to carbonated soft drinks with zero-calorie
sweeteners and no added sugar.

= Other diet drinks include fruit drink, flavored water, sports
drink, and iced tea products that do not contain added
sugar. They often contain zero-calorie sweeteners, but not
always. Plain and sparkling unsweetened water and 100%
fruit juice are excluded from this category.

Nutrition content

We collected nutrition information for all sugary drinks and
energy drinks in our analysis from company or brand websites
in December 2019 to February 2020. If nutrition and/or
ingredient information was not provided online, researchers
visited local stores to obtain nutrition information on beverage
packaging. In some cases, products had to be ordered online
because they could not be found in stores. If information was
still missing after searching online and in stores, researchers
contacted company customer service representatives via
telephone to obtain the necessary information.

Across drink brands, available single-serve container sizes
varied greatly, making it difficult to compare calorie and
sugar content between drink categories and brands. The
reported serving size for each variety was determined based
on available single-serve containers within each sub-brand.
Nutrition information is reported for a 12-ounce single-serve
container size when available. If the product did not come
in a 12-ounce container, then nutrition information for the
single-serve container size closest to 12 ounces is reported.
In cases where the nutrition facts panel information was not
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reported for the entire single-serve container, researchers
calculated the content for the entire container based on the
given nutrition facts per serving. For example, Rockstar only
reported nutrition information for an 8-ounce serving on some
16-ounce cans. If nutrition information was not available for a
single-serve container, then nutrition for a 12-ounce serving
was reported based on the nutrition facts panel information on
a multi-serve container, including on containers that reported
nutrition information for an 8-ounce serving size.

We report the following measures of nutrition content for the
sugary drink and energy drink products in our analysis:

= Nutrition information includes calorie and sugar content
per serving reported on nutrition facts panels. Median and
range per serving are reported by brand/sub-brand and
category.

= Ingredient information includes caffeine content (mg per
serving), juice content (reported as % of total volume),
and the presence of zero-calorie sweeteners (yes or no).
Zero-calorie sweetener content was obtained from product
ingredient lists, and caffeine and juice amounts were
obtained from additional information provided on product
packaging and/or company websites.

= Zero-calorie sweeteners refer to all nonnutritive (non-caloric)
sweeteners, including artificial and natural sweeteners and
sugar alcohols. Artificial sweeteners in this report include
acesulfame potassium, aspartame, sucralose, and neotame.
Natural sweeteners reported include stevia (also called
rebiana or Reb A) and monk fruit extract. The only sugar
alcohol found in drinks in this report was erythritol.

Advertising

To analyze advertising spending and TV advertising
exposure, we licensed 2018 data from Nielsen in the following
non-alcoholic beverage categories: drink product, soft drink,
regular soft drink, diet soft drink, drinks-isotonic, bottled water,
fruit drinks, fruit juice, iced tea, drink mix, iced tea mix, and
drink mix-isotonic. These Nielsen categories incorporate all
of the sugary drink and diet drink categories in our analysis.

However, the Nielsen categories and brands do not always
correspond directly with the categories and brands in our
analyses. For example, Nielsen’s drink-isotonic category
includes both energy drinks and sports drinks, and its
bottled water category includes both plain and flavored
water. Therefore, we used the descriptions provided by
Nielsen to assign each Nielsen brand to the appropriate
brand, sub-brand, and category in our analysis. In some
cases, the description could apply to more than one brand
and/or category (e.g., Coca-Cola soft drinks). When brands
included products in more than one sub-brand or category
and the Nielsen data did not specify the product advertised,
we assigned the brands to one of two brand-level categories.
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= Thesodabrand categoryincludesbrand-level advertisements
that cannot be classified as either regular or diet soda
advertising. Soda brands sometimes advertise both regular
and diet versions of the brand in the same advertisement,
or they advertise the brand (e.g., Coke) but not a specific
product (e.g., Coke Classic or Diet Coke). In these instances,
Nielsen classifies the category as “soft drink.”

= Brand-level advertising that promotes products in other
(not soda) drink categories are categorized as drink brand
advertising. For example, some Snapple advertising is
classified by Nielsen as “drink products.” This advertising
supports Snapple products in multiple categories, including
fruit drinks, regular iced tea, and diet iced tea products.
The drink brand category also includes advertising that
promotes a company but does not identify a specific brand
(e.g., Dr Pepper Snapple Group). These ads are also
categorized as “drink products” by Nielsen.

In all advertising analyses, soda brand and drink brand
advertising are identified separately, unless otherwise noted.

Advertising spending

Nielsen tracks total media spending in 18 different media
including TV (including Spanish-language TV), internet, radio,
magazines, newspaper, free standing insert coupons (FSls),
and outdoor advertising. These data provide a measure of
advertising spending. We licensed these data for all non-
alcoholic beverage categories for 2018 and report these
numbers by category, company, and brand/sub-brand.

TV advertising exposure

To measure exposure to TV advertising, we also licensed
2018 gross rating points (GRP) data from Nielsen for
the same beverage categories. GRPs measure the total
audience delivered by a brand’s media schedule. They are
expressed as a percent of the population that was exposed
to each commercial over a specified period of time across
all types of TV programming. GRPs are the advertising
industry’s standard measure to assess audience exposure to
advertising campaigns, and Nielsen is the most widely used
source for these data.® GRPs, therefore, provide an objective
assessment of advertising exposure.

In addition, GRPs can be used to measure advertisements
delivered to a specific audience, such as age or other
demographic groups (also known as target rating points, or
TRPs), and provide a per capita measure to examine relative
exposure between groups. For example, if a sugary drink
brand had 2,000 GRPs in 2018 for 2- to 5-year-olds and 1,000
GRPs for 25- to 49-year-olds, then we can conclude that
preschoolers saw twice as many ads for that brand in 2018
compared with adults.

The GRP measure differs from the measure used to evaluate
food industry compliance with their CFBAI pledges. The
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pledges apply only to advertising in children’s TV programming
as defined by audience composition (e.g., programs in
which at least 35% of the audience are younger than age
12).# However, less than one-half of all advertisements
viewed by children younger than 12 occur during children’s
programming.® In contrast, GRPs measure children’s total
exposure to advertising during all types of TV programming.
Therefore, GRPs indicate whether participating companies
reduced total TV advertising to this age group.

In the TV advertising analyses, we obtained 2018 GRP data
by age group and race. We obtained total GRPs for the
following age groups: preschoolers (2-5 years), children (6-11
years), teens (12-17 years), and adults (18-49 years). These
data provide total exposure to national (network, cable, and
syndicated) and local (spot market) TV combined.

Nielsen calculates GRPs as the sum of all advertising
exposures for all individuals within a demographic group,
including multiple exposures for individuals (i.e., gross
impressions), divided by the size of the population, and
multiplied by 100. Because GRPs alone can be difficult to
interpret, we also use GRP data to calculate the following TV
advertising measures:

= Average advertising exposure. This measure was
calculated by dividing total GRPs for a demographic group
during a specific time period by 100. It provides a measure
of ads viewed by individuals in that demographic group
during the time period measured. For example, if Nielsen
reports 2,000 GRPs for 2- to 5-year-olds for a brand in
2018, we can conclude that on average all 2- to 5-year-olds
viewed 20 ads for that brand in 2018.

= Youth-targeted ratios. As GRPs provide a per capita
measure of advertising exposure for specific demographic
groups, we also used GRPs to measure relative exposure
to advertising between demographic groups. We report the
following targeted GRP ratios:

[ Preschooler-targeted ratio = GRPs for 2-5 years/GRPs for
18-49 years

1 Child-targeted ratio = GRPs for 6-11 years/GRPs for 18-
49 years

([ Teen-targeted ratio = GRPs for 12-17 years/GRPs for 18-
49 years

A targeted ratio greater than 1.0 indicates that on average
persons in the group of interest (e.g., children in the child-
targeted ratio) viewed more advertisements than persons in the
comparison group (i.e., adults). A targeted ratio of less than 1.0
indicates that the person in the group of interest viewed fewer
ads. For example, a child-targeted ratio of 2.0 indicates that
children viewed twice as many ads as adults viewed.

To identify advertising targeted to preschoolers, children,
and teens, we compared youth-targeted ratios for categories,
companies, and brands/sub-brands to the average time
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spent watching TV for youth in each age group compared to
adults (TV viewing time ratios). If the youth-targeted ratio is
greater than the relative difference in the amount of TV viewed
by each group, we can conclude that the advertiser likely
designed a media plan to reach this age group more often
than would occur naturally.

The average weekly amount of time spent watching TV in
2018 was obtained from Nielsen Market Breaks for each youth
age group and adults. The following 2018 TV viewing time
ratios were used for comparison: 0.87 for preschoolers versus
adults, 0.66 for children, and 0.50 for teens. These viewing
time ratios were all less than 1.0, which indicates that youth in
all age groups watch less TV on average than adults watch.

Targeted advertising

To assess exposure by Hispanic youth to Spanish-language
advertising, we provide advertising spending and GRP data
for advertising that occurred on Spanish-language TV.

= Spanish-language TV. TV programming presented on
Spanish cable and broadcast networks (e.g., Univision,
Telemundo).

= Spanish-language TV ads viewed. Spanish-language
TV ads viewed by preschoolers (2-5 years), children (6-
11 years), and teens (12-17 years) living in Hispanic
households.

We also obtained GRPs for advertising viewed by Black and
White youth in the same age groups on national TV to assess
advertising targeted to Black youth. Nielsen does not provide
spot market GRPs for Black consumers at the individual level.
Spot TV advertising accounted for about 2% of all beverage
advertising viewed by children and teens during 2018.%
Therefore, these data reflect an estimated 98% of Black youth
exposure to all beverage advertising on TV.

= Black-targeted ratios. We also used GRPs to measure
relative exposure to advertising between Black and White
youth in the same groups. We report the following targeted
GRP ratios:

Black preschooler-targeted ratio = GRPs for Black
preschoolers 2-5 years/GRPs for White preschoolers 2-5
years. This measure uses only national GRPs.

(1 Black child-targeted ratio = GRPs for Black children 6-11
years/ GRPs for White children 6-11 years. This measure
uses only national GRPs.

(1 Black teen-targeted ratio = GRPs for Black teens 12-17
years/GRPs for White teens 12-17 years. This measure
only uses national GRPs.

To identify advertising targeted to Black preschoolers, children,
and teens, we compared Black-targeted ratios for categories,
companies, and brands/sub-brands to the average time spent
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watching TV for Black versus White youth in each age group.
If the Black-targeted ratio is greater than the relative difference
in the amount of TV viewed by each group, we can conclude
that the advertiser likely designed a media plan to reach Black
youth more often than would occur naturally.

The average weekly amount of time spent watching TV in 2018
was obtained from Nielsen Market Breaks for Black and White
youth in each age group. The following 2018 TV viewing time
ratios were used for comparison: 1.39 for Black versus White
preschoolers, 1.69 for children, and 1.78 for teens. Viewing
time ratios higher than 1.0 indicate that Black youth in all age
groups watch more TV on average than White youth in the
same age group watch.

Changes in advertising from 2013 and 2010

To report changes in advertising spending and TV advertising
exposure we utilized Nielsen advertising data from 2010 and
2013 previously reported in Sugary Drink FACTS 2014.” The
analyses of 2018 advertising data in this report used the same
methods as the previous report with a few exceptions. In
these cases, 2010 and 2013 advertising data were adjusted
to provide a valid comparison to 2018 data as follows:

= This report excludes children’s drinks that were previously
reported in Children’s Drink FACTS.® Children’s sugary
drink brands were removed from the advertising data for
2010 and 2013 (fruit drink and flavored water categories)
to provide a valid comparison to advertising for these
categories in 2018.

= Drink mixes were not included in the previous report. For
this report, we included iced tea and sports drink mixes in
the 2018 advertising data and added drink mix advertising
to the previously reported 2010 and 2013 advertising
numbers for those categories. No other category advertised
drink mix products.

® For this report, we included Pepsi Lipton as a separate
company. Pepsi Lipton is a joint venture between PepsiCo
and Unilever to sell and market their Lipton, Brisk, and Pure
Leaf iced tea brands. These brands had been previously
reported as PepsiCo or Unilever company brands. We
reclassified the 2010 and 2013 advertising data for these
brands as Pepsi Lipton company brands to report changes
for PepsiCo, Unilever, and Pepsi Lipton companies over time.

= Ad exposure for Black and White preschoolers and children
had been combined into one age category in 2010 and
2013: Black and White children (2-11 y). In this report, we
report Black and White preschoolers (2-5 y) and children
(6-11 y) separately. To compare 2018 ad exposure to
previous years, we averaged ad exposure for Black and
White preschoolers and children in 2018 and compared it
to the combined age groups in 2013 and 2010.
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