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Recently, the Harvard School of Public
Health College Alcohol Study examined the
nature and scope of heavy episodic alcohol
use among a national sample of American
college students and the problems it engen-
ders for binge drinkers and others on cam-
pus. In a representative sample of 140 col-
leges and over 17,000 students, we found
that most college students drink alcohol
(84%) and that half of these drinkers (44%
of the total student population) are binge
drinkers who consume five or more drinks
in one sitting. In fact, one out of five (19%)
students binges more than once a week.

Binge drinking is not evenly distributed
across all student groups. Some, like frater-
nity and sorority members and students
involved in athletics, are more often binge
drinkers. Nor is it distributed evenly at all
colleges. Indeed, binge drinking ranges
from 1% of students at the college with the
lowest rate to 70% at the highest. Colleges
with dormitories, with NCAA Division I athlet-
ic teams and with alcohol outlets within one
mile of campus have higher binge-drinking
rates.

Binge drinking has many conse-
quences, some quite serious. We found that
binge drinkers hurt themselves through lost
educational opportunities, antisocial or ille-
gal behavior, high-risk sexual practices or
physical injuries. They hurt others through
physical assaults, sexual harassment or dis-
turbing the peace.

The desire to drink heavily and the abil-
ity to obtain alcohol develops long before
students arrive at college. Half of college
binge drinkers also binged in high school.
They came to college expecting to continue
drinking heavily. In fact, at campuses with a
high rate of binge drinking, incoming fresh-
men who binge do so within the first week of

arrival. Every one of nearly 1,000 freshmen
in a special study at 13 colleges reported that
alcohol was very easy to obtain. All were 18
or younger. So much for the enforcement of
minimum drinking age laws!

The problems produced by binge
drinking are college and community prob-
lems, and the solutions must stem from joint
efforts. Heavy episodic drinking is a product
of many factors, but the critical ingredient is
a supply of cheap alcohol in large volume,
often available to underage drinkers. Bar
owners in many college communities supply
that ingredient, advertising special deals that
encourage students to drink heavily every
night of the week. Those ads contribute to
students' perception that binge drinking is
the norm and encourage individual students
to increase their consumption to keep up
with their peers.

That is why this guide is particularly
valuable. It addresses the ways community
groups can work to reduce this high-vol-
ume/low-cost supply that is so conducive to
heavy drinking. It provides a range of strate-
gies to curtail high-risk marketing practices,
reduce the pressure on students to binge and
alleviate the problems that heavy drinking
creates.

Colleges cannot tackle this problem
alone. Those that try to reduce student
drinking without community support simply
may move the site of alcohol abuse off cam-
pus. Only with community involvement can
real progress be achieved.

Henry Wechsler, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator
Harvard School of Public Health
College Alcohol Study



Many people consider drinking a nor-
mal and integral part of the college experi-
ence. Despite this expectation, researchers
from the Harvard University School of Public
Health made headlines in 1994-95 when
their nationwide survey revealed that almost
half of all college students "binge drink"
(five or more drinks in a row for men, four
or more for women). The survey found
heavy-drinking students more likely to suffer
from a variety of health and academic conse-
quences. Even students who don't drink
heavily suffer second-hand effects from their
fellow students' binging, including interrupt-
ed sleep or studying, property damage, and
sexual or other assaults.

On and around campus, students see a
variety of messages about drinking. Most
campuses now offer "prevention" and "alco-
hol awareness" programs, but those pro-
grams compete for student attention with
happy hours, keg parties and bar crawls.
Wellness campaigns are too often lost in an
environment that, on the whole, supports
heavy drinking.

Although heavy student drinking has
remained constant, the campus environment
has changed noticeably since the early
1980s. Brewing companies, once highly vis-
ible at many campus events and activities,
now maintain a more subtle presence. Beer
ads no longer dominate student newspapers.
In their absence, local bars have increased
their advertising. Some advertise drink spe-
cials and other promotions that encourage
students to drink excessively. Examples of
common high-risk marketing practices
include all-you-can drink specials, "two-
fers," "coin nights," ladies nights, "bladder
busts" and bar crawls.

This guide was created to help mem-
bers of college communities take action to
create a healthier campus environment and
ease the pressure on students to drink.

Chapter 1 considers drinking and its
consequences, for college students
and others in the community.

Chapter 2 examines alcohol market-
ing and promotional practices on
campus and in campus media. It also
discusses strategies to reduce irre-
sponsible marketing and service
practices at bars frequented by stu-
dents.

Chapter 3 looks at laws and policies
that restrict alcohol advertising on
college campuses.

Chapter 4 discusses laws designed to
limit high-risk promotions.

Chapter 5 presents community-based
approaches to reducing problems
associated with heavy drinking at area
bars.

Chapter 6 puts all the pieces together,
offering tips for organizing a coali-
tion, gathering information, develop-
ing a strategic plan, and taking action
to change bar marketing and service
practices.

Who should use this guide?
This guide is for anyone who lives on or

near a college campus and wants to defend
students and other community members
from irresponsible marketing practices that
encourage heavy drinking. Whether you are
a college administrator, student, parent, pub-
lic health professional, member of a commu-
nity coalition or a neighbor who has grown
tired of late-night noise and vandalism, this
manual provides the tools you need to com-
bat the marketing practices that invite stu-
dents to binge.

As you read, we encourage you to con-
sider strategies that might work where you
live. Share this guide with others as you're
getting started, and refer to it as you develop
and implement a strategic plan.



A note about terminology
Throughout this guide, the terms "col-

lege" and "university" are used interchange-
ably. Although most of the studies we cite
focus on four-year institutions, the strategies
we present apply to any college community.
Two-year, commuter colleges will, of course,
face different challenges than four-year, resi-
dential institutions. In the final chapter, we
suggest steps for tailoring a strategic plan to
meet the specific needs of your community.

We use the terms "liquor control
board," "alcoholic-beverage control board,"
or "ABC" to refer to the state entity that
enforces laws governing the sale and promo-
tion of alcohol. In some states, authority
over establishments that sell alcoholic-bever-
ages rests with a single state entity. In others,
the state shares enforcement and licensing
authority with local agencies.



Problem? What Problem?—
Some Basic Facts About the Drinking Culture
Take a Sunday morning stroll around

many college campuses and you're likely to
encounter the wreckage of the previous
evening's partying. Keep an eye out for bro-
ken bottles as you make your way toward the
dorms. Notice the scattered plastic cups and
beer cans that mark the path and the bleary-
eyed coeds making the "walk of shame"
home from an unplanned sexual encounter.
A banner announcing the upcoming book
sale may have fallen under the weight of
some would-be Tarzan, but the nearby kiosk
still bears brightly colored fliers proclaiming
next week's drink specials — $1 pitchers at
the Black Horse Tavern tomorrow, quarter
shots on Tuesday!

If you live near a college campus or
work or study on one, you know that alcohol
often permeates the environment. Alcohol-
related social and recreational opportunities
typify the university experience: wine-and-
cheese gatherings with the faculty, tailgate
parties before the big game, and happy-hour
bonding with classmates. Less often
acknowledged is how drinking interferes
with the academic character of the campus,
the tranquility of neighborhoods, and the
health and safety of the entire community.

Too often, we take alcohol use for
granted, even among underage students. On
too many campuses, drinking has become a
big joke, and alcohol problems, which
plague drinkers and non-drinkers alike,
have been tolerated as the natural fallout of
an important rite of passage.

Student drinking, particularly the heavy
drinking in which so many engage, is no
joke. It drains the resources of colleges and
communities and sacrifices the vast potential
that students bring to academia.

The big picture: How much
do students really drink?

In a survey of students at 140 colleges
by researchers from the Harvard University
School of Public Health, 44% reported binge
drinking (five or more
drinks in a row for men,
four or more for women
during the past two
weeks). Half of all males
binged, compared with
39% of females. The
study classified 19% of
all students as "frequent
binge drinkers" who
binge three or more
times in two weeks
(23%ofmenand17%of
women). Binge-drinking
rates at different schools
ranged from 1% to 70%.
At almost one-third of the
colleges surveyed, more
than half of students
reported binge drinking.1

Although women
drink less than men on
average, they are catching
up. The number of col-
lege women who drink to
get drunk has increased
from 10% to 35% in the
past 10 years.2

Students who live
in a fraternity or sorority
house are the heaviest drinkers by far.
Eighty-six percent of fraternity residents and
80% of sorority residents report binge
drinking.3



Most kids learn to drink during their
high school years. After graduation, when
they begin living away from home (and have
more friends who live on their own), their
consumption increases. In general, the
heaviest drinking occurs between the ages of
18 and 24. College students of that age are

more likely to drink, and to drink
heavily, than their peers who do not
attend college.4

Consequences for
drinkers

The consequences of binge
drinking go far beyond hangovers,
which many students wear as a
badge of honor identifying them as
"party animals." According to the
Harvard study, students who binge
frequently experience many more
drinking-related problems than
those who do not binge or who
binge less often.

Despite the consequences, fre-
quent binge drinkers do not gener-
ally perceive themselves as having a
"drinking problem." Binge drink-
ing and its associated hazards have
become so interwoven into college
life that students, friends, residence
advisors and faculty can easily miss
early signs that a student may need
help controlling his or her drinking.

As students drink more heavily,
their academic achievement, on
average, declines. Grade-point aver-

ages (GPAs) fall as students' number of
drinks per week rises.5 Alcohol is a factor in
more than a third of all academic problems
and more than a quarter of all dropouts.6

Here's to your health?
When they drink heavily, students place

themselves at greater risk of a variety of
health and safety crises. At the University of
Richmond, for example, 24% of students had
injured themselves as a result of excessive
drinking. Thirteen percent of those surveyed
reported having been exploited sexually after
having too much to drink, and 5% admitted
to having taken advantage of a drunk per-
son.7 More than 29% of University of Iowa
undergraduates reported engaging in
"unplanned" sexual activity during or after
drinking at least once in the previous year.8 A
study of students at Vanderbilt University
found that acute alcohol intoxication requir-
ing emergency room treatment was com-
mon, particularly among freshmen. About a
fifth of students treated for intoxication had
also suffered an injury related to a fall.9

One for the road
Despite the proliferation of "Friends

don't let friends drive drunk" messages on
most campuses, students continue to drink
and drive, and they get away with it. Although
more than one-third of students surveyed by
Southern Illinois University's Core Institute
reported driving while intoxicated during the
past year, only 1.4% were arrested for driving
under the influence.10 Drivers 21 to 24 years
old involved in fatal crashes are more likely
to have alcohol in their systems and more
likely to have a blood-alcohol content above
0.10 (the legal limit in most states) than
those in any other age group.11

Other alcohol-related crime
When students drink heavily, the likeli-

hood that they will commit or fall victim to a
crime increases. Colleges reported nearly
10,000 violent crimes on campus in 1994,
including 20 murders.12 In one-half to two-
thirds of campus homicides and serious
assaults, alcohol is present in the offender,



the victim or both.13 According to one study,
90% of all reported campus rapes occurred
when alcohol was used by the assailant or the
victim.14

Drinking or possessing alcohol is itself
a crime for a substantial proportion of stu-
dents. In 1994, there were more than
20,000 arrests for liquor law violations on
campus (1.4 for every 1,000 students).
Arrests for liquor law violations amount to
about three times the number of arrests for
illicit drugs.15

Student vandalism, including trashing
dormitories, stealing property and writing
graffiti, goes hand-in-hand with heavy drink-
ing. A study of 12,651 college students con-
ducted by the Towson University (Md.)
Campus Violence Prevention Center found
that more than 60% of students who
destroyed or damaged property on campus-
es reported they were drunk at the time.16 In
a survey of students from 68 colleges and
universities, one in 10 admitted to an act of
vandalism under the influence of alcohol in
the past year. Nearly one-quarter of heavy-
drinking students had engaged in vandal-
ism.17

Many residents of college communities
have grown tired of the crime and petty
annoyances that flow from the bars that clus-
ter around campus. Complaints of late-night
noise, public urination and littering are com-
mon. While these problems have a regular
impact on neighbors' quality of life, periodic
short-term disturbances (or riots) can cause
far greater damage. In October 1996, for
example, the mayor of Cedar Falls, Iowa,
ordered bars along the "strip" adjacent to
the University of Northern Iowa to close early
after they became overcrowded with drunk-
en revelers from the homecoming football
game. Intoxicated students responded by
throwing bricks, overturning cars and caus-
ing serious damage to nearby property and
businesses.

i i Second-hand" effects
The effects of heavy drinking are wide-

spread and not limited to vandalism and
noise. Two-thirds of students
responding to the Harvard
survey reported experienc-
ing at least one adverse con-
sequence of another stu-
dent's drinking during the
school year. On campuses
where a majority of students
binge, students who don't
drink heavily are almost
four times more likely to
experience one of those
problems than their coun-
terparts on campuses where
binging students are in the
minority.18

Gimme shelter!
Like other exhausted

and exasperated members
of the community, students
have grown less tolerant of
the late-night noise, vandal-
ism, disorderly behavior
and other problems that
occur when their peers drink heavily. Peer
education programs, alcohol-free activities
and university policies that reduce the pres-
ence of alcohol on campus have all gained
popularity over the past decade. When asked
whether they would prefer to have alcohol
available and used at social events on and
around campus, one-third of students said
they would prefer alcohol not be available.19

Two-thirds of students who do not binge
would prefer to live in an alcohol-free cam-
pus environment.20

The increasing demand for substance-
free housing illustrates student willingness to
give up some convenience (being able to
drink in their rooms) in exchange for a safe
and quiet place to live and study. Initially,
university officials who considered offering



"Substance-free residence halls work great
at connecting and supporting the non-
users. "

— Andy Hill, Health Educator,
Old Dominion University

this housing option thought
students would select it only
under pressure from par-
ents. To the surprise of
many, most students make
this choice on their own,
and both drinkers and
abstainers enjoy this living
arrangement.

At schools that offer substance-free
housing, the number of students choosing
this option continues to grow. At the
University of Michigan, 2,400 students (one-
third of those living in University housing)
opted for substance-free dorms in 1996, up
from 500 when the program began in 1989.
At the University of Maryland, one-eighth of
on-campus residents chose substance-free
dorms in that program's third year,21 and the
program's popularity has since grown.

Substance-free housing has the added
benefit of reducing vandalism. Western
Washington University in Bellingham turned
the first two floors of the dorm with the worst
reputation for vandalism into a drug-free liv-
ing area. Although it is the residence hall
closest to the downtown bars, vandalism
costs declined from several thousand dollars
a year to only $60. Vandalism expenses at
the school's other dorms have not declined.22

Dangerous misperceptions
Although students may drink a lot com-

pared with the general population, the actual
amount pales in comparison to what they
believe their fellow students consume. In
general, students perceive their peers' drink-
ing levels to be higher than their own and
higher than they actually are.23 Exaggerated
perceptions of others' drinking causes some
students to increase their own consumption
in order to "keep up."24 This relation
between perception and behavior reflects
how the normalization of drinking in the col-
lege environment may feed the binge-drink-
ing epidemic.

Many factors in the campus environ-
ment conspire to convince students that they
need to drink heavily to fit in. In addition to
their own observations and reports from
friends, students learn about drinking by tak-
ing cues from parents, older siblings, profes-
sors and college administrators. Campus
media and the campus landscape may also
emphasize alcohol-related pursuits or alter-
native activities. It's easy to understand why
students develop inflated perceptions of their
fellow students' consumption if they routine-
ly see messages that promote drinking — on
their way to class, in the student paper, at
sporting events and concerts, and in the res-
idence halls and cafeterias.

"The substance-free policy is great in terms of
reducing wear and tear on the dorms."

— Dan Herbst, Washington University

Source: J. Epstein & P. Finn, Preventing Alcohol-Related Problems on
Campus: Vandalism (1995).



Advertising and Marketing to
the College Student

Saturday Coin Night: 9-11, Any Coin - Any Drink
— The Rocky Mountain Collegian, Colorado State University, March 8, 1996.

Thursday Free Beer, Pizza, and Kamikazes 'Til Midnight!
— Northern Iowan, University of Northern Iowa, March 12, 1996.

Ladies Drink Free All Night Long; $1 Shots Every Night After Midnight
— Daily Reveille, Louisiana State University, March 13, 1996.

Ease your mind before FINAL EXAMS with our "MIND ERASER" Drink Special
— Auburn Plainsman, Auburn University (AL), March 7, 1996.

On-campus marketing practices have
changed over the past two decades. Unlike
the 1980s, when brewers dominated the
campus landscape, the most egregious alco-
hol ads today come from local bars. Under
pressure from health advocates, parents and
educators, brewers have toned down their
campus marketing, focusing instead on
"alcohol awareness" messages that carry
their product logo along with a "socially
responsible" tagline. On many campus-
es, however, bars have filled the void
left by the brewers. Student newspa-
pers, campus bulletin
boards and kiosks are
often plastered with ads
proclaiming drink specials
at nearby pubs.

Tuition, room, board . . .
and beer

When they drink, students overwhelm-
ingly choose beer. Each year, American col-
lege students quaff some 4 billion cans'
worth, accounting for about 10% of total
beer company sales.1 That figure translates
into approximately $1.37 billion in sales for
Anheuser Busch and $429.7 million for
Miller Brewing Company.2

For brewers, student drinking spells not
just current sales, but future profits as well.
Marketing research indicates that most peo-
ple develop loyalty to a specific beer between
the ages of 18 and 24.3 College campuses,
therefore, provide brewers with the opportu-
nity to reach large numbers of "entry-level"
drinkers at a time when they are developing

brand preferences that may continue
throughout their lives.

For families, who already
pay 41% of their median
income for tuition, room
and board at a private insti-

tution,4 the cost of education
increases as students invest heavi-

ly in the consumption of alco-
hol. Each year, college students

spend approximately $5.5 billion on alco-
holic beverages ($446 per student) — more
than they spend on soft drinks, tea, milk,
juice, coffee and books combined.5

To secure a share of this lucrative mar-
ket, brewers and other alcohol producers
spend millions of dollars each year promot-
ing their products to college students. One
conservative estimate places annual alco-
holic-beverage producer expenditures for
college marketing between $15 million and
$20 million.6 That total does not include



marketing by local retailers and distributors,
sponsorships, "alcohol awareness" mes-
sages, logo products, Spring Break promo-
tions, advertisements in youth-oriented
periodicals, or commercials on televised
programs with a wide college audience.
Because producers do not release this pro-
prietary information and industry groups
don't track advertising targeted at college
students,7 a better estimate of the value of
these marketing tactics is not available.

Brewers go to college:
On-campus marketing

Beginning in the 1970s, brewers
maneuvered to increase their presence
on college campuses and in other
places where students gather. The
major brewing companies and their
local distributors hired students as
"campus reps" to promote their brands.
The Budweiser Clydesdale horses enter-
tained crowds before football games,
while the Bud Light Daredevils took the
court to perform acrobatics during half-
time at college basketball games.
Inflatable beer cans sprouted on cam-
pus lawns and in front of fraternity
houses. Brewers stormed Spring Break,
dispatching squadrons of scantily clad
marketing representatives to give away
logo-emblazoned merchandise on the
beach, at brewer-sponsored parties in

local bars and at other student hot spots.

Beer marketing
targeted at college
students waned after
Congress passed leg-
islation in 1984
encouraging states to
adopt a minimum
drinking age of 21.
By 1987, all 50 states
had adopted that stan-
dard. As a result, a
large proportion of
the undergraduate

population now falls below the legal drinking
age. By the late 1980s, challenges from pub-
lic health activists, campus administrators,
parents, community members, the media
and government regulators peaked.

Facing negative publicity, potential legal
liability, and increasing demands for univer-
sity policies and government regulations to
restrict access to students, brewers backed
off — at least to the extent necessary to
appease the critics. On-campus beer mar-
keting has become noticeably less aggres-
sive.8 For example, brewers have all but dis-
continued the use of student reps to promote
their brands on campus.9

The power of the press
College newspapers provide a powerful

example of brewers' departure from cam-
puses since the late 1980s. For students, the
papers provide not just news, but also infor-
mation about campus attitudes and priori-
ties, as well as updates on social activities.
Many cues about social norms come from
advertisements that appear in the newspaper.
On some campuses, a large proportion of
those ads promote heavy drinking, giving the
impression that this activity is an integral part
of campus life.

About 35% of all college newspaper
advertising revenue comes from alcohol
ads.10 In 1977-78 and again in 1984-85,
researchers analyzed those advertisements in
a representative sample of college newspa-
pers.11 The Center for Science in the Public
Interest (CSPI) conducted a similar analysis
in 1996.12



Compared with the earlier studies, CSPI
found brewers conspicuously absent from
the pages of college newspapers. In 1984-
85, ads for alcoholic-beverage products
appeared in 21 out of 50 papers, and beer
accounted for 97% of these ads. In 1996,
only seven out of 75 papers carried alcohol
product advertisements, and six of those
were beer ads (the seventh was for hard
cider).

While beer ads have largely disap-
peared from the pages of college newspa-
pers, promotions for local retailers, bars,
taverns and distributors have grown. Since
1984, the average number of column inches
devoted to advertising by local alcohol out-
lets has increased by more than half.

Irresponsible advertising
Some ads in college newspapers pro-

mote heavy drinking through pictures,
phrases, or promotions. Among other pitch-
es, they offer deeply discounted drinks (often
in the middle of the week), use women as
"bait" to attract male drinkers, announce

price increases as the evening progresses
("ladder pricing" or "beat the clock" spe-
cials) or offer students all they can drink
for a single low price.

Such irresponsible marketing prac-
tices have a highly visible effect on the aca-
demic environment and on student safety.
Whether they offer students "all-you-can-
drink" or charge a penny for a pitcher of
beer, bars suggest that students will contin-
ue to be served as long as they can stagger
to the bar. "Beat the clock" specials, in
which prices increase as the night pro-
gresses, draw students with the promise of
cheap drinks, then increase the prices as
their ability to gauge how much they are
spending decreases. These and similar pro-
motions demonstrate a disdain for responsi-
ble business practice and jeopardize the
health and safety of the entire community.

Most irresponsible alcohol advertising
in student papers comes from local bars.
The few brewer ads that now appear gener-
ally avoid urging heavy drinking, relying
instead on logos and images of the products
to increase brand awareness.

In contrast, ads for local purvey-
ors often blatantly encourage students
to drink excessively. In 1996, one-
third of the local alcohol ads we ana-
lyzed promoted heavy drinking. In 14
of the 61 papers that ran bar ads,
more than half of that ad space was
devoted to the promotion of heavy
drinking. Often, the ads complement
articles that glamorize or normalize
heavy drinking. For example, columns
reviewing nearby bars or describing a
"night on the town" appear regularly
in many college papers.



"[D]rinking — often heavy
drinking — is portrayed as the
norm for college students."

— Breed, et al, "Alcohol
Advertising in College
Newspapers: A 7-Year Follow-
Up," May 1990.

Other marketing on and
around campus

Bars also rely on a variety of
other marketing techniques to attract
students. Bar promoters distribute
handbills to students between classes,
post fliers on campus kiosks and dor-
mitory bulletin boards, and stuff stu-

^B dent mailboxes with listings of the
week's drink specials. Bars, liquor

stores and brewers also reach students
through free "unofficial" college publica-
tions, such as the University Reporter, that
inform students of upcoming social events
and contain numerous alcohol ads.

Some of the marketing
practices used by bars to
attract college students also
promote unsafe drinking.
Bars may ask popular stu-
dents to serve as "guest bar-
tenders" to attract more stu-
dent business. "Guest bar-
tenders" rarely, if ever,
receive training in laws
against serving intoxicated
patrons, techniques for
safely handling an unruly
customer, ways to prevent
drunk driving, or other
strategies to safeguard the
individuals they serve.

Sometimes promotions
that encourage heavy drinking come dis-
guised as safety programs. For example,
some bars attract students by offering a ride
home, sponsoring a "drunk bus" or other
"safe-ride" program. Others may offer free
non-alcoholic beverages to designated dri-
vers. While such programs have the laudable
aim of preventing drunk driving, they also
encourage non-driving students to drink
excessively by suggesting, implicitly, that
"drinking responsibly" simply means not
drinking and then driving.

Bar crawls, in particular, promote
excessive and unsafe drinking. During the
crawls, which often have a brand tie-in (usu-
ally Miller or Budweiser), participants travel
to a number of bars within a few blocks of
each other, consuming discounted drinks at
each and becoming progressively more
intoxicated. Because patrons drink over a
period of several hours in different establish-
ments, it is difficult, if not impossible, for
servers to monitor drinking levels and slow
or cut off service to drinkers who show signs
of intoxication.

"National campaigns may encourage ‘how
people think' about alcohol, but local promo-
tions and marketing impact ‘how people
drink.

— Rick Kozin, Nebraska Council to Prevent
Alcohol & Drug Abuse (March 1995).

Increasingly, promoters dress up a full
day's binging as a socially responsible activi-
ty by associating their bar crawls with a char-
itable organization. "Crawlers" bring canned
food for a local shelter or soup kitchen, or a
percentage of the proceeds may go to chari-
ty. These tie-ins allow participants to feel that
they are helping the needy as they drink to
abandon.

Targeting students off
campus

For the distilled spirits industry, con-
strained by a Code of Good Practice that pro-
hibits advertising in campus media, nearby
bar promotions have become especially pop-
ular. For example, Jaegermeister, a 70-proof
liqueur with herbal flavors, has done very lit-
tle media advertising.14 Instead, the compa-
ny sponsors parties at college bars and
deploys a 900-member marketing squad: the
Jaegerettes. These young women in tight
black dresses and high heels roam bars
handing out hats, shirts and other prizes to



"It's probably a real cheap
T-shirt, but just to have one is
like an accomplishment —
like you earned it."

— Louisiana State
University freshman
Michael Risey, Wall Street
Journal (May 13, 1994).

customers who shout the Jaegermeister
name or buy a "tooter" (a frozen test tube
filled with a 5/8 ounce shot). Between par-
ties and Jaegerettes, Jaegermeister spends
approximately $7 million annually marketing
to college students.15

Inspired by Jaegermeister's success,
other distilled spirits producers have adopted
similar tactics. According to a Jaegermeister
representative, no fewer than 23 spirits
brands have recently used attractive young
women to promote their products in bars.16

Most of these promotions persuade and teach
students to drink shots of hard alcohol.

In addition to bars near campus, brew-
ers continue to target Spring Break hot spots,
such as Fort Lauderdale and Daytona Beach,
Florida, and Lake Havasu, Arizona. Although
not as aggressively as in the 1980s, brewers
sponsor parties at bars frequented by vaca-
tioning students, giving away T-shirts and

"We hold about 20,000 to 30,000parties
a year. We teach the people how to drink
Jaegermeister in bars, and it rubs off in
stores."

— Sidney Frank, Chairman,
Sidney Frank Importing Co.,
Impact (March 1& 15, 1995)

other items bearing company logos. Visitors
to Budweiser's home page on the World Wide
Web <http://budweiser.com> can choose
from several popular Spring Break destina-
tions and view pictures of bikini-clad stu-
dents enjoying Budweiser products.

Music & sports sponsorship
Of all alcohol producers, brewers most

actively sponsor rock concerts and sporting
events to link their products with activities
that young people associate with fun, excite-
ment and sex appeal. Approximately three-
fourths of the nation's major concert facili-
ties have beer company sponsors, who pay
between $100,000 and $500,000 annually to
attach their names to concert venues and



tickets.17 Brewers also sponsor the concert
tours of numerous individual rock and coun-
try music acts. For example, Budweiser
sponsors the "Budweiser concert series" at
locations across the country and in 1997
sponsored the New Edition concert tour.

Sports and beer go hand in hand, par-
ticularly in the minds of brewers' main tar-
get: young men. In 1990, the Coors Brewing
Co. embodied this relationship in a special-
edition Coors Light can commemorating the
University of Nebraska Cornhuskers' champi-
onship football season. To reinforce this
association throughout the sports season,
brewers and their local distributors sponsor
the printing of season schedules and adver-
tise in game programs.

Brewers also advertise during broad-
casts of college and professional sporting
events. In addition to commercials, "non-
standard advertising" (stadium signs, logos
on scoreboards and brief product sponsor-
ships) has become common. Now that the
distilled spirits industry has revised its Code
of Good Practice to permit broadcast adver-
tising, liquor ads have begun to join beer
commercials on those programs.

17 Personal responsibility" is
just part of the picture

As they work off campus to increase
student consumption and gain student loyal-
ty, brewers and distillers sponsor a variety of
"alcohol awareness" messages and activities
on campus to demonstrate their interest in
the "responsible" consumption of their
products. Industry-sponsored organizations
with a high profile on college campuses
include BACCHUS (Boost Alcohol
Consciousness Concerning the Health of
University Students), the Century Council,
and Beer Drinkers of America (BDA).

In general, these organizations promote
the prevention of drunk driving and under-
age drinking or sponsor vague messages
advising students to "know their limits."
They focus on individual responsibility with-
out acknowledging the role that alcohol
advertising and promotions and other factors
play in perpetuating unhealthy drinking
norms on campus.



Standards for Alcohol Marketing
On Campus

Combating heavy-drinking promotions
may require a look at all of the alcohol
advertising on campus and a review of the
laws and policies that apply to that advertis-
ing. Sources of advertising standards include
newspaper editorial policies, college alcohol
policies, industry advertising codes, and state
and local laws. Consider using these stan-
dards to challenge non-conforming ads and
strengthen the policies that apply on your
campus.

Restraint by the industry
The trade associations representing

American brewing companies (the Beer
Institute), vintners (the Wine Institute), and
distillers (the Distilled Spirits Council of the
United States, or DISCUS) have adopted
codes for the responsible marketing of their
products. Those codes contain some restric-
tions that apply to campus marketing.
Generally, the guidelines tend to be vague
and unenforceable.

All three associations prohibit advertis-
ing that promotes excessive or irresponsible
consumption. In fact, most on-campus
advertising by alcoholic-beverage producers
does not promote heavy drinking. Off cam-
pus, however, brewers occasionally target

students with ads that seem to
violate the Beer Institute's stan-
dard against advertising that
depicts beer "being consumed
excessively, in an irresponsible
way."

The Beer Institute and DIS-
CUS place specific restrictions
on college marketing. The DIS-
CUS Code of Good Practice pro-
hibits any advertising on cam-
pus or in college newspapers.
The Beer Institute advertising
code permits beer advertising
and marketing activities on
campus or at college-sponsored
events "only when permitted by
appropriate college policy."
Another brewer restriction advis-
es that ads "should not portray
consumption of beer as being important to
education, nor shall advertising directly or
indirectly degrade studying" (emphasis
added).
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Hospitality industry
standards

Many bar owners have responded to
increasing community pressure and liability
concerns by adopting voluntary "responsible
hospitality" marketing and service standards
that aim to protect the well-being of patrons
and limit the establishments' potential liabil-
ity while maintaining a healthy profit margin.
Those bars follow the principles described
below.1 We include ads that illustrate mar-
keting practices which defy standards of
responsible ownership.

Signs of a Responsible
Establishment
• Pricing to prevent intoxication

The responsible establishment will set
prices so as not to encourage heavy con-
sumption and intoxication. Non-alcoholic
products will generally be priced competi-
tively with alcoholic products.

• Monitoring drinking

The responsible establishment sets safe
drinking limits for guests. The establishment
will not promote the sale of drinks in a man-
ner that encourages the service of more than
one standard drink to a guest at one time.
Management, servers and security staff will

monitor guest behavior for signs for
intoxication.

• Managing the intoxicated
guest

When a guest is approaching his
or her limit or displaying visible signs

of intoxication, servers will take
the necessary steps to pace drink-
ing, offer food, delay service, or
contact a manager to refuse ser-
vice. In no instance will a super-
visor or manager override the
decision of the server if service is
being refused.

• Marketing responsible beverage
service

The responsible establishment pro-
motes its philosophy, policies, and service
practices to the public. It informs guests that
staff have received specific training in recog-
nizing and dealing with intoxication, age
identification, sale of alternative beverages,
responsible serving practices, and the laws
regarding beverage alcohol sale and service.

The advertisements that appear in this
section disregard many, if not all, of these
principles. They reflect owners' frequently
expressed belief that they must use these
dangerous promotions to compete for stu-
dent patrons and stay in business. Although
hospitality industry groups such as the North
American Partnership for Responsible
Hospitality and the National Licensed
Beverage Association (the trade association
for bars and other licensed establishments)
endorse these or similar guidelines, they
have no means of enforcing them. Indeed,
few of the bar owners who place such ads
belong to those associations.

Other voluntary codes
Other groups have developed voluntary

guidelines for marketing alcoholic beverages
to college students. The organizations that
promote the guidelines highlighted below
receive financial backing from alcoholic-bev-
erage producers, and those producers have
voiced support for their respective advertis-
ing codes.

Inter-Association Task Force
The Inter-Association Task Force on

Alcohol and Substance Use (IATF), made up
of associations of student affairs professionals
and industry-funded "alcohol awareness"
groups, promotes voluntary guidelines (see
Appendix 2) that provide a reasonable starting
point for campus efforts to remove ads that
promote excessive consumption.



College and
university policies

The IATF guidelines have been
endorsed by some industry trade associa-
tions. According to the Beer Institute, brew-
ers support these guidelines, which "help
ensure that campus beer marketing activities
are conducted responsibly, with the approval
of appropriate campus officials."2 The
National Licensed Beverage Association
(NLBA) also supports the IATF advertising
guidelines.3 Despite such official support,
many bar and tavern owners routinely disre-
gard the unenforceable suggestions.

The Century Council
At its inception in 1991, the Century

Council, an association of distillers, vint-
ners and the Stroh Brewery Co., adopted a
Code of Responsible Marketing and
Advertising Practices. Members agree to
follow the Code's provisions and to submit
an annual report on compliance efforts to
the Council.4 While the advertising codes
adopted by the wine and distilled spirits
industries tend to be stricter than the
Century Council's, the Beer Institute's
advertising guidelines are less restrictive.

Campus policies concern-
ing alcohol use and promotion
have evolved as the relationship
between institutions of higher
learning and students has
changed. Before the 1960s,
most colleges took a paternalis-
tic approach to students,
enforcing restrictions on drink-
ing, nighttime curfews and other
standards of behavior. The
1960s and ‘70s, however, wit-
nessed an upheaval in social val-
ues, and college-aged individu-
als assumed an increasingly

adult place in society. Factors including the
new national voting age of 18, the lowered
minimum drinking age in some states, mili-
tary service in Vietnam, and the presence of
older, non-traditional students on campus
convinced institutions to shift away from
their role in loco parentis and relax campus
alcohol controls.

Those societal and campus-based
changes led to a dramatic increase in alcohol
and other drug problems at colleges across



"Unwise alcohol use... under-
mines the intellectual climate of
the university. It distracts stu-
dents from the purposes of higher
education and... dampens aca-
demic motivation and interest."

— Alcohol Policy, University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill,
effective Jan. 1, 1996.

the country.5 In response, Congress passed
legislation in 1984 that caused all 50 states to
establish a minimum drinking age of 21 (by
1987) and passed the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act Amendments in 1989.
Those measures require colleges and univer-
sities to implement policies designed to
reduce illegal alcohol and drug use on cam-
pus.

This federal mandate motivated institu-
tions to reconsider the role of alcohol in
campus life and debate a variety of possible
approaches to mitigating alcohol problems.
While some schools have used the policy-
development process to initiate a campus-

wide dialogue on student drinking
and the place of alcohol promotion
in college life, others have simply
enacted policies with minimal stu-
dent input. Many policies do little
more than define where and when
students may drink.6 If a school's
policy refers to alcohol advertising at
all, it most likely concerns the adver-
tisement of parties and events spon-
sored by university-affiliated organi-
zations.

Public health professionals, such
as former Surgeon General C. Everett Koop,
and organizations concerned with the health
and safety of young people have urged univer-
sities to adopt tough policies restricting alco-
hol promotion on campus. In 1990 the
National Commission on Drug-Free Schools
recommended that colleges prohibit all alco-
hol advertising in school newspapers, at stadi-
ums and at all school events.7 Because
alcohol is illegal for about a third of the
undergraduate population and because
the presence of alcohol frustrates efforts to
create a healthy environment for learning,
the Commission argued that colleges
should not allow alcohol promotion any-
where on campus. While some schools
have responded by adopting advertising
restrictions, most have not.

Policies restricting alcohol
marketing

No matter what voluntary guidelines
alcoholic beverage producers adopt and
what legislation the government may enact,
the campus environment will be shaped in
large measure by policies adopted at each
institution. Researchers have tracked
changes in alcohol policies at 330 four-year
colleges and universities every three years
since 1979.8 Half of the schools which

"Higher education must give shape to the social,
legal, and economic environment that influ-
ences the decisions that students make about
alcohol."

— William DeJong, Ph.D.

responded to the 1994 College Alcohol
Survey reported having a policy that address-
es sponsorship of events and promotions by
the alcoholic-beverage industry. This figure
represents an increase from 41% of schools
claiming such a policy in 1991. Of those
schools, the percentage that prohibit specific
types of sponsorships and promotions has
increased significantly between 1991 and
1994.

Many schools also restrict advertising
by local bars and taverns. Those schools
may ban advertisements by local bars entire-
ly, prohibit bars from promoting drink spe-
cials or limit the locations where establish-



ments may place ads and fliers. More than
half of the schools responding to the survey
prohibit off-campus establishments from
advertising on campus bulletin boards and
radio stations. Eighty percent reject the dis-
tribution of fliers in dining areas.

Other policies
Campuses that do not explicitly prohib-

it alcohol promotions or advertising often
have formal or informal policies that result in
de facto bans on certain types of ads. For
example, the Campus Poster Policy at the
College of Saint Rose in New York requires

"Alcohol advertising on campus or in campus
media... shall not portray drinking as a solu-
tion to personal or academic problems of stu-
dents or as an enhancement to social, sexual,
or academic status."

— Florida State University Alcohol Policy

all signs and fliers to be approved by the
Student Affairs Office; unapproved signs
don't last long. According to the school's
director of alcohol and other drug preven-
tion services, the office routinely rejects
advertisements that promote excessive drink-
ing. At the University of North Carolina-

Wilmington, marketing guidelines prohibit
degrading or sexist images and other offen-
sive ads. In practice, however, the policy is
much stricter. The Office of the Dean of
Students removes any alcohol ad that refers
to brand, quantity or price.

Student newspaper policies
Often schools that regulate on-campus

alcohol advertising exempt the student-run
newspaper. The 1994 College Alcohol Survey
found that 83% of responding schools
allowed off-campus alcohol establishments
to advertise in student newspapers. Some
schools that permit alcohol advertising
restrict the content of those ads, such as pro-
hibiting ads that refer to happy hours, drink
discounts or specific brands of alcohol.

Restrictions on advertisements in stu-
dent newspapers prove much more contro-
versial than those concerning other forms of
promotion. Often, student newspapers func-
tion as autonomous organizations, not sub-
ject to university regulation. Journalists may
oppose attempts to limit alcohol advertise-
ments on both financial and free speech
grounds. Students and faculty members may
perceive university-imposed restrictions as
censorship that runs counter to the princi-
pals of academic freedom.



In addition to ethical concerns, univer-
sities may face legal constraints on their abil-
ity to restrict newspaper ads. The First
Amendment probably protects the right of
journalists at public institutions to accept
alcohol advertising if they choose. Because
the First Amendment only guards against cen-
sorship by the government, however, in most
circumstances newspapers at private universi-
ties would not have the same protection.

"A paper could have a 'no
alcohol policy' but if the busi-
ness manager wants to run a
'drink til you puke' ad, there
is nothing that the school
president can do about it."

— Julio Fernandez, former
business manager, Miami
Hurricane, University of
Miami

Some schools use less coercive
means to change a newspaper's advertis-
ing policy. The dean of students or
another administrator may meet periodi-
cally with the paper's editorial board to
encourage more restrictive advertising
policies, but may leave the final decision
to the paper's editors. This process may
be cumbersome, as editorial boards
change frequently. With some editors, it
may lead to greater sensitivity in the
paper's overall coverage of alcohol
issues. Others may continue to focus
only on the financial benefits of alcohol
advertising.

Even without administration involve-
ment, alcohol issues can be contentious. At
Bellarmine College in Kentucky, the issue of

alcohol advertising in the Concord became
so divisive that the editorial board put the
question of whether to ban alcohol advertis-
ing to a student vote. Students reaffirmed the
existing policy permitting the ads.

Many papers subject alcohol advertis-
ing to the same standards as ads for any
other product. The Colonnade at Georgia
College, for example, will publish ads for any
product, except firearms, subject to editorial
discretion. This policy gives editors the free-
dom to refuse any ad without comment if
they feel it is inappropriate for the campus.
While such a policy may simplify procedures
for the editorial staff, it does not provide
much guidance for either advertisers or edi-
tors. An ad which may be deemed inappro-
priate during one semester may be accepted
in another, depending on the particular edi-
tor's viewpoint and the newspaper's financial
needs at the time.

Editorial boards that have explicitly
addressed alcohol advertising have devel-
oped a variety of policies to balance the
papers' financial interests with their campus-
es' interest in maintaining a safe and healthy
learning environment. Some newspapers
require alcohol advertisements to carry a
statement urging students to drink responsi-
bly. Others define specific types of alcohol
ads that will not be accepted. Still others
have adopted policies which simply state that
the paper will not accept advertisements that
promote excessive or irresponsible con-
sumption of alcohol.

State laws restricting
on-campus marketing

Although the federal government has yet
to take action to challenge alcohol marketing
on campus (other than Federal Trade
Commission oversight of misleading, decep-
tive or unfair ads), some states have passed
laws intended to reduce campus-based pro-
motions and advertising. The following
examples highlight their differing strategies.



Michigan & Washington:
Promotions prohibited

In 1985, the Michigan Liquor Control
Commission proposed rules to bar alcohol
industry representatives from college cam-
puses and remove alcohol advertisements
from student newspapers.13 That proposal,
the first of its kind in the nation, drew strong
opposition from alcohol industry representa-
tives, who insisted that they had a right to
promote drinking to Michigan's half million
college students. They lobbied for a less
restrictive rule.14

With its final rulemaking, Michigan's
Liquor Control Commission stopped short of
the all-out ban that industry representatives
feared. Michigan's rule prohibits any activi-
ties on campuses in the state designed to
promote the sale or consumption of alcohol,
as well as participation by alcohol producers
or licensed wholesalers in activities spon-
sored by any student group that has a major-
ity of members under 21.15 This prohibition
effectively eliminated the use of campus

representatives by beer producers and dis-
tributors.

The rule's exceptions allow industry
representatives to maintain a limited pres-
ence on campus. Alcohol ads may still
appear in student newspapers and periodi-
cals, and the industry may still sponsor some
campus activities and organizations, with
restrictions.16 Liquor licensees must obtain
approval from the Liquor Control Commission
to sponsor alcohol awareness programs on
campus or to provide financial assistance to
campus organiza-
tions. To request
Liquor Control Com-
mission approval,
licensees must pro-
vide the Commission
with written approval
from the governing
body of the college
or university and a
letter providing infor-
mation about the nature of the sponsorship
or contribution.17

"[Our] concern is those ads that promote exces-
sive drinking... where the inference is that you
can't be a big man on campus without having a
couple of swigs of brew."

— Liquor Control Commission member Alex
Laggis, Detroit Free Press (2/19/85)



Washington's state legislature passed a
similar measure, with similar exceptions,
during the same year. The law prohibits pro-
motional activities for any alcoholic beverage
on any college or university campus, as well
as activities that facilitate or promote the
consumption of alcoholic beverages by col-
lege or university students.18

Virginia: Sponsorship and adver-
tising restrictions

Virginia relied on the state's authority to
regulate underage drinking to justify rules
against alcohol advertising in college student
publications. Unless in reference to a "din-
ing establishment," alcohol advertising is
prohibited in any college or university publi-
cation that "is distributed or is intended to be
distributed primarily to persons under 21
years of age."19 Advertisements by a dining
establishment may not refer to brand names
or prices.20 Virginia permits alcohol aware-
ness advertising in student newspapers, as
long as the sponsoring company's logo occu-
pies no more than 10% of the advertising
space and the ad contains no reference to or
pictures of the sponsor's brands.21

Virginia also limits
alcoholic beverage adver-
tising in connection with
the sponsorship of public
events. Any sponsorship
"on a college level" is pro-
hibited.22 However, the reg-
ulations permit manufactur-
ers to sponsor and whole-
salers to co-sponsor off-
campus charitable events.23

This provision would permit
the sponsorship of "chari-
ty" bar crawls in college
communities.

Control Board issued a rule that prohibits
alcohol advertising in college or university
media and sponsorship of any college or uni-
versity activity by alcohol retailers or manu-
facturers.24

New York: Trying to bring it all
together

During the 1993-94 legislative session,
then-Governor Mario Cuomo submitted a
proposal to the New York State Legislature
that would have limited promotional and
advertising activities by individuals or estab-
lishments licensed under the state alcoholic
beverage control law.

Although it did not pass, we highlight
this legislation as a model for efforts to limit
alcohol advertisements and promotions on
campus. The bill resulted in positive changes
on campuses in New York. It called attention
to troubling marketing practices. Also, it
convinced many bar owners that in order to
eliminate the perception that legislative
restriction of on-campus marketing was
needed, they had to work with campus offi-
cials to develop mutually acceptable advertis-
ing guidelines.

Utah: Sponsorship and advertising
prohibited

Also citing its authority to regulate
underage drinking, Utah's Alcoholic Beverage

Free speech issues
Washington and Michigan each consid-

ered, then rejected, restricting advertise-
ments in student newspapers. Wherever leg-
islatures have proposed such measures,



alcohol-industry representatives have protest-
ed that the restrictions unconstitutionally
violate their First Amendment right to free-
dom of speech.

Although the First Amendment issues
have not all been resolved, "commercial
speech" has generally received less constitu-
tional protection than political speech. The
First Amendment allows the government to
restrict advertising if it shows a compelling
interest in doing so. The restriction must
directly advance this government interest and
be no more extensive than necessary.

Legislatures that have limited alcohol
advertising in college newspapers and on cam-
pus have addressed this constitutional test by
framing the legislation as a means to reduce
illegal underage drinking.
Restrictions on alcohol adver-
tising on campus and in the
campus media could be
upheld if the state can present
evidence that the restriction
would be an effective, if not
the only, means of reducing
alcohol consumption by
minors.

unlawful possession, use or distribution of
drugs or alcohol on college property, or as
part of a college activity. Schools must dis-
tribute to each student annually a document
describing: health risks of using illicit drugs
and alcohol; available counseling programs;
local, state and federal legal sanctions for
illegal use or possession of alcohol and other
drugs; and the institution's own sanctions.
Finally, each school must ensure consistent
enforcement of these sanctions and review its
policy every two years. Since 1994, efforts
have been made in Congress to expand the
act to include restrictions on alcohol adver-
tising, but those changes are not expected
soon.

Federal law
Federal law does not

provide much help in
restricting campus alcohol
advertising. The Drug-Free
Schools and Communities
Act Amendments of 1989
require institutions of higher
learning to certify to the
Department of Education
that they have implemented a
policy that prohibits the



Know the codes
Once you have identified the advertising standards that apply on campus, you can work to

strengthen and enforce them. You can:

• meet with the editorial board of the college newspaper to discuss the problems that
high-risk bar promotions cause for students, and offer to help develop an advertising
policy that rejects those practices,

• talk with the university president or student government about developing a policy
restricting alcohol advertising on campus, or

• work with other college communities in your state to pass legislation restricting cam-
pus alcohol ads.



Selling Drinks: Rules of the Game

Just as widespread participation in the
creation of alcohol advertising policy con-
tributes to its acceptance on campus, the
involvement of students and other segments
of the college community can increase the
ability of neighborhood efforts to put pres-
sure on establishments that encourage heavy
drinking. Students, neighborhood residents
and business owners can find common
ground working to stop the marketing and
server practices that place the health and
safety of the entire community at risk.

The alcoholic-beverage control laws in
your state and community provide a variety of
legal tools to help stop marketing practices
that lure students off campus to overindulge.1

The laws described below may already be in
place in your community. If so, you may wish
to advocate increased enforcement. In com-
munities that do not have some of these laws
on the books, a campaign to pass such legis-
lation can be a powerful motivator for estab-
lishments to agree to voluntary controls.
Where bar owners remain uncooperative,
enforcement of new laws may be needed to
change your community's drinking environ-
ment.

Laws restricting drink
specials

Many bars attract price-conscious
students by offering drink specials and simi-
lar promotions that encourage customers to
consume excessive amounts of alcohol.
Responding to the health and safety risks cre-
ated by these marketing practices, 24 states
have enacted laws or regulations that prohib-
it or limit some of those promotions.2

Appendix 3 highlights these laws. Bars vio-
lating them may lose their licenses or face
other administrative penalties.

"All-you-can-drink" specials
Bars that offer "all-you-can-drink" or

an unlimited quantity of alcohol for one low
price acknowledge an inten-
tion to serve patrons regard-
less of their level of intoxica-
tion. Because such specials
tend to be time-limited (for
example, "all-you-can-drink
from 9 'til midnight"), cus-
tomers feel pressure to
drink quickly, making it
more difficult for them to

On premises where alcoholic beverages are
sold by the drink, a licensee... may not
sell... an unlimited number of alcoholic
beverages... during a set period of time
for a fixed price.

Alaska Statutes § 04.16.015 (a) (4)
(Oct. 1994)



[I]t shall be unlawful for any licensee:
To establish a single retail price based
upon the required purchase of two or
more drinks.

Alabama Admin. Code Supp. §
20-X-6.14(1)(b) (Sept. 1990)

gauge how drunk they become.
For this reason, 18 states prohib-
it or restrict "all-you-can-drink"
specials.

"Two-fers"
Bars that offer patrons two

or more drinks for the price of
one essentially force customers
to order their "next" drink

before they've consumed their current drink.
Like "all-you-can-drink" specials, "two-fers"
make it difficult for customers to pace their
drinking or monitor their level of intoxica-
tion. Because servers usually deliver two
drinks at once, patrons may also drink faster
to get to the second drink before it becomes
flat or warm. Fourteen states specifically

prohibit or restrict selling
two or more drinks for the
price of one.

Happy hours
Like other time-

limited drink specials,
"happy hours" encourage
customers to consume a
large number of drinks in
a short time. Six states
prohibit happy-hour drink
specials, while seven oth-
ers restrict the hours dur-
ing which bars may offer
discounts. Although New
Hampshire allows happy
hours, bars may not refer
to "happy hour" in their
advertisements.3 As we go
to press, a measure ban-
ning happy-hour drink
specials in Florida is gain-
ing momentum in the
state legislature.4

Ladies nights
On "ladies nights,"

bars offer special dis-

counts to female customers with the expecta-
tion that they will attract larger crowds of
males who pay full price. Like other drink
specials, ladies nights encourage women to
drink more than they might normally.
Although males pay full price, they too will
presumably increase their consumption to
keep up with or out-drink their female com-
panions.

It is unlawful for a holder of a retailer s
permit to: Sell alcoholic beverages dur-
ing a portion of the day at a price that
is reduced from the... established price
that the permittee charges during the
remainder of that day.

Indiana Stat. Ann. §
7.1-5-10-20(a)(1) (1991)

Few state laws specifically refer to
"ladies nights." Laws prohibiting licensees
from offering drinks to one group of persons
at a price lower than that offered to other
customers would, however, proscribe the
practice. Based on this definition, seven
states ban ladies nights, and four others
restrict the hours during which bars may
offer "ladies night" specials. In addition, the
Minnesota Department of Human Rights has
ruled that this marketing practice constitutes
illegal gender-based discrimination.

Other laws restricting bar
promotions

When laws prohibit specific marketing
practices, bars may develop new specials that
the legislature had not even considered. For
instance, they may respond to a prohibition
against offering two drinks for the price of
one by offering a single drink that happens to
be twice as large as the usual serving or
offering to add a second shot of liquor to a
mixed drink ("make it a double") for little
or no additional charge. To counter this
strategy, nine states prohibit or restrict drink



An on-premise permittee... shall not give away a
drink or sell one at a price that is different from the
usual... price charged for the drink for any period of
time less than one full business day. Free or reduced
drinks under this provision shall be offered to all cus-
tomers, not just a segment of the population.

North Carolina Admin. Code § 4.2S.0232(b) (1994)

specials in which bars charge their usual
price for a larger drink.

Bars may get around restrictions
against all-you-can-drink specials or free
drinks by charging ridiculously low prices
for drinks, sometimes in conjunction with a
cover charge (a fee for admission to the
bar). "Coin nights," "nickel pitchers" and
"quarter shots" all encourage customers to
drink excessively. In some states, "happy
hour" laws may prohibit these practices.
Texas prohibits bars from charging a cover
price for admission, then selling penny
drinks or drinks for "any coin."5

Massachusetts bans any promotion that
results in the sale of drinks at a price that is
lower than the bar's cost.6 Maine rejects any
marketing practice that has the specific pur-
pose "to encourage customers to drink to
excess."7

The table in Appendix 3 refers to state
statutes and regulations that can help elimi-
nate some of the bar practices which place
customers, and the community, at greatest
risk. Check with the local liquor control
board to find out what restrictions apply in
your community.

Service to intoxicated
persons

Most states prohibit licensed establish-
ments from serving alcohol to intoxicated
patrons. Servers who violate those laws are
usually subject to misdemeanor criminal
charges (a fine and possible imprisonment),

while licensees (bar owners) face admin-
istrative penalties (license suspension or
revocation) as well as fines. These laws
appear ready-made to prevent excessive
consumption and marketing practices
that promote this behavior. Unfortunately,
their enforcement is spotty and the penal-
ties may be insufficient deterrents.

When enforcement is weak, estab-
lishments may find it financially advanta-

geous to continue serving intoxicated
patrons and pay the
occasional fine. In
Oregon, for example,
the law prohibits
licensees from "know-
ingly" serving alco-
holic beverages to a
"visibly intoxicated"
person.8 However, the

The holder of a permit issued by the department
of liquor control... shall not: Increase the vol-
ume of alcoholic beverages contained in a serv-
ing without increasing proportionately the price
charged for such serving.

Ohio Admin. Code § 4301:1-1-50 (3) (1994)

alcoholic beverage •
commission can only
issue letters of reprimand
for the first three viola-
tions of this provision
within a two-year period.
Blessed with a high stan-
dard of proof, weak
enforcement and even
weaker penalties, Oregon
bar owners have little rea-
son for concern until they
have received one or two
letters of reprimand.

Ultimately, the enforce-
ment of laws prohibiting
service to intoxicated
patrons requires a signifi-
cant commitment of
resources. Officers must
be in the bars monitoring
patrons' consumption and
noting which servers con-
tinue to bring them
drinks. One study found that it took an aver-
age of 1.5 hours of observation for officers to
witness one request for alcohol service by an



"No licensee or employee of any licensee shall
in any manner provide or allow possession of
an alcoholic beverage to or by a person who is
intoxicated or incapacitated by alcohol
and/or other drugs."

- Nebraska Liquor Control Act,
Rule-; & Regulations Rfi-DIQ N

intoxicated person.9

However, national studies
indicate that the benefits
of increased enforcement
in accident-related costs
alone far outweigh the
enforcement costs.10

Zero in on problem
bars

Focusing law enforcement efforts on
problem establishments can help make the
most of limited resources. Police in many
areas now track "last drink data," identifying
the last place to serve a drunk driver before
he or she got behind the wheel. By targeting
bars that regularly serve drivers to the point
of intoxication, police may be able to prevent
future tragedies.

Targeting advertisements can also help.
Many of the bar ads depicted in this guide
virtually guarantee students that they will
continue to be served when intoxicated.
Community members can aid enforcement
efforts by bringing those ads to the attention of
alcoholic-beverage control and police officers.

Community monitoring can help in
other ways, too. If patrons are seen stum-
bling away from a particular bar, citizen
complaints can direct law enforcement
efforts. Of course, community members can
also go into the bars and note violations. The
information from an "undercover" visit to a
bar may spur police action. Alternatively, a
well-publicized monitoring campaign that
promises in advance to share information
about violations with police and the press
may intimidate some owners into changing
their serving practices, if only temporarily.

Beef up enforcement
Stricter enforcement of laws prohibiting

sales to intoxicated customers (or the threat
of stricter enforcement) can benefit the com-
munity. In Washtenaw County, Michigan

(home of the University of Michigan), offi-
cials took a multi-step approach to promot-
ing compliance with laws against serving
intoxicated customers. First, the police invit-
ed the county's 205 licensees to a presenta-
tion explaining the enforcement effort. Once
the effort began, licensees who were visited
by undercover officials but not cited received
a post-visit report notifying them that they
had been objects of enforcement. Officials
maintained visibility by encouraging media
coverage of the enforcement effort and its
effects on establishments. Those reminders
from the media and police kept bar owners
vigilant.

Officers concentrated their efforts on
the establishments responsible for the great-
est number of drunk drivers, as reported by
individuals arrested for driving while intoxi-
cated (DWI). This focus led to increased
enforcement at bars serving college students,
which were responsible for 15 times the
number of DWIs as restaurants and other
establishments not frequented by students.11

Washtenaw County's efforts led to mea-
surable improvements. Refusals of alcohol
service to intoxicated patrons increased by
more than 300% immediately after the pro-
gram began. Although refusals declined over
time (indicating that "refresher" meetings
and continued enforcement efforts are need-
ed to reinforce these changes), servers con-
tinued to refuse to provide drinks to intoxi-
cated customers at more than double the
previous rate one year after the program's
introduction. Over the same period, the pro-
portion of DWIs coming from bars also
declined by one-quarter.12

To ensure that enforcement efforts con-
tinue over time, consider working for an
ordinance that requires a minimum number
of compliance checks each year at each
licensed premise. See Appendix 4 for a sam-
ple of a proposed ordinance.



Stop the pub crawl
In April 1996, residents of Pacific

Beach, California (near San Diego State
University), prevented a planned "pub
krawl" by using a law prohibiting service to
intoxicated patrons. The event's organizers
pulled out after receiving complaints from
the district's councilman and a letter from
the Department of Alcoholic Beverage
Control threatening to close down participat-
ing bars for 15 days if it found anyone who
was already intoxicated being served.13

Work with your alcoholic beverage con-
trol board and interested political figures to
put pressure on bars that participate in
crawls or offer irresponsible specials in your
community. Once they are on notice that
these specials invite close scrutiny of their
practices, bar owners may market their
goods more responsibly.

Laws promoting responsible
bar policies

Some states have enacted laws that
encourage voluntary changes in bar policies.
These include mandatory server training and
dram shop liability. The laws provide incen-
tives for bar owners to change their market-
ing practices and for servers to monitor
patrons for signs of intoxication. They com-
plement laws against serving intoxicated
patrons by increasing compliance with those
laws without adding much to enforcement
costs.

Although these laws focus on server
practices, they also influence bar advertising
and promotional practices. Most manager
and owner training programs include infor-
mation on responsible marketing practices.
The programs' review of state happy hour
laws and laws against service to intoxicated
patrons can also deter high-risk promotions.
Similarly, "dram shop laws," which hold bar
owners or servers liable for damages caused
by their drunk patrons, can discourage pro-

motions that might lead patrons to drink
excessively and cause harm to others.

Mandatory server training
Since the early 1980s, support for serv-

er training programs has grown among state
liquor control boards, health activists, insur-
ance companies and bar owners themselves.
Many state liquor boards offer voluntary pro-
grams, and insurance companies may offer
reduced rates for bar owners who require
this training for their employees.

Seven states and many municipalities
now mandate server education or
make employment of trained
servers virtually a necessity for
establishments.14 Appendix 4 con-
tains a model city ordinance requir-
ing server training.

In 1985 Oregon passed legislation
requiring that all servers, managers and
owners attend a state-approved course every
five years. By the end of 1991, all Oregon
servers had completed the course, which
includes information about alcohol's effect
on the body, Oregon alcohol service and
drunk-driving laws, effective server interven-
tion techniques and alcohol marketing prac-
tices for responsible beverage service.

Studies of Oregon's experience have
concluded that legislation mandating server
training has a beneficial effect on public
health and safety. Servers demonstrate
greater awareness and knowledge of how to
count and space drinks for customers to
avoid intoxication. Managers and owners
become more supportive of those server
techniques and more aware of their own
potential liability for risky policies and prac-
tices. Oregon's law has also helped signifi-
cantly reduce the number of single-vehicle
nighttime car crashes.15

Training in responsible beverage ser-
vice can help prevent excessive student
drinking at bars in college communities.



Combining training with regulations that ban
happy hours and similar drink specials can
be particularly effective by ensuring that
establishments practicing responsible alco-
hol service will not be competitively disad-
vantaged in relation to other bars.16

Mandatory server training will also discour-
age the practice of bringing in student "guest
bartenders," unless those students have
attended an approved training program.

Dram shop liability
Dram shop liability refers to the legal

principal that bar owners and servers may be
held financially responsible for injuries or
property damage caused by an intoxicated or
underage customer who is served by the
establishment. In most cases, a third party
who has been injured by a drunk driver will
bring a civil suit under the state's dram shop
law against the bar that served the driver to
the point of intoxication and allowed him or
her to get behind the wheel. Thirty-six states
have statutes establishing some form of dram
shop liability, while the courts in seven other
states and the District of Columbia recognize
dram shop liability based on common law.17

Although dram shop laws originated to
provide a means of financial recovery for the
victims of alcohol-related injuries, the Model
Alcoholic Beverage Retail Licensee Liability
Act of 1985 creates additional incentives for
bar owners to adopt responsible business
practices.18 Part of the Model Act requires

courts to look specifically at a defendant
bar's business practices as a way of evaluat-
ing the extent to which the bar meets current
industry and community standards.19

Establishments that have adopted responsi-
ble business practices may claim those prac-
tices in defense of an action. The section
gives licensees a strong incentive to adopt
responsible policies and work with members
of the community to prevent alcohol-related
problems.

Publicizing existing server-liability laws
can help persuade bar owners to adopt more
responsible policies. Bar owners in Iowa
City, home of the University of Iowa, have
been re-evaluating their marketing and serv-
er practices since a February 1997 jury deci-
sion found a popular night spot liable for
$1.3 million in damages in a crash caused by
a student that severely injured a family of
four.20 The case has stimulated discussion of
bar practices throughout the community.

Other ways to fight high-
risk promotions

Challenged to develop innovative solu-
tions to enduring problems, states and com-
munities have come up with a number of
strategies that can help fight irresponsible
marketing and server practices at bars in
college communities. Some are described
below:



• Sting operations: The term refers to
the surprise appearance of officers at
a bar or other retailer, usually to
check IDs and issue citations to
minors found with alcohol or to fine
vendors caught selling to underage or
intoxicated persons. Stings can lead
to real changes in sale policies only if
officers cite bar owners (not just
patrons or servers) for violations and
if they are well-publicized and repeat-
ed over time.

• Automatic license revocation for
repeat violations: California recently
enacted legislation providing for the
revocation of an establishment's
liquor license after three convictions
for selling to minors within a three-
year period.21 Ideally, "three strikes
laws" would call for license revoca-
tion after three convictions for any
liquor law violation, including sales to
minors or intoxicated individuals.

• Consumer-protection laws: State laws
generally prohibit unfair, deceptive or
misleading advertising. It may be mis-
leading for a bar to advertise "all-you-
can-drink for $5" when the law pro-
hibits service to intoxicated individu-
als, even if they are still capable of
drinking.

• Bounties: Community members and
enforcement agencies can offer finan-
cial rewards to individuals who report
bars that serve intoxicated patrons.

• Minimum age of 21 to enter bars:
Once they enter a bar, younger stu-
dents can often find someone to buy
beer for them or even buy it them-
selves. Because these younger students
tend to binge more than older stu-
dents, keeping them out of bars can
reduce alcohol-related problems off
campus.

You can take a number of actions to
implement effective laws in your community.
Start by learning the law, monitoring enforce-
ment levels and looking for areas where
improvement may be needed. Consider
working with state or local lawmakers to
pass laws such as those described in this
chapter or to increase funding for the
enforcement of existing measures. You can
help increase compliance with those laws by
educating bar owners and other community
members about legal requirements govern-
ing bar marketing practices and calling
attention to violations of those requirements.


