
this year and the over-performance
last year,” said Thomas A. Russo,
portfolio manager of Pennsylvania-
based Gardner Russo Gardner,
which holds more than five million
Heineken shares, as well as posi-
tions in several of its rivals, includ-
ing Diageo, SABMiller and Brown-
Forman. “The targets they set were
perhaps too ambitious, but that was
mostly because of the tremendous
success of the first year.

“The fact is, it revived the entire
franchise.”

For the rest of the year, Heineken
Premium Light, which is handled by
Berlin Cameron United, New York,
will be looking to innovation to spur
future growth. Having already intro-
duced a stylish slim can, executives
told analysts that in September,
they’ll introduce Heineken Premium
Light in draft-keg format. The self-
tapping mini-kegs have helped grow
volumes on Heineken’s flagship
lager. The brewer said it sold five mil-

lion draft kegs of regular Heineken
worldwide during the first half of this
year, compared to 5.2 million during
all of 2006.

The brand also plans the rollout
of a “Beertender,” an appliance that
keeps draft kegs of beer refrigerated
and accessible on the kitchen
counter.  “[The Beertender] is a sort
of an espresso machine for beer,”
said Mr. Graafland.

Heineken
From Page 4
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MAKING NAMES

As any media researcher will tell
you, the concept of using bench-
mark reports and forecasts is intend-
ed to serve as less of a crystal ball and
more of a hype-driver for emerging
technologies and market trends.
Even Forrester analyst Charles
Golvin admits his prognostications
in areas such as DVR penetration
were more aggressive than the mar-
ket ultimately demonstrated.

But he also blames service
providers and telecoms for not
adapting technologies at a compet-
itive rate—a result of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.
“The telephone companies were
reluctant to aggressively build out
their infrastructure because of
fears they would be enabling com-
petitors to capture their share of a
market,” he said. “They had ini-
tially assumed [forecasts] would
justify their expenditure, but it
wasn’t until the regulatory climate
changed that it was actually
removed from their con-
sideration.”

Still, it’s easier to
launch an iPhone or a Wii
at a speedier rate than the
emerging trends of yore.
“The first e-mail was sent
in 1969, and look how
long that took to catch
on,” said Brad Adgate,
senior VP-research at Horizon
Media. “The first TV broadcast
was in the late ‘20s but that didn’t
become a commodity until 30
years later. So we’re actually mov-
ing a little faster.”

Although there are more
resources and proven examples to
gauge the adoption of a new technol-
ogy or product, the variables sur-

rounding them are what present the
biggest challenges for media ana-
lysts, said Mr. Adgate. “The point is
more that something’s going to
grow, but how much is really hard
to say,” he said. “Generally, in the
first five to 10 years there’s a
thought that ... the price has to come
down and there has to be some sort
of consumer acceptance. And it takes
a lot for that to happen.”

Even media consumption has
become a gray area for media-olo-
gists. Veronis Suhler Stevenson
recently reported media usage per
person is down for the first time in
a decade, despite initial forecasts to
the contrary. Leo Kivijarv, VP-
research for PQ Media, which con-
ducts Veronis’ annual industry
forecasts, blames the terrorists.

NOT OFF ALL THE TIME
“In the 2004 edition, we were a lit-
tle more optimistic that time spent
would continue to grow during the
forecast period due to the impact of
9/11, when consumers were spend-
ing more time on media,” he said.
“We predicted a 2.1% increase in

2006 over 2005, because
time spent with media
went up dramatically in
2002 and 2003.”

But just like the
Weather Channel occa-
sionally gets the per-
centage of precipitation
right on an otherwise
cloudless day, not all

forecasts are completely inaccu-
rate. Veronis was almost on the
money in 2003 when it predicted
spending on broadcast TV would
increase 4.5% by 2007 to $49.5
billion. By 2006, $49.14 billion had
been spent in broadcast-TV out-
lays, Veronis says, a 4.6% increase
since 2001.

But the growth of sectors such as

in-game advertising and mobile has
been predictably unpredictable. In
2005, Veronis said mobile-market-
ing spending would reach $604 mil-
lion by 2009, despite only taking in
$105 million the year prior in 2004.
Research firm Ovum, London,
thinks the business could balloon to
nearly $1.3 billion in 2009, despite
pegging its total outlay for 2006 at
$150 million. How’s that for a
dichotomy of projections?

Video-game advertising, too,
was tricky for researchers to fore-
cast in 2001. Jupiter Media predict-
ed video-game advertising and in-
game spending would reach $527
million by 2005, yet Veronis
recorded only $178 million by the
time the year rolled around. Video-
game growth, like mobile market-
ing, has been difficult to track due
to shifting subscription models.

Don’t expect any magic answers
when it comes to future ad models,
either. Mr. Adgate said he wrote an
article in 1985 in which he predict-
ed the 30-second TV spot would be
15 seconds by 1992. The forecast
was based on the seven-year rate at
which 60-second spots had been
cut in half because of tightening of
inventories from the Olympics and
presidential-election coverage.

“We’re still not there,” Mr.
Adgate said. “Now anything goes.
I’m sure there are studies you could
do on 42 seconds vs. 1:17. … If peo-
ple give you five different areas to
predict, there’s always two where
you’re never quite sure.”

The outlay may not sound like a
lot, until you consider that the
heaviest wine ad spender, Yellow
Tail, spent $10.3 million last year,
according to TNS Media
Intelligence, and that it moved 8.1
million cases compared to Moet’s
585,000.

“I wouldn’t say our brand was
slipping, but it was not staying con-
temporary and relevant,” said
Stuart Foster, director-business
development at Moet-Hennessy
USA. “Luxury price points are just
going up ... and we need to keep
up.”

Moet, which also features sever-
al hyper-premium subbrands,
including Dom Perignon, has
slipped in recent years. During the
late ‘90s, its market share tended to
fluctuate between 40% and 43%;
today it is in the high 30s, according
to the wine-and-spirits trade maga-
zine Impact. Its 2006 U.S. case
sales–which rose about 2%, thanks
in part to the increased media sup-
port—are still about 10,000 cases
below 1998 levels.

To remedy that, Moet last year
brought to the U.S. its “Be
Fabulous” campaign; the effort
from Kirshenbaum, Bond &
Partners, New York, was initiated

overseas in 2005. The campaign,
which features images of young,
sleek and affluent revelers, is heavi-
ly weighted toward outdoor, maga-
zine and online work.

And, unlike past efforts, the
push is running during the sum-
mer. “The opportunity for us isn’t
to grow market share, it’s to grow
the whole market,” said Mr. Foster.
“The average U.S consumer drinks
half a glass of champagne a year,
the average British consumer
drinks half a bottle and the average
French consumer drinks three bot-
tles. There’s clearly room for
growth.”

MORE BRANDS RAMP UP
Moet isn’t the only brand that’s
come to that conclusion.

Pernod Ricard is planning a
similar ramp up in marketing sup-
port behind its Perrier-Jouet and
G.H. Mumm brands, which each
spent less than $200,000 last year.
“We’re putting increased, year-
round focus behind our cham-
pagne brands,” said a Pernod
Ricard USA spokesman. “They’re
iconic brands with strong potential
for growth.

He declined to disclose details,
but said the two brands would
receive increased support across a
broad media mix, and that Perrier-
Jouet’s prestige label, Fleur, would
get a special emphasis.

Moet
From Page 4

h fi t il“The first e-mail
was sent in 1969 ...
so we’re actually
moving faster.”

Nostradamus
From Page 1

PREDICTION: ACTUAL: EXCUSE:

Mobile advertising and
marketing will reach$318
million in 2006 and$604
millionby 2009.

Mobile-ad spending grew
rapidly from$289 million in
2005 to $601 million in
2006, up 108% in year-to-
year growth, according to PQ
Media.

”The telecom providers were presenting
obstacles [to our predictions] through
subscription models. ... But the feedback we
were getting from brand marketers [suggested]
mobile would be a much faster-growing
market.”

Video-game advertising—
including in-game branded
integrations—would become
a crowded market by 2006,
with major marketers
spending as much as $5to
$10 millionper game.

The highest most marketers
are spending per game is
$2.5 million, less than half of
the initial prediction.

“There are very few brand marketers are
putting in the $5 million  to $10 million for a
game to match the forecast. It takes someone
like a P&G to decide that console games are
worth doubling the size of what they’ve put in
that particular category.”

Time spent consuming
media per person would
increase2.1% in 2006
over 2005, after dramatic
increases in 2002 and
2003.

Media usage per person
declined0.5% in 2006 from
2005, the first time
consumption has been down
in a decade. 

“We had been predicting flattening media usage
in our two previous editions (2005 and 2006), but
expected a stronger increase in the previous
edition due to increased spending by consumer
on media, as well as usage, primarily due to the
impact of the events of 9/11.”

The dog ate my homework
Media forecasters can’t always make the best calls when it comes to emerging technologies. Leo Kivijarv, VP-
research at Veronis Suhler Stevenson, shed light on some of the unforeseen factors that prevented his team of
researchers from pinpointing where mobile, gaming and media usage would be in five years.
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