
A12-04-0025

Copyright © 2004 Thunderbird, The Garvin School of International Management. All rights reserved. This case was
prepared by David Gertner, Pace University; Rosane Gertner, Pace University; and Dennis Guthery, Thunderbird, for
the purpose of classroom discussion only, and not to indicate either effective or ineffective management.

Coca-Cola’s Marketing Challenges
in Brazil: The Tubaínas War

Introduction

For about a decade, the Coca-Cola Company’s Brazilian subsidiary tried to stop the growth of tubaínas
(too-bah-ee’-nas). The word tubaínas designates numerous brands of fairly inexpensive, carbonated,
and rather sweet beverages sold throughout Brazil. For more than half a century, hundreds of micro,
and a few medium-size, manufacturers produced and distributed the so-called tubaínas on a local or
regional basis.

Brazil was Coca-Cola’s third largest operation and, after Mexico, the company’s second largest
international market. Until the mid-1990s, tubaínas’ combined market share did not pose a threat to
Coca-Cola. However, in the next decade, due to important environmental changes, tubaínas’ sales steadily
grew in Brazil, making inroads into Coca-Cola’s business and jeopardizing the company’s profitability.

Rather than the cola war (the name given to Coke versus Pepsi competition in many countries),
the real issue for the Brazilian subsidiary of the Coca-Cola Company has been the tubaínas war. Over
the years, Coca-Cola attempted different strategies to undercut tubaínas’ growth. Pepsi-Cola, Coca-
Cola’s notorious contender, ranked fourth among the best-selling soda brands in Brazil. However, Pepsi
also gained market share, thanks to its partnership with Brazilian beverage manufacturer AmBev and
the successful launch of Pepsi Twist in 2003.

Background

Mr. Brian Smith, a University of Chicago graduate and a close colleague of Coca Cola’s world vice-
president Brian Dyson, arrived in Brazil in August 2002 to assume the presidency of the Brazilian
subsidiary of the Coca-Cola Company. Mr. Smith was the third president of Coca-Cola in Brazil since
1997 (that is, in just a six-year period).1

Coca-Cola expected Mr. Smith to lead the Brazilian subsidiary to the position of largest overseas
operation, surpassing Mexico.2 To fulfill this goal, Mr. Smith’s assignment was to improve the subsidiary’s
profitability and regain Coca-Cola’s market share. Although challenging, Coke’s performance could be
improved, as Brazil’s socioeconomic conditions were similar to Mexico’s and the country’s population
was nearly 80% larger than that of Mexico (see Appendix 1).

In spite of Brazil being a large market and Coca-Cola’s third largest operation, average consump-
tion of Coke in the country was relatively low. Brazilians consumed only 144 bottles, each 237 ml (8
ounces), per person annually. In the USA, the largest of Coca-Cola’s markets, per capita soda consump-

1 “Rumo ao Passado: Coca-Cola Apela Para Garrafas de Vidro,” Revista Exame, Setembro 04, 2003, http://
oeconomista.com/wm/wmview.php?ArtID=544, viewed on October 15, 2003.
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tion was 462 bottles annually. In Mexico, the company’s number two market, per capita consumption
was 402 bottles annually. In terms of profitability, the Brazilian market position was even more critical.
Mexico was Coca-Cola’s second market, both in sales and profitability. Brazil was Coca-Cola’s third
market in sales and ranked a worrisome 20th position in profitability.3,4 This disappointing rank might
have been due to the local subsidiary’s decision to keep lowering Coca-Cola’s prices in Brazil to prevent
tubaínas’ growth. Since the 1950s, Coca-Cola’s price in Brazil had dropped nearly 30%.5

For many years, competition from tubaínas frustrated Coca-Cola Company’s growth plans in the
Brazilian market. According to beverage sector experts, Coca-Cola’s strategies to stop tubaínas’ market
growth in Brazil either failed to revert market share lost or, when they did succeed, eroded the company’s
profitability.

Economic Stabilization and Consumer Behavior In Brazil

In the mid-1990s, after a long period of high inflation and economic stagnation, the successful Brazil-
ian economic stabilization plan, known as Plano Real, restored the purchasing power of the low-income
segment of the population. This upturn allowed many Brazilians to purchase consumer goods formerly
inaccessible to them, such as cookies, yogurt, snacks, cereals, and personal care products. As a result,
during the second half of the 1990s, numerous segments of the economy underwent tremendous pros-
perity. Several product categories experienced fantastic sales growth. For example, per capita consump-
tion of soda shot up 60% between 1994 and 1999.6

Brazilians categorized in the Social Class C group were the most benefited by the economic stabi-
lization that occurred in the 1990s. The Brazilian Market Research Association, ABIPEME, developed
a social class classification that was widely adopted by local researchers, marketers, and advertising
agencies. The scheme combines income, education, and material possessions to define five social classes—
A, B, C, D, and E. Classes A and B members possess the highest levels of income, education, and
purchasing power, and tend to be more sophisticated consumers. Classes D and E lack purchasing
power and struggle to afford even the very basic goods and services. Class C consumers have been
described as typical workers in the lower middle class, and comprise 12.6 million Brazilian households.
Their monthly family income ranges between four and ten times the minimum wage (salário mínimo).
Class C accounts for 28% of total national consumption.7

According to a market study conducted by the local branch of the Boston Consulting Group
(BCG), in spite of the fact that price affects 38% of the food-related purchase decisions and 31% of
other products, quality seems to be the main factor that guides Class C Brazilians’ buying decisions.8

The study pointed out that brand was the least important factor in the food purchase decisions of Class
C. The BCG report concluded that brand influence was restricted to 13% of the occurrences examined.
The highest level of influence was observed in the personal care category, where brands impact 22% of
the decisions.9 The BCG report also noted that very few Class C consumers could be considered brand

2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 Rutkowski, Lauro, “Coca aposta no Brasil,” Correiro Braziliense, Brasília, quinta-feria, 09 de maio de 2002,
http://www2.correioweb.com.br/cw/EDICAO_20020509/pri_eco_090502_165.htm, viewed on October
7, 2003.
5 Morais, Jomar, “Frevo Arretado,” Revista Exame, June 2, 1999, www.planetajota.jor.br/tubaina.htm, viewed
on February 3, 2004.
6 “At Twice the Volume of Water, Soda Still Saturates,” The World Paper, http://www.worldpaper.com/2002/
oct02/water4.html, viewed on October 17, 2003.
7 Blecher, Nelson, “A Invasão das Marcas Talibãs: Por que as marcas líderes estão perdendo participação de
mercado para produtos populares e baratos,” Revista Exame, 757, http://www.gb.com.br/materia_gb29.html,
in September 15, 2003.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
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loyalists. They often switch among a few brands. When no evident difference in the perceived quality
exists, Class C consumers tend to favor lower-priced products. The lack of importance of branding
among Class C Brazilian consumers was supported by market data showing that, between 1998 and
2000, 63% of the market leaders in 157 product categories lost market share in Brazil.10

In Brazil, for nearly a decade, consumer habits observed among the massive segment of Class C
consumers resulted in significant market share losses for brand leaders in several categories. The phe-
nomenon of cheap local products stealing market share of leading global consumer goods was a trend
not restricted to Brazil and to the soda market. It has been similarly detected in numerous markets,
mostly in developing economies across different product categories. These products have been widely
referred to as B brands.

The Soda Market

According to drink consultancy, Zenith International, soft-drink sales have grown globally an average of
5% a year. The company’s “Global Soft Drink Report 2002” states that, in 2001, consumers around the
world drank 412,000 million liters of soft drinks, which represents 67.5 liters per capita.11 Carbonated
drinks accounted for 45% of the total soft drink sales. Zenith has projected soft drink sales growth to
remain around 5% through 2006, compared to 3% for alcohol, 2% for milk, and 1% for hot beverages.

For more than a century, the Coca-Cola Company has reigned as the supreme soft drink market
leader. The company sells its products in more than 200 countries. In the U.S., Coca-Cola and Pepsi
hold, respectively, 44% and 31% market shares.12 Overseas, Coca-Cola sells about three times Pepsi’s
volume. The distance between the two cola war contenders increased up to 2003: Coke Classic grew
30% worldwide during the 1990s, while Pepsi’s volume went up only 2%.13

Americans, Mexicans, and Germans were the world’s heaviest soda consumers. The U.S. alone,
with less than 5% of the world’s population, consumed 27% of the world’s soft drink volume total.14

However, soft drink growth opportunities were mainly found in large developing economies, such as
China, India, and Brazil.15 While Coca-Cola expanded its sales 3% a year in the U.S., overseas the
annual growth was around 7%.16 The highest market growth rates were observed in Latin America and
in Asian countries, such as China (29%), India (17%), and the Philippines (16%).

The Coca-Cola Company—Brazilian Division

The Coca-Cola Company, which operates in more than two hundred countries as of 2001, initiated
business in Brazil in 1942. Coca-Cola’s Brazilian division comprises Coca-Cola Indústrias Ltda.,
Recofarma Indústrias do Amazonas Ltda., and 39 bottling plants operated by 16 independently man-
aged companies. Coca-Cola’s Brazilian division employed 25,000 people and generated another 250,000
indirect jobs. The company’s products were available at nearly one million points of sale. The largest
commercial fleet in the country, comprised of 9,000 vehicles, supplied these outlets.17

The Brazilian subsidiary of the Coca-Cola Company owned and distributed a broad product mix
in Brazil. Coca-Cola’s combined sales accounted for approximately 50% of the soft drink market (2003).
This figure roughly translated into a per capita annual consumption of 34.2 liters of Coca-Cola prod-

10 Ibid.
11 “Global Soft Drinks 2002,” Zenith International, http://www.the-infoshop.com/study/roc14659_
softdrinks.html, viewed on October 20, 2003.
12 Going Global: Coca-Cola Dominates, http://weblog.wtob.ws/archives/002120.html.
13 Ibid.
14 Global Soft Drinks 2002.
15 Going Global: Coca-Cola Dominates.
16 Ibid.
17 http://www.cocacolabrasil.com.br/quemsomos/negocio/negocio.pdf, viewed on June 1, 2004.
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ucts.18 Product lines included bottled water, iced tea, juices, and energy drinks (see Appendix 2). The
company’s closest competitor in the Brazilian soft-drink market was AmBev, which held nearly 17% of
the Brazilian soft-drink market share (see AmBev section ahead). All other manufacturers’ sales totaled
33% of the Brazilian soft-drink market19 (see Appendix 3).

As of 2003, the Coca-Coca brand (regular and diet) was the leader in the Brazilian soft drink
market with 35.6% of market share. The cola flavor accounted for 45% of the Brazilian soft-drink
market.20 Coca-Cola’s closest competitor was Guaraná Antartica, with 7.9% of market share. Guaraná
was the generic name of a very popular flavor of soft drink in Brazil that competed with cola drinks. The
flavor was named after a small red fruit native to the Amazon region, guaraná, known for its energy-
enhancing qualities. Antartica was a leading beer and soft drink brand owned by AmBev, Coca-Cola’s
major competitor in Brazil. Another Coca-Cola company brand, Fanta, available in Brazil in several
flavors, was ranked third in the Brazilian soft drink market, with 7.1% market share.21

Although Coca-Cola’s sales steadily grew in Brazil, the brand’s market share decreased after 1996
due to the competition from AmBev products and from the hundreds of low-priced tubaínas.

The Brazilian Soft Drink Market

Brazil was among the top ten largest economies in the world into 2004. The country had approximately
180 million inhabitants, living on a territory larger than the continental USA. The country was some-
times referred to as the “Latin American Titan” and was a major investment destination of global com-
panies, particularly manufacturers of mass consumer goods.

In Brazil, soft drinks were sold in variety of containers—containers made of glass, PET, and
aluminum, with capacities that varied from 200 ml to 2.5 liters (see Appendix 4). There were more than
3,500 brands of soft drinks in Brazil, manufactured in more than 700 plants, according to ABIR, The
Brazilian Association of Soft Drink and Non-Alcoholic Beverages Manufacturers, an entity that repre-
sented producers of soft drinks, bottled water, juices, teas, and sport drinks.22 Nonalcoholic drink sales
in Brazil underwent intensive growth for over two decades. In 1986, the size of the Brazilian market was
slightly below 4.9 billion liters. In 1994, Brazilians consumed an estimated 6.44 billion liters of nonal-
coholic drinks. Ten years later, in 2003, nonalcoholic drink consumption leaped up to 11.6 billion
liters.23 In 2004, ABIR forecast sales to go back to 2002 levels, that is, close to 12 billion liters24 (see
Appendix 5). Data summarizing the soft drink market specifically revealed continued growth into the
future. Brazilian per capita soft drink consumption was 82.8 liters in 1998 and grew to 95.3 liters in
2003. Per capita consumption was forecasted to grow to 104.9 liters by 200825 (see Appendix 6).

Cola was the Brazilians’ favorite flavor (41.8% in 2003), followed directly by guaraná (23.9%)
and orange (11.4%)26 (see Appendix 7).

In spite of the 1990s impressive growth rates, nonalcoholic beverage market analysts argued that
the volume of nonalcoholic drinks sales in Brazil, 11,571,945 liters in 2003,27 was still rather small

18 http://www.cocacolabrasil.com.br/quemsomos/negocio/negocio.asp, viewed on October 20, 2003.
19 ABIR—Associação Brasileira das Indústrias de Refrigerantes e de Bebidas Não Alcoólicas (Brazilian
Association of Soft Drink and Non-Alcoholic Beverages Manufacturers), http://www.abir.org.br/
article.php3?id_article=117, viewed on April 11, 2004.
20 Morais, “Frevo Arretado.”
21 Simão, Juliana, “A Terra da Fanta,” Assorev—Associação das revendas AMBEV do Estado do Rio de Janeiro,
http://www.adiscrj.com.br, viewed on October 15, 2003.
22 ABIR Statistics, http://www.abir.org.br/rubrique.php3?id_rubrique=4, viewed on April 11, 2004.
23 ABIR Statistics, http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=118, viewed on April 11, 2004.
24 Ibid.
25 Euromonitor Market Study, “Soft Drinks in Brazil (April 2004),” Table 5 and Table 16.
26 ABIR Statistics, http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=126, viewed on April 11, 2004.
27 ABIR Statistics, http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=118, viewed on April 11, 2004.
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compared to the market potential. Apparently, the Brazilian soft drink market could be easily developed
by simply improving and expanding distribution.

Although the majority of the Brazilian population resided in urban areas located on the country’s
Atlantic coastline, several million Brazilians still lived in thousands of small communities spread through-
out the country. Due to the small size of these markets, and to cost and accessibility-related issues, few
consumer products reached some of these faraway communities.

Supermarkets, which were the primary distribution channel for sodas in most countries, accounted
for only a quarter of the category sales in Brazil. Additionally, nearly half of the soft drink volume was
sold refrigerated and was consumed at or near the point of sale. Soft drink vending machines were not
widely available in Brazil up to 2004.28

The Competition—Ambev

Coca-Cola’s main Brazilian competitor was AmBev, Companhia de Bebidas das Americas (American
Beverage Company—NYSE: ABV and Aback). The company was formed from a merger in July 1999
of Brahma and Antartica, two leading Brazilian beer and soft drink manufacturers. By then, both com-
panies had realized the threats and opportunities posed by globalization and decided to join forces.
With the merger, AmBev became the fifth largest beer manufacturer,29 the seventh largest world bever-
age manufacturer, and Latin America’s largest beverage company. AmBev held nearly 70% of the Brazil-
ian beer market and 17% of the Brazilian soft drink market.30 AmBev aggressively expanded into several
Latin American and Caribbean markets, where the company developed impressive market shares, such
as in Argentina (77%), Bolivia (99%), Paraguay (94%), and Uruguay (99%).31

AmBev’s assets included 49 facilities, located both in Brazil and overseas. AmBev had 18,000
employees. The company owned numerous bottling facilities, malt production factories, concentrate
plants, and a guaraná farm. The company’s product mix comprised various brands of beers, soft drinks,
bottled water, iced tea, and isotonic beverages. Some of AmBev’s most popular brands were Brahma,
Antarctica, Skol, and Bohemia (see Appendix 8). One of AmBev’s major competitive advantages was its
superior distribution structure. AmBev’s products reached more than one million points of sales, lo-
cated in over six thousand Brazilian municipalities, covering most of the extremely large Brazilian terri-
tory.

In March 2004, Interbrew, the world’s third largest brewer, manufacturer of Beck’s, Stella Artois,
Labatt, and other brands sold in 140 countries, and AmBev, the world’s fifth largest brewer, announced
a global alliance that resulted in the creation of a new beverage corporation by the name of
InterbrewAmBev. The new company’s 2003 sales totaled  9.5 billion, or US$11.9 billion, which made
it the largest brewery company in the world by sales revenue. InterbrewAmBev controlled 14% of the
world’s beer consumption. In 2003, the company sold 195 million hectoliters of beer and 25 millions
hectoliters of soda.32

AmBev was the second largest company in the Brazilian soft drink market. The company bottled
and distributed numerous brands of bottled water, isotonic drinks, and sodas. The company’s Guaraná
Antartica brand was second to Coca-Cola in the Brazilian soft drink market. Guaraná Antartica was
exported to several countries, and in 2002, it began production and distribution in Europe.

28 “Coming of Age: Latin American Soft Drinks,” Beverage Industry, 89 (7): 13+, July 1998. ISSN: 0148-
6187 Stagnito Publishing Company.
29 http://www.corporate-ir.net/ireye/ir_site.zhtml?ticker=25240&script=2100, viewed on May 02, 2004.
30 http://www.AMBEV.com.br/empresa, viewed on February 01, 2004.
31 Press Release—AmBev and Interbrew Establish InterbrewAmBev—The World’s Premier Brewer, http://
www.mz-ir.com/ambev/popup/popup_eng.htm, in http://www.ambev.com.br/english/investidores, viewed
on May 10, 2004.
32 http://www.ambev.com.br/english/investidores.
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Ambev’s and Pepsi’s Partnership

Pepsi Cola had been available in Brazil for over 50 years. However, the cooperation between AmBev and
Pepsi began in 1997, when Brahma signed a 20-year franchise contract to produce and distribute Pepsi
products in Brazil.33 By 2004, AmBev was the largest Pepsi-Cola bottler outside the U.S. Besides AmBev’s
handling of Pepsi’s bottling and distribution in Brazil, the two companies cooperated in several other
Latin American countries, including Peru and Guatemala, in addition to the Caribbean.34

Before AmBev, a company called Baesa handled as much as 80% of Pepsi’s volume in Brazil.35 In
the mid-1990s, when Brahma bought Baesa, the company was facing a difficult financial situation. In
spite of Pepsi’s significant marketing investments, the brand failed to appeal to younger upper-middle
class consumers as planned.36

By then, Pepsi distribution in Brazil was also rather limited and concentrated, mainly in the
southern states of the country. Additionally, Baesa failed to compete with cheaper brands of soft drinks
widely available in the Brazilian market, despite its efforts to increase productivity and lower costs.
When AmBev took over Baesa, Pepsi finally gained access to new points of sales, especially restaurants,
where AmBev had a strong position.37 Reciprocally, Pepsi helped AmBev to distribute its Guaraná
Antartica in overseas markets. Pepsi’s plan even included testing the product in the huge U.S. market.38

Pepsi’s product mix in Brazil included Pepsi-Cola, Pepsi Light, Teem, Diet Teem, Seven-Up and
Diet Seven-Up. Some of these brands were available exclusively in southern Brazilian states. In 2002,
Pepsi Cola introduced Mountain Dew, targeting young Brazilians.39 After the partnership with AmBev
started, Pepsi grew steadily in the Brazilian market. Between 2001 and 2002, 60,000 points of sales
began to sell Pepsi products. Pepsi’s products were then found in nearly 600,000 Brazilian outlets.

As of 2003, the Pepsi-Cola brand held approximately 6% of the Brazilian soft drink market.
Pepsi-Cola became the fourth best-selling brand, after Coca-Cola, Guaraná Antartica, and Fanta. In the
cola segment, Pepsi was ranked number two. The brand’s cola market share grew from 9.7% in Decem-
ber 2002 to 12.2% in October 2003.

While soft drink sales shrank 2% in Brazil in 2003, Pepsi sales grew by 28%. Most of the growth
was attributed to the launch of the new Pepsi Twist (lemon-flavored Pepsi). The product was well
received by Brazilian consumers, already used to ordering iced cola drinks with a slice of lime. Pepsi
Twist was launched in a differentiated bottle, taller and easier to handle. The success encouraged Pepsi
to bring other products into the Brazilian market to capture future sales.40

The Tubaínas’ Competitive Pressure

Tubaínas41 was an old trademark registered by the Ferráspari Company, located in Jundiaí, São Paulo.42

The name Tubaína initially branded a candy. Later, the company introduced a soft drink under the

33 Ibid.
34 Ibid.
35 “Coming of Age: Latin American Soft Drinks.”
36 Business Latin America, “Baesa, New Pepsi?” March 29, 1999.
37 Fritsch, Peter, “Brazilian Brewery merger gets the go-ahead—blend of Brahma Paulista will rank No. 3 in
the world,” Wall Street Journal; New York; March 31, 2000.
38 Penteado, Claudia, “Brazil Drink Marketers Aim for a Guarana World,” Advertising Age International, Dec
1999.
39 Pepsi Traz Mountain Dew Para Jovens Brasileiros, http://ambev.com.br/imprensa/press_release/ano2002/
0023/imprimir, viewed on April 12, 2004.
40 Teixeira, Alexandre, “A Gota que faltava,” Isto É, December 03, 2003, in http://www.terra.com.br/
istoedinheiro/327/negocios/327_gota_faltava.htm, viewed on May 02, 2004.
41 Also known and registered as tubaírna, with an “r.”
42 “Tubaínas Mudam de Cara e Já Controlam 32% do Mercado,” Revista Recall, Edição 49, in http://
fonte.jor.br?pagina_indice.asp?iditem=149, viewed on September 15, 2003.
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same brand name. Ferráspari’s Tubaína was still a popular brand in the interior of São Paulo state,
especially in Campinas and its vicinities. The distribution of the product had recently been expanded to
neighboring areas in Minas Gerais state.43

In the 1940s and 1950s, the Ferráspari Company granted other soda manufacturers permission to
use the term tubaína as a suffix preceding the brand name, believing that such a decision would help to
promote its own brand. Therefore, tubaínas became a common designation for a number of small
brands of carbonated soft drinks, mainly sold in the interior of São Paulo state.

Later on, tubaínas became a general term for low-profile soft drinks. These local or regional prod-
ucts were sold everywhere in Brazil, from the north to the south of the country (see Appendix 8).
Tubaínas sold at prices significantly lower than nationally marketed soft drink brands, such as Coca-
Cola’s and AmBev’s products. Some beverage industry experts referred to them as “liquid candy.” Tubaínas
tended to be quite sweet, were offered in different flavors, such as guaraná, tutti-frutti, orange, tanger-
ine, grape, and gooseberry, and came in different colors, such as pink or yellow.44

About twenty independent manufacturers of tubaínas were members of ABIR, the Brazilian Asso-
ciation of Soft Drink Manufacturers. However, it was believed that there were more than seven hundred
manufacturers of tubaínas in Brazil.45 This universe spanned from very small manufacturers, who did
not have a legal business nor paid taxes, to quite structured companies with regional coverage, consid-
erable revenues, and sizable market shares.

Despite the fact that some tubaínas manufacturers had been in business for nearly seventy years,
market reports ignored their existence until the early 1990s. This situation radically changed in the
following years. Still, no individual tubaína had more than 1.5% of the total Brazilian soft drink mar-
ket.46 ABIR director Carlos Cabral Menezes estimated that tubaínas’ combined market share was 32%.
His educated guess was that tubaínas generated sales of nearly R$3.5 billion in 2001 (approximately
US$ 1.5 billion).47

By 2004, some tubaínas manufacturers owned modern plants and had adopted the latest bottling
technologies. While, in the past, most tubaínas were primarily distributed through small points of sales
in poor neighborhoods, several brands were now available in the leading supermarket chains, located in
the largest Brazilian metropolitan areas. Tubaínas manufacturers, who had historically relied on cheap
prices to attract consumers, were increasingly investing in quality control, product development, pack-
aging, branding, advertising, and marketing. Some brands had gained consumers’ trust and loyalty.

In spite of some brands’ success, most had limited distribution. For example, the brand Convenção
only focused on the markets of São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro. Hugo Cini, another successful tubaínas,
was based in Paraná state, in southern Brazil. In 1999, it was the number two brand in the capital city
of Curitiba.48 In the Brazilian Northeast, the region with the country’s lowest income, tubaínas’ market
share was the highest, over 40%.49

43 Ibid.
44 2K Para Viagem. http://www.revista2k.com.br/vida/tubaina/imprima.htm, viewed on October 15, 2003.
45 Tubaínas mudam de cara e já controlam 32% do mercado.
46 Penteado, Claudia. “The little drinks that took on Coca-Cola.” Advertising Age International, October 5,
1998, p10, 3/5p, 2c.
47 Tubaínas mudam de cara e já controlam 32% do mercado.
48 Dyer, Geoff, “The Americas: Brazil’s Regional Drink Makers Slake Thirst for Value: The Tax Regime and
Growing Demand Have Penalized Leading Brands,” ISSN: 0307-1766, The Financial Times London Edition,
June 16, 1999.
49 Teixeira, Alexandre, “A Virada Arretada Da Coca-Cola Quarta-Feira,” Isto É, January 14, 2004, http://
www.terra.com.br/istoedinheiro/332/negocios/332_virada_coca.htm, viewed on May 02, 2004.
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Some tubaínas manufacturers became quite successful business cases. For example, Refrigerantes
Xereta, a company located in Tietê, São Paulo, in southeastern Brazil, was in the market for more than
thirty years. To avoid the price war in the two-liter PET segment, the company introduced its soft
drink, Xereta, in aluminum cans, and launched Xeretinha (Little Xereta), in 250 ml PET containers.
Xereta was then the third best-selling brand in its region, one of the wealthiest in the country, compet-
ing with market leaders Coca-Cola and Guaraná Antartica. TV host and singer Xuxa, one of the most
popular Brazilian showbiz celebrities, endorsed the Xereta brand. The Xereta Company also manufac-
tured Wal-Mart’s and Carrefour’s private brands of soft drinks.50 Nearly 30% of canned Xereta wass
exported to Mercosur countries. The product was even sold in improbable markets such as the U.S.,
Lebanon, and China.51

In 1996, DGB (Distribuidora Guararapes de Bebidas), a leading distributor of beer and sodas in
the northeast of Brazil, lost the rights to distribute Brahma’s products (AmBev’s brand). Thus, the
company decided to develop its own line of soft drinks, Frevo, named after a traditional pop rhythm
mainly played and danced during Carnaval. Frevo sodas were lower priced than traditional competitors.
This rather sweet beverage was available in four flavors: guaraná, orange, lemon, and cola. The advertis-
ing promoted the slogan, “Taste ours, it is better.” After only two years in the market, Frevo gained 25%
of market share in Recife, Pernambuco state, one of Brazil’s largest metropolitan areas. Production
increased from 1.1 million liters to 21.4 million. Frevo distributed in seven of the nine states of the
northeast region. DGB’s revenue quadrupled compared to its distribution days for Brahma.52

Xereta and Frevo were only two amongst numerous tubaínas success stories. Bebidas Dom, a
nearly forty-year-old operation in São Paulo’s interior, achieved impressive market growth, mostly through
word of mouth. Since 1993, Cotuba, another tubaína, produced by Refrigerantes Arco Íris, a company
founded in 1958 in São José do Rio Preto, São Paulo, was the second-best-selling brand in the north-
western region of the state. The U.S. and Japan were among Cotuba’s export markets.53 The Timbalada
brand was promoted in association with soccer, the most popular sport in Brazil. Numerous other
brands of tubaínas, such as Frutty, Bacana, and 15, have winning stories as well.54

Leading national and global soft drink manufacturers were challenged by small, no-frills, no-
advertising brands in markets other than Brazil. In Chile, soft drink bottlers experienced analogous
problems—low-priced soft drink companies increased their market share.55 In Peru, Indústrias Amano’s
performance surprised much larger competitors, such as Coca-Cola and Pepsi. This was accomplished
with virtually no investments in marketing communications. Its extremely low-priced Kola Real cap-
tured 20% of Peru’s soda market. The product was the number one soda brand among the lower-
income segment in Peru, the brand’s home country.56 Indústrias Amano rolled out Kola Real to neigh-
boring countries, such as Ecuador and Venezuela. In Mexico, Kola Real was introduced as Big Cola,
gaining 4% of the market.57 The brand was well accepted even by consumers in wealthy neighborhoods,
such as Polanco, in Mexico’s capital. Competing with Coca-Cola, Kola Real became one of the leading
brands in the local Sam’s Club store.

While equivalent stories can be found in several markets, they more often took place in develop-
ing economies, where informal businesses were easier to start and grow. Moreover, global brands losing

50 Tubaínas mudam de cara e já controlam 32% do mercado.
51 Ibid.
52 Torreão, Luciana. Lucros borbulhantes e refrescantes. Prevista Pronews, June 2003, no.45, http://
www.revistapronews.com.br/.
53 Tubaínas mudam de cara e já controlam 32% do mercado.
54 Ibid.
55 “Generic and B Brands conquer 7%of soda market,” Santiago Times, January 8, 2002.
56 Luhnow, David, “A Low-Budget Cola Shakes Up Markets South of the Border,” The Wall Street Journal
Eastern Edition, October 27, 2003, Vol. 242, Issue 83, pA1, 2p.
57 Luhnow, David.
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market share to the so-called B brands were observed across many product categories. Their impact in
the Brazilian market is briefly discussed ahead.

B Brands in Brazil

B brands attacked established brands in territory they had ruled for ages. Like guerrillas, these brands
were fast, flexible, and fought the enemy in diverse and inhospitable battlefields. They had very lean
operations, allowing them to offer products for about half the price of their traditional competitors.

Between 1998 and 2000, Brazilian brand leaders in 157 product categories lost 63% of market
share, according to an A. C. Nielsen/CBPA study.58 The study indicated that the most affected catego-
ries were beverages, candies and sweet confections, and house-care products. An additional threat faced
by leading brands in Brazil was the rapid proliferation of private brands. By 2003, product introduc-
tions by leading Brazilian supermarket chains, such as Pão de Açucar, Carrefour, Sonae, Bompreço, and
Sendas, increased the number of private brands to nearly 13,000—twice as many as in 1999. The
dispute for shelf space with established brands increased significantly and continually. A. C. Nielsen
estimated that by 2003, private brand sales would reach R$7.9 billion (»US$2.8 billion), approximately
17% of supermarket sales in Brazil.59

A major problem for established brands in Brazil was the unfair competition from companies that
had no legal existence and from those who were legally registered but did not pay taxes. Marco Aurélio
Eboli, a vice president of the Brazilian Coca-Cola bottler Spal, estimated that in Brazil, 90% of the 750
regional brands of soft drinks did not pay the taxes they ought.60 Emerson Kapaz, a Brazilian business-
man who investigated the nonpayment of taxes by firms in several sectors, affirmed that taxes amounted
to 40% of the final soft drink sales price.61 This was a major reason why tubainas could compete on the
basis of price. In fact, the so-called unofficial side of the Brazilian economy was quite large. Sebrae, the
Brazilian Micro- and Small-Business Support Service, estimated it comprised approximately 12 million
microcompanies in 2003, up from 9 million in 1997.62

Another important issue in the competitive Brazilian market that seemed to impact the share of
traditional brands regarded the relative use of promotional tools. To fight price competition, several
leading brands increased their trade promotional activities. According to the top Brazilian advertising
agency, Talent, investments in media were reduced in roughly two-thirds of the product categories
during the 1990s. Some argued that during that time, traditional brands should have invested to stay at
the forefront of consumers’ tastes.63

Coca-cola Fights Back Against Tubaínas

When Coca-Cola’s market share started to decline in Brazil by 1996, the company took several actions
to fight back. In 1999, when Coca-Cola’s share in Brazil dropped to 48%, the local subsidiary froze its
products’ prices. In the northeast region, Coca-Cola cut its prices from R$1.80 to R$1.25, attempting
to stop tubaínas’ growth. The company promoted changes in its distribution channels, such as buying
back franchisee operations. Although these types of actions brought the share back to the 50% historic
level, the Company’s headquarters disliked the negative effect on profitability.64

58 Blecher, Nelson.
59 Blecher, Nelson.
60 Vasconcellos, Carlos, “Pirataria, A Ponta Do Iceberg,” Revista Update, http://www.amcham.com.br/revista/
revista2003-01-16a/materia2003-01-17a, viewed on October 15, 2003.
61 http://www.unafisco-sp.org.br/Secao.asp?IdNot=2506&IdSec=50.
62 Vasconcellos, Carlos.
63 Tubaínas mudam de cara e já controlam 32% do mercado.
64 Rumo ao Passado: Coca-Cola Apela Para Garrafas De Vidro.
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Another way the Brazilian subsidiary of the Coca-Cola Company attempted to rectify dwindling
sales was by the expansion of the number of brands offered in the market. For example, the guaraná
market became a huge segment to take over. It increased from 3.6% to 28.1% in the years 1995–2000.65

In 2001, Coca-Cola expanded the output of its soft drink Guaraná Kuat. They also renovated produc-
tion facilities and planted 200 hectares of guaraná, the Amazonian fruit used to flavor Kuat. Further
expansions and plantings were to follow. All of this was done to confront the hard-hitting competition
from other guaraná brands, such as AmBev’s Antartica.66 Kuat secured 11% of the guaraná market in
Brazil, compared to Antartica’s 28% share.67 Coca-Cola also expanded Fanta’s mix by incorporating
new flavors, such as citrus and strawberry.68 Such efforts helped combined sales of Fanta to approach
Guaraná Antartica’s market share.

Coca-Cola somehow also ventured into the tubaínas’ territory. It has been said that Coca-Cola’s
Brazilian subsidiary took over a few competitors in order to stop tubaínas’ growth. Buying competitive
brands, though, could not prevent former owners from reentering the market or new competitors from
emerging. In Maranhão, a state located in northeastern Brazil, Coca-Cola’s own bottler distributed a
tubaína called Jesus. The brand claims to hold 20% of that regional market. The product was named
after its creator, Jesus Norberto Gomes. Like Coca-Cola, the drink originated as a medicine.69 The
sweet, shocking-pink beverage, with a cherry taste and touch of cinnamon, sold in a retro-styled bottle,
was one of the most popular beverages in the local market.70

Lastly, Coca-Cola attempted to build closer ties with Brazilian consumers to improve its image
and garner good will. The local subsidiary increasingly sponsored and participated in local, regional,
and national events and celebrations, such as São João, Festival Parintins, Revolução Farroupilhas, and
Brazil’s most popular festivity, Carnaval.71

Coca-cola vs. Tubaínas—The Unfair Competition Controversy

The Coca-Cola Company’s Brazilian subsidiary claimed to be deeply harmed by tubaínas’ unfair com-
petition. It advocated that the price advantage held by tubaínas was only possible through tax evasion
practices, overlooked by the Brazilian authorities. In 1998, a two-liter bottle of tubaínas could be bought
for as low as fifty cents, compared to as much as one dollar and fifty cents for the same volume of Coca-
Cola. As other multinational companies that operated in the Brazilian market did, Coca-Cola lobbied
to persuade state and federal lawmakers and tax agencies to exert a more rigid control over its competi-
tors’ operations and market practices.72

In August 2003, Coca-Cola’s role in the tubaínas war switched from victim to villain. Mr. Laerte
Codonho, owner of Dolly, a tubaína brand that had experienced substantial growth, filed a formal
complain against the Coca-Cola Company before the Brazilian Council of Economic Rights, CADE
(Conselho Administrativo de Direito Econômico). Coca-Cola was accused of economic abuse and unfair
business practices, the same criticism the company had always held against emergent soft drink brands.
Mr. Codonho claimed that the giant soft-drink manufacturer threatened smaller competitors, bribed
public authorities to indict the tubaínas for tax evasion, and coerced retailers to restrain them from

65 “Taste Trends: Mexico and Brazil: Changing Competitive Landscapes,” Latin American Equity Research,
July 3, 2002, New York.
66 AFX Asia, “Coca-Cola Brazil Targets Bigger Share of Guarana-Based Soft Drinks Market,” November 7,
2001.
67 “There’s A Liter of Subtility in Soft Drink Wars,” Gazeta Mercantil Online (Brazil), June 14, 2002.
68 Terra da Fanta.
69 Penteado, Claudia.
70 “Coca-Cola Investe Para Comercializar Guaraná Jesus Preferência,” Mala Direta E Banco De Dados
Evangélicos, in http://www.preferencia.com.br/porque_anunciar.htm, viewed on October 15, 2003.
71 Rutkowski, Lauro.
72 Barcellos, Marta, “Multinacionais baixam preço para competir,” Sala de Imprensa, http://
www.procter.com.br/materia_multinacionais.htm, viewed on October 15, 2003.
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selling tubaínas. Coca-Cola was also accused of sabotage and espionage. Dolly’s owner charged the
company with the public distribution of copies of an e-mail stating that Dolly soft drinks caused cancer.
The Coca-Cola Company promptly distributed a press release refuting all the allegations, affirming that
all were entirely false, and totally inconsistent with Coca-Cola’s ethical behavior.73 Accusations contin-
ued, and the matter came under investigation by both Brazilian and American authorities.74 Dolly paid
for outdoor advertising that insinuated that Coca-Cola used coca leaves as an ingredient. Coke pursued
the matter in court and won a judgment which called for Dolly to cease and desist the insinuation, and
imposed a R$100,000 fine for each billboard should Dolly resume the false allegation.75

The Return of Returnable Bottles

For nearly a decade, competition from inexpensive brands of sodas, tubaínas, deeply affected not only
Coca-Cola’s sales in Brazil, but also its profitability. Coca-Cola tried a number of strategies to stop
tubaínas’ market growth in Brazil. Although some of the attempted strategies in the past produced good
results, none really curtailed market share loss and profitability erosion. To carry out a new strategy to
recoup the company’s market share and profitability, Coca-Cola Company headquarters assigned Mr.
Brian Smith to the presidency of the Brazilian subsidiary in 2002.

The new Coca-Cola weapon to confront tubaínas consisted of reintroducing Coca-Cola in re-
turnable glass bottles, which had been discontinued about a decade earlier in favor of the more conve-
nient disposable plastic bottles and aluminum cans. However, compared to the same period in 2002,
while sales of the Coca-Cola Company’s Brazilian subsidiary fell 6% in the first half of 2003, sales of
soft drinks in returnable bottles went up 10%. Coca-Cola returnable bottles were priced closer to
tubaínas, and, therefore, appealed and became accessible to Class C and D consumers. “If consumers
could buy Coca-Cola for almost the same price of tubaínas, they would certainly favor Coca-Cola,”
believed Adalberto Viviani, from Concept, a food and beverage consultancy in São Paulo.

By September 2003, Coca-Cola in glass returnable bottles (1.25 liters and 200 ml) was already
available in 4,000 sales outlets on the outskirts of Rio de Janeiro, and in popular vicinities in the state of
Minas Gerais. Coca-Cola planned to expand distribution to nearly 7,000 points of sale by the end of
2003. Coca-Cola also reintroduced the product in small 200 ml bottles to be consumed at the points of
sale.76

The reintroduction of Coca-Cola in returnable bottles elicited mixed reactions in the Brazilian
market The strategy was welcomed by glass manufacturer Cisper, a company that expected to increase
sales by 20% simply by supplying bottles to Coca-Cola. On the other hand, some large retailers were
not so sure about Coca-Cola’s move. Nelson Sendas, of Grupo Sendas, a leading Brazilian supermarket
chain, stated that returnable bottles posed a major operational problem for both retailers and consum-
ers. In his opinion, the company was moving backward.77

Giovanni Fiorentino, a strategy consultant, also shared his concerns that costs associated with
transporting, cleaning, and storing bottles could null any apparent savings. Other experts also doubted
that the use of returnable bottles could reduce Coca-Cola’s prices by 25% as the company desired.
Coca-Cola’s president refuted allegations that the price reductions were actually subsidized by the Com-
pany, and that the real objective was to obtain consumers’ loyalty once they bought the bottles. Mr.
Smith declared that the real objective was to increase Coca-Cola’s profitability in Brazil.78

73 Rumo ao Passado: Coca-Cola Apela Para Garrafas De Vidro.
74 Gonçales, Marli, “Dolly x Coca-Cola – Novas Denúncias,” CMI Brasil, Centro De Mídia Independente, http:/
/www.midiaindependente.org/pt/blue//2003/09/262669.shtml, May 9, 2003, viewed on October 15, 2003.
75 http://oglobo.globo.com/jornal/colunas/ancelmo.asp, viewed on July 9, 2004.
76 Rumo ao Passado: Coca-Cola Apela Para Garrafas de Vidro.
77 Ibid.
78 Ibid.



12 A01-04-00xx

By the end of 2003, returnable bottles accounted for less than 10% of soft drink sales in Brazil,
and there were no signs of significant growth in market share (see Appendix 4).

The Future

By the end of 2003, Coca-Cola showed encouraging signs. In a partnership with Norsa, a company
owned by Tasso Jereissati, a nationally known businessman and state governor, Coca-Cola regained
control of distribution in several northeastern states, such as Ceará, Bahia, Piauí, and Rio Grande do
Norte.79 As a result, Coca Cola’s market share reached 44.5% in November 2003, up from 42% in
November 2002, which led the operational profit to grow by 40%.80 At the same time, the tubaínas’
share dropped from 42.8% to 38.8%. Norsa’s president, Augusto Parada, stated that Coca-Cola should
offer northeastern consumers products at all possible tastes and price levels (“Coca-cola para todos os
gostos e todos os bolsos.”). As a result, Coca-Cola was found in supermarkets in 237 ml disposable glass
bottles at R$0.82, and 2.5 liter PET bottles for R$2.59. Additionally, at snack bars and grocery stores,
consumers could buy a 200 ml returnable bottle of Coca-Cola and pay only R$0.50 (less than US$.20).81

Brazilian consumers were the ones who benefited the most from the tubaínas war. In the Brazilian
market, sodas were offered in a much broader range of flavors, packaging, and price than prior to 2003.

The market became even more competitive in 2003 with the entry of RC Cola into Brazil. Real
Bebidas, based in the state of Minas Gerais, signed a master franchise agreement to produce and distrib-
ute RC for twenty years, extendable for another ten years. The group responsible for launching RC Cola
in Brazil hired Renato Barcellos, a Brazilian engineer who served the Coca-Cola Company’s business in
the northeast region. In blind tests conducted in the U.S. with RC Cola, Coca-Cola, and Pepsi-Cola, a
larger number of consumers preferred the taste of RC Cola. Based on that, one of the strategies to be
adopted to promote RC Cola in Brazil was to offer sampling of the product in supermarkets. Counting
on RC taste qualities and Mr. Barcellos’ market expertise and experience, RC Cola’s franchisee expected
to gain 5% of the Brazilian soft drink market within the first three years of operation.82

RC soon appeared in the leading supermarkets of Belo Horizonte, one of Brazil’s largest cities. In
addition, RC was being produced and distributed in five northeastern states. Real Bebidas had partners
and plans to launch RC in Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro. RC was sold in two liter, one liter and 600 ml
PET bottles, as well as 350 ml cans. The products were launched with initial prices 10-15% lower than
Coke. Concurrent with the launch of RC, Bebidas Real launched PIT, a fruit-flavored soft drink line
with guarana, grape, orange, and lemon flavors.83

Discussion Questions

1. Briefly summarize the major characteristics of the Brazilian soft drink market.
2. Perform a SWOT analysis of the Coca-Cola Company in Brazil.
3. What are the pros and cons of the several strategies the Coca-Cola Company implemented in

Brazil?
4. What should Coke do to be more successful in Brazil?
5. What recommendations would you make to global brands to help them compete successfully with

B brands in emerging economies?

79 Teixeira, Alexandre, “A Virada Arretada Da Coca-Cola Quarta-Feira.”
80 Ibid.
81 Ibid.
82 Patrícia Cançado, “A Sede Da RC Cola,” Isto É, Jan 21, 2004, http://www.terra.com.br/istoedinheiro/333/
negocios/333_sede_rc_cola.htm, viewed on May 05, 2004.
83 RC Cola Chega ao Brasil com Boa Aceitacao, http://www.odebate.com.br/noticias.asp?ID=20284, viewed
on May 24, 2004.
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Appendix 1 Mexico and Brazil Indicators

Indicator Mexico Brazil
AREA (sq km) 1,972,550 8,511,965
POPULATION* 104,907,991 182,032,604
GDP** (Purchasing power parity) US$900 billion US$1.34 trillion
GDP real growth rate** 1% 1%
GDP per capita (Purchasing power parity) US$9,000 US$7600
Median age *** 23.8 years 27 years
Life expectancy at birth*** 72.3 years 71.13 years

* July 2003 est.
** 2002 est.
*** 2003 est.
Sources: 2003 CIA World Fact Book, http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/mx.html and
http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/br.html, viewed on October 17, 2003.

Appendix 2 Coca-Cola Company—Product Mix in Brazil

Product Brands
Soft Drinks Coca-ColaKuatFantaSprite
Bottled Waters SchweppesBonaqua
Fruit Based Drinks Kapo
Energy Drinks Burn
Teas Nestea

Source: Coca-Cola Company, http://www.cocacolabrasil.com.br/
nossasmarcas/nossasmarcas.asp, viewed on May 10, 2004.

Appendix 3 Market Share of Soft Drinks* in Brazil—Year 2003

Month Coca-Cola AMBEV Others
January 50.6% 16.5% 32.9%
February 50.5% 16.1% 33.4%
March 50.2% 15.8% 34.0%
April 48.9% 16.7% 34.4%
May 48.8% 17.2% 34.0%
June 49.0% 17.4% 33.6%
July 50.4% 16.7% 32.9%
August 50.7% 16.5% 32.8%
September 50.1% 16.4% 33.5%
October 50.6% 16.4% 33.0%
November 50.4% 16.7% 32.9%
December 50.1% 17.2% 32.7%

*Bottled water, juices, juice-flavored drinks, sports drinks, teas, and soft drinks.

Source: ABIR—Associação Brasileira das Indústrias de Refrigerantes e de Bebidas
Não Alcoólicas (Brazilian Association of Soft Drink and Non-Alcoholic Beverages
Manufacturers), http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=117, viewed on
April 11, 2004.
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Appendix 4 Soft Drink Sales in Brazil per Type of Container 2003—2nd Semester

Container Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Returnable Bottle—Up to 300 ml 5.5 5.6 5.7 5.5 5.4 5.4
Disposable Bottle—Up to 300 ml 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Disposable Bottle—500 ml 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Returnable Bottle—600 ml 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.0
Disposable Bottle—Up 600 ml 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.4
Disposable Bottle—1 Liter 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.7
Returnable Bottle—1 to 1.25 Liters 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.7 17
Disposable Bottle—1.5 Liters 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.3
Disposable Bottle—2 to 2.5 Liters 73.0 73.2 72.9 73.0 72.5 72.7
Can—350 ml 8.8 8.6 8.7 8.9 9.3 9.5
Other containers 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2
Total (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: ABIR, http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=125, viewed on April 11, 2004.

Appendix 5 Sales of Non-Alcoholic Beverages* in Brazil 1986–2003

Year Volume (1000 Liters) Growth %
1986 4,895,835
1987 5,305,593 8.37
1988 5,095,788 -3.95
1989 5,800,108 13.82
1990 5,769,264 -0.53
1991 5,978,175 3.62
1992 5,147,758 -13.89
1993 5,615,803 9.09
1994 6,440,397 14.68
1995 9,146,041 42.01
1996 9,861,493 7.82
1997 10,574,528 7.23
1998 11,029,351 4.30
1999 11,052,303 0.21
2000 11,516,598 4.20
2001 11,585,868 0.60
2002 11,968,630 3.30
2003 11,571,945 -3.31

*Bottled water, juices, juice-flavored drinks, sports drinks, teas, and soft drinks.

Source: ABIR—Associação Brasileira das Indústrias de Refrigerantes e de Bebidas
Não Alcoólicas (Brazilian Association of Soft Drink and Non-Alcoholic Beverages
Manufacturers), http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=118, viewed on
April 11, 2004.
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Appendix 6 Per Capita Consumption of All Soft Drinks (as sold):
Total Volume 1998–2003 and Projected Per Capita
Consumption 2004–2008

PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION
YEAR IN LITERS
1998 82.8
1999 84.3
2000 89.6
2001 92.3
2002 93.9
2003 95.3
2004 97.6
2005 99.4
2006 101.2
2007 103.1
2008 104.9

Source: Euromonitor Market Study, “Soft Drinks in Brazil,” April 2004,” Table
5 & Table 16.

Appendix 7 Brazilian Soft Drink Market Percentages by Flavor 1999–2003

Flavor 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Cola 39.1 39.3 39.6 40.5 41.8
Guaraná 25.2 25.8 25.2 24.2 23.9
Orange 13.6 13.3 13.2 12.2 11.4
Lemon 6.8 6.5 6.2 5.9 5.6
Grape 2.7 2.4 2.9 3.1 2.9
Tutti-Frutti 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.2
Apple 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.9
Tonic 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7
Citric 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.4
Others 3.5 3.1 2.2 2.4 2.7
Diet/Light 7.3 7.9 8.4 8.3 8.4
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: ABIR in, http://www.abir.org.br/article.php3?id_article=126, viewed on April 11, 2004.
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Appendix 8 AMBEV—Product Mix in Brazil

Product Brands
Soft Drinks Guaraná Antártica

Pepsi
Sukita
Club Soda
Tônica Antarctica
Guaraná Brahma
7-Up
Limão Brahma
Soda Limonada Antártica
Teen
Mountain Dew

Beers Skol
Brahma
Antartica
Bohemia
Kroneabier
Caracu
Miller
Polar
SerraMalte
Carlsberg

Bottled Water Água Fratelli Vita

Isotonic Drinks Gatorade
Marathon

Teas Lipton Ice Tea

Source: AMBEV, http://www.ambev.com.br/produtos,
viewed May 10, 2004.



A01-04-00xx 17

Appendix 9 Sample of Tubaínas Brands

Manufacturer/Brand Location Market Introduction
Celina Rio Grande do Sul 1894
Água da Serra/Fanni/Gasosão Santa Catarina 1976
Cirylla (originally Distilléria Urso) Rio Grande do Sul 1910 
Ciryllinha Rio Grande do Sul 1960
Frutty Minas Gerais 1950
Conquista Paraná 1960s
Papuan Santa Catarina 1979
Itamarati São Paulo 1950
Poty São Paulo 1951
Mineirinho Rio de Janeiro 1946
Flexa Rio de Janeiro N.A.
Cini Paraná 1904
Fruki Ro Grande do Sul 1998
Xereta São Paulo N.A.
Baré Pernambuco N.A.
Frevo Pernambuco 1997
Maracanã/Marasuco N.A. N.A.
Kiko-Cola São Paulo N.A.
Convenção São Paulo 1951
Fricote Bahia N.A.
Garoto Pará N.A.

Source: 2K Para Viagem, http://www.revista2k.com.br/vida/tubaina/imprima.htm, viewed on
October 15, 2003.
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Population, % Region/Country
Region Census 2000 Population, Census 2000
Southeast 72,297,351 42.6%
South 25,089,783 14.8%
North 12,893,561 7.6%
Northeast 47,975,416 28.2%
Central West 11,616,745 6.8%
TOTAL 169,872,856 100.0% 

Source: http://www.terravista.pt/Enseada/1347/mapado.htm, viewed on
June 01, 2004.

Appendix 10 Brazilian Population by Region


